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Thank you for the opportunity to speak today.

We know that no one test, no matter how valid or reliable it is, is able to accurately capture
all there is to know about what a student knows and is able to do. As we develop a
comprehensive assessment system, | suggest that we include diagnostic, formative and
summative assessments. First, regarding the “Design of Assessment Systems” questions:
What is measured is what matters. Currently assessments for grades 3-8 and high school in
our state focus primarily on reading and mathematics. | am hopeful that the wording
reading/language arts will translate as reading AND language arts. What is measured
matters; what is not is left behind. | advocate for the inclusion and emphasis on writing in our
assessment system. In our NCLB environment writing has been left behind. Learning to
read—nbreaking the code that images on pages equals meaning is a monumental moment. We
feel like our learning potential is endless. However, simply decoding and even
comprehending is not enough to contribute, to enhance, to make the future reality better than
the current. Historically, people were not free when they learned to read—and they read; they
were free when they learned to write—and they wrote. While reading is vitally important; it
is simply not enough. Focusing only on reading limits individuals to a subservient role—
ingesting the thoughts of others. Learning to read and write empowers one to express
thoughts, share experiences, and extend knowledge—not just re-circulate it. The College
Board and Advanced Placement know this well. Most subject-area assessments include
extended written responses—from biology to calculus to literature—students must analyze,
evaluate, justify, and explain in writing. It is not enough to simply “know” the content. The
way AP uses a balance of assessment items and brings practitioners together to score the
assessments is also a good model of assessment practice. (These comments align to
guestion number four.) A decade ago our district worked with Doug Reeves as we
instituted performance-based assessments in writing, mathematics, science, and art. The
system centered on teams of teachers who selected student exemplars. Team members used
these “anchor” performances to train other educators. Many teachers still comment that
participating in the process was the best professional development they have ever received.
To maintain fiscal responsibility without compromising reliability in a new assessment
system we can and should use technology to assist in the assessment process. Computers can
be programmed to assess and provide feedback based on examples from [human] anchor
team members. Students thrive on instant feedback; and more effective feedback equals more
learning. Think of the feedback students get from videogames or when communicating via
instant messaging, producing and posting to social media sites. Choose a system that allows
students to receive useful, timely feedback, learn from their mistakes, correct them, and re-
assess using similar tasks that demonstrate their understanding of important learning goals.



Next, regarding the types of assessments, listed in question number 2: To be valuable tools
in teaching and learning, assessments need to get as close as possible to real world
performances. Societal expectations demand that students not only know things but they are
able to do things to high levels. Authentic, real world performances need to be incorporated
into the assessment system. Rick Stiggins, of ATI ETS says, “What assessment can you give
tomorrow that students would not want to miss?” If we want students to conduct
experiments, address meaningful, real world problems, clearly articulate explanations and
use problem solving abilities we must engage them in real world, worthwhile tasks. Take a
lead from our US military here. When | was a medic-in-training at Fort Sam Houston, Texas
a student who earned one hundred percent on his multiple-choice shot unit exam was my
partner for the hands-on portion. Even though we had practiced using artificial arms, and
read about and were tested on the content of giving shots, when my partner pierced my skin
and pressed in, almost to my scapula, |1 knew that his multiple-choice understanding was not
equivalent to a real world understanding and application of giving shots. In our training we
learned about 1V’s and TPR; however, it wasn’t until we could do these things (find a vein,
start and maintain an IV, accurately take a temperature, locate and measure a pulse, monitor
and record respirations) that we were truly “doing” the work of a medic. We should ask
students to apply their skills, not just learn about them in surface-level ways, always asking
whether they are doing the discipline—or merely selecting those items that are easiest to
assess. College and career readiness demands ability to do—not just know.

Finally, educators need high quality professional development to institute and maintain a
comprehensive assessment system. Teachers need to understand how to construct quality
performance tasks. Administrators and teachers need to learn how to provide effective
feedback to enhance student performance. All need to accurately report student learning and
achievement in meaningful ways to multiple stakeholders. Thank you for taking these ideas
into consideration.

Sincerely,

Patrice L. Ball

2845 East Rhode Island Avenue
Milwaukee, WI 53207
plball@wi.rr.com

As of November 11, 2009
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Public Comment Statement on
The Race to the Top Assessment Program
from
Jay A. Diskey
Executive Director, School Division
Association of American Publishers (AAP)

On behalf of the Association of American Publishers and its members, it is my pleasure to
provide comments to the U.S. Department of Education regarding the proposed Race To The
Top (RTTT) assessment initiative. The AAP School Division is the principal trade association of
the educational publishing industry. The Division’s Test Committee is comprised of many of the
nation’'s major test publishers and assessment organizations. The committee’s mission is to
foster awareness of the role of testing in education, to promote appropriate use of assessments
in education and to advocate public policy conducive to sound testing practices.

AAP supports the RTTT assessment initiative, and we believe it will provide funding to support
the development of testing systems that all stakeholders in our education system believe are
desirable. AAP members have many decades of experience in developing and implementing
complex assessment systems in all 50 states and the nation’s 15,000 school districts. The U.S.
testing industry is comprised of educators, researchers, psychometricians, and technologists
with extensive experience in developing and administering technically sound assessments that
are used for many different purposes. We hope the Department recognizes the industry as a
resource to be utilized as it shapes this important initiative.

In my brief comments today, | would like to speak to several topics raised in the questions
pertaining to the design of the proposed assessment system. More extensive written comments
will be submitted as well.

| want first to address the topic of innovation. We hope the RTTT assessment initiative will
enable greater implementation of the innovations the U.S. testing industry has developed. For
example, the industry has pioneered:

. Performance-based and portfolio assessments, in addition to constructed
response and essays.

= Formative and interim assessments, as identified in the proposed RTTT notice.

= Technology-based student assessments administered online in addition to using
paper and pencil, with technology-based scoring and assembly.



= Vertical scaling and growth measures, which in fact preceded the emphasis on
alignment of standards in the No Child Left Behind Act and the Improving
America’s Schools Act as well as the current focus on growth indicators.

= Tests that provide both normative and criterion-referenced interpretations of
student performance.

= International benchmarking.
= Tests of college and career readiness.
. Assessments for English language learners and students with disabilities

adhering to universal design principles.

= Extensive and sophisticated data and reporting systems that allow teachers and
principals — and parents — to monitor student performance and target
interventions and resources to meet individual student needs.

= Operational best practices, which have been developed by the Association of
Test Publishers (ATP) in cooperation with the Council of Chief State School
Officers (CCSSO). These best practices will complement the Standards for
Educational and Psychological Testing, which address psychometric properties
of tests and the technical aspects of measurement and assessment. AAP fully
supports the efforts of ATP and CCSSO.

Test publishers have developed these innovations in close collaboration with the nation’s states
and school districts. In the case of statewide tests that are required to meet federal
accountability requirements, publishers have developed the tests in direct response to state
RFPs that set out detailed descriptions of what the state is seeking and what they wish to
include in their assessment systems. Unfortunately, funding constraints often limit the scope of
assessment systems and the implementation of innovations. There is a great deal of discussion
about the “next generation of assessments.” Much of that next generation is now available, but
in most cases there has not been sustained funding for such assessment systems. We hope
the Department will not only fund innovations, but we hope it will foster them through policies
that are not overly prescriptive.

The second topic is the capacity for continuous improvement. Over time, the testing industry
has created and implemented extensive quality assurance systems. Quality assurance
methods adopted by the testing industry include clearly defined scoring procedures and
systems, reliable scoring technologies, ongoing training of personnel and constant oversight of
the test scoring process. The operational best practices mentioned earlier will further augment
quality assurance measures.

The third topic is high standards. Any federally funded assessment initiative should meet the
highest psychometric standards in order to ensure validity, fairness, and reliability. It is
imperative that formative and interim assessments, as well as summative assessments, meet
these standards. Tests are used to make and inform decisions throughout the educational
system. These decisions must be based on tests built by experienced professionals adhering to
high standards. Furthermore, the testing programs and assessment systems also should be
consistent with high technical standards and operational best practices.



The final topic is competition. We hope any assessment initiative funded by the federal
government allows for open competition. The current system is a highly competitive one where
test publishers are constantly updating and improving their products and services in order to
remain competitive. The results are innovation and lower costs to states and districts. We urge
the Department to encourage fair and open competition through transparent procedures, and
design the initiative so that no single winner takes all.

Thank you. AAP appreciates the opportunity to provide public comment.

Contact information:

Jay A. Diskey

Executive Director, School Division
Association of American Publishers
50 F St., NW, Suite 400
Washington, DC 20001
202/220-4549
idiskey@publishers.org




Words for Race to the Top Meeting
Boston, MA

November 12, 2009

G. Gage Kingsbury

Northwest Evaluation Association

NCLB has been a courageous attempt to help every child do well in school, but at its heart it suffers
from the use of old testing technology and a lack of incentive to help every child to learn more,
regardless of their current achievement. We need a system of education that encourages every child to
learn as much as they can and enables every child to continue to learn, improve, create, and innovate in
school and as adults.

Toward this end, we make two specific recommendations:

First, Race to the Top should require assessments that are as accurate for students who are
struggling or excelling as they are for those who are performing at or near the proficiency level.
It should be the right of every student to be measured fairly by the assessment. We would not
measure students’ visual acuity by measuring students near 20-20 well, and then dividing the
rest of the students into just far-sighted and near-sighted. Unfortunately, that is what we do by
using a fixed-form test to measure student achievement. A fixed-form test commonly provides
four times as much information for a student near the proficiency cut-off level than it provides
for a student who is far below the proficiency level or far above the proficiency level. For
these students, the fixed-form used is a poor measure of what they know and can do. Using a
single form violates the right of each student to be measured well.

Second, Race to the Top should require assessment outcomes to be empirically linked to
individualized recommendations for the teacher to use with each student. Tests currently used
in NCLB divide students into very gross categories (advanced, proficient, and basic for
instance). This provides little information for the teacher to decide what the student would
benefit from learning next. In order to provide instructional value to the most costly testing
program in the country, the assessments need to produce timely information concerning the
next steps for each student in a manner that is empirically derived. Our students and teachers
have often said that state testing is a waste of time, and until the test becomes useful for each
student and every teacher, they may be right. If we plan to get to the top, we need to make sure
every student grows as much as they can.

There are many ways to fulfill these recommendations, but I will describe one proven approach.

The use of adaptive tests with appropriate item pools allows us to have equally precise
measurement (or nearly equal) for every student who takes the assessment. This has been
shown over a period of 35 years by business, industry, a variety of professional organizations,
and by the federal government. By using adaptive tests, each student can take a test that is
challenging and precisely aligned to the content standards of interest. Each of these adaptive
tests will provide a solid measurement of the student’s achievement and growth.

The use of IRT measurement scales allows us to place student achievement on the same scale
that is used to measure the difficulty of the tasks on the assessment. This means that a



student’s score at the end of the test provides us with an empirically derived understanding of
the student’s ability to address different types of tasks. This allows statements concerning what
a student should be prepared to learn in the classroom today, regardless of the fact that the
student may be a high performer or a low performer. This provides low performing students
with a pathway to proficiency, and at the same time, it provides a path of challenge for high
performing students. How this information is used in the classroom becomes a professional
challenge for each teacher, but we need assessments that provide the information before the
teachers can take on the challenge.

The approach just described has been used successfully in large scale applications from my
organization’s MAP tests, to the licensure tests used in the nursing profession, to the ASVAB tests
used by our military. Race to the Top provides us with the means to give students the good
measurement that is their right, and provides us with an opportunity to provide students, parents, and
teachers with information about the content that is challenging for students today.



Testimony Submitted by Tamar Meiksin on November 16, 2009
to the Department of Education Race to the Top Program
Race to the Top Assessment Input
General Assessment Input

My name is Tamar Meiksin. I am a parent of children enrolled in public school and I am an
educator licensed in general elementary education, grades 1-6. I want to thank you for the
opportunity to present my input on the topic of General Assessment.

Quality, equality and democracy

in public education

is what I dream for my children.

My aspiration

is that every child

be granted the opportunity to receive an education
that meets his or her fullest potential

through public schooling;

a time when assessments will measure

what children should learn...

what teachers should teach,

instead of teachers teaching

and children learning

the limits of what one high-stakes standardized test can measure,
and how their education under No Child Left Behind
confines them within invisible walls.

My daughter always loved to learn;

she began reading to her classmates in PreK;

she loved Kindergarten so much,

she could barely endure missing one day,

when she was ill;

In first grade, my daughter read fervently and wrote relentlessly;
In second, her concern for the environment

led her to organize a playground cleanup campaign.

Then came third grade, the first year she studied under the reign
of high-quality high-stakes standardized testing,

and during the summer vacation that followed,

my daughter begged me not to send her to her school anymore.
My insides twisted like hands wringing wet laundry,

as I watched the one-test high-stakes high-quality education
drain the innovation, self-motivation and love-of-learning

right out of my little girl!

I knew it was happening and I spoke up...but I didn't speak up enough.
With tears streaming down her face,

my daughter pleaded with me, "Please...Please...PLEASE, mama,
don't send me back to that school...ANY school but that school!

Testimony Submitted by Tamar Meiksin on November 16, 2009
Race to the Top Assessment Input: General Assessment Input



I couldn't bear to go through another year like that again!"

I knew it wasn't as simple as the school,

so I spoke up more and I spoke up louder!

Within one month into fourth grade, in the same school,

my daughter organized a fundraising campaign for Hurricane Katrina victims

and also became Vice President of her class.

Now in middle school, my hard-working, love-of-learning, National Jr. Honor Society member,
role model, dancer, volunteer for causes important to her, self-motivated daughter survives.
I cringe to think what might be

if a child could drop out of school after third grade,

or if I didn't speak...if I couldn't speak...if no one could hear...or if no one would listen.

But it's not over.

When a high-quality education is good enough to measure

with one high-stakes standardized test, it is not good enough.

When we need to add critical thinking skills, creativity, and innovation

into our high-quality measured by one-test-standard education,

and say, "Oops!" - because we forgot to add these important skills into our high-quality recipe
like forgetting to add the spices that cause our mouths to water for more,

it is not good enough.

What if we rated ice cream businesses by choosing a measure of one flavor, say pistachio?
Say one company offers 100 innovative flavors, but they don't make pistachio.

Another company offers 20 flavors including pistachio, along with creative ice cream sundaes.
A third company takes pride in their award-winning pistachio as well as in their other flavor.
Someone speaks up, "This rating system is not fair!

It disregards diversity of flavors!

It disregards the merit of flavor choices, innovative recipes, and creative ice cream inventions!
Human tendency will push what sells,

what brings in the dollars,

high-stakes one-test standardized high-quality pistachio,

while everything else fades into insignificance.

I know you may like pistachio ice cream and that is fine, but what about me?

I'm allergic to nuts!"

After time, we begin to notice that what we savored

has disappeared,

and while we thought we were given something more,

we actually had much taken away.

Within our valued system of free enterprise,

free enterprise of the mind has faded into the background,

and I worry about how our children will be free

to think and express their thoughts,

when our high-stakes one-test standardized assessment

doesn't require teachers to do more than spoon feed information

and doesn't require students to do more than mere rote memorization.

Testimony Submitted by Tamar Meiksin on November 16, 2009
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I praise the teachers who find ways to truly teach our children

amidst our high-quality high-stakes one-test standardized devaluation
system that

disregards children with special needs,

disregards English language learners,

disregards different learning styles,

and disregards innovation, creativity, expression and plurality;

but rewards teachers who choose to do nothing other than teach to the test,
and allows teachers to seize empowerment from children they cannot teach.

I have seen children reveal academic talents and insights

in varied and creative ways

that an open response question or multiple choice test cannot uncover.
We need a system that permits multiple ways to assess,

for every child is individual and multidimensional,

and if we look at each child from just one perspective,

or evaluate just one quality,

or listen to just one viewpoint,

we will limit the breadth we need to know our children, and worse,
we will limit our children's freedom to know themselves.

We, in the United States of America,

have the most valuable asset we could imagine -

the democratic principles that provide every person

in our pluralistic society the right

to live together with quality and equality,

and take pride in his and her identity and individuality.

"..government of the people, by the people, for the people, shall not perish...,"
echo Abraham Lincoln's words that seem so distant

from the policy governing our children's schools;

where I have seen children become sickened

as they carry the weight of the top down policy pressure,

while they innocently wait at the bottom to learn.

When you, the policy makers,

can look every teacher, parent, guardian, and every single child in the eye,
and say with truth and integrity,

"I am granting your children, and you...the children, the opportunity

to receive a public school education

that meets your fullest potential,

with quality and equality,

with democracy

through multiple assessments that measure complex comprehensive truths;"
that is when our high-quality public educational opportunity

may be good enough.

Thank you.

Testimony Submitted by Tamar Meiksin on November 16, 2009
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Brief Remarks at the November 12, 2009 Race to the Top Assessment Program Public
Input Meeting in Boston MA, on the General Assessment Topic Area

Frederic A. Mosher, Ph.D.

Senior Research Consultant

Consortium for Policy Research in Education
Teachers College, Columbia University
fmosher@gmail.com

My first reaction on reading the request for input on the proposed Race to the Top
assessment system development program was something like what my parents would say
during the Great Depression, the one in the 30’s, not the one we just faced: "If we had
ham, we could have ham and eggs -- if we had eggs."

The framework of proposed required and desirable characteristics for the summative
assessments and assessment systems to be developed by consortia of states to measure
students’ progress toward, and achievement of, the common standards the states will have
agreed on sets out a list of criteria which, if you take them seriously, no test publisher or
assessment developer could possibly meet in the near future. If they tell you they can, (I
was going to say, “they are lying,” but after listening to Henry Braun today, let’s say
instead --) they are wildly optimistic, or they don’t know what they are talking about.

One reason for that is simply that we don’t yet know how the college and career ready
high school leaving standards, which themselves have not been finalized, let alone really
“validated,” will be mapped back over the K-12 grades -- so that the “track” that students
are supposed to be “on” can’t be described in sufficient detail so that assessments could
be devised to report where students are in terms of significant milestones along such a
track.

One of the real virtues of this request and the framework it lays out is that it does ask for
assessments that report students’ performance in terms referenced to such a track, and to
milestones of progress along it, rather than in terms that are referenced explicitly or
implicitly only to where students stand relative to their peers. This is what Laurie Weiss
was calling for today when he talked about “learning trajectories.”

However, we don’t really have an agreed technology for developing assessment items or
exercises that could instantiate such milestones or stages of knowledge and skills, or
discriminate among them rigorously. Psychometricians and publishers won’t really be
able to begin trying out and applying the nascent ideas they may have about such
technologies until the K-12 mapping produces grade by grade “standards” that “build
toward college and career readiness” -- or otherwise defines what the track toward
college and career readiness looks like, if it is not tied specifically to grade related
expectations. This suggests that state coalitions entering into this program should expect
to be involved in a lengthy and iterative, even trial and error, process as both the
standards, and the assessments designed to measure students’ progress toward them, are
developed and refined over time.



Don’t get me wrong. | think there is nothing wrong with recognizing and accepting that
attaining the goals of this program will require more time and trial and error than its
designers may realize, and if it does attain its goals, however long the time, that result
would certainly justify the contemplated expenditure, and more.

Still, recognition of the limitations of our current knowledge also raises cautions about
some of the other criteria listed in the framework and its requirements. We are not likely
to be able to measure complex or ambitious (“Twenty-First Century””) knowledge and
skills without specifying the curricular and pedagogical experiences that students should
have been exposed to. You can’t have “fair” and valid measures of such things without
such specification, because you can’t fairly ask the questions without knowing something
about the linguistic and experiential contexts in which the students at least should have
had a chance to learn how to answer. There is a corresponding tension between having
assessment exercises that are novel, and that therefore can’t distort instruction by being
“taught to” narrowly, as against their being fair and/or complex or ambitious. There is a
comparable fairness issue with “secure” and released items. There are obvious tensions
among the cost of item development and scoring, timeliness of reporting and feedback,
and ambitiousness of the outcomes to be measured, and on and on. The request is right to
ask for comment on these tradeoffs. But you have to accept that these tradeoffs really do
exist — and you probably want to allow states some leeway in experimenting with
different ways of resolving them, so that over time we have a chance of learning which
approaches are most satisfactory, and most supportive of instruction.

Thank you for this opportunity to express my views.
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Public Comment
By Monty Neill, Ed.D.
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General Remarks

Before the nation can successfully implement better assessment practices, it must first reject the
incorrect assumptions and flawed logic of No Child Left Behind (NCLB). To ensure effective
education reform, including high-quality assessment, the Administration must overhaul NCLB,
its draft requirements for Race to the Top (RTTT), and the "Assessment Program Design" to
which we are responding today.

NCLB has failed to improve educational quality and equity. U.S. children have made less
academic progress since NCLB came into effect than in the preceding period, and the
achievement gap has not narrowed as significantly. Secretary Duncan’s proposals to date would
reinforce the errors of NCLB.

The problem is not only that tests used under NCLB are inadequate, but that the fundamental
assumption behind the law has proven wrong: America cannot test and punish its way to better
schools, no matter how good its standardized tests might become. That said, the nation does need
high quality assessments that are properly used.

A revised RTTT could provide a great stimulus for states to overhaul their assessments. This
would require developing new systems of local and state formative and summative assessments
that can assist student learning, help gauge students' academic progress, and provide an
important source of evidence for evaluating teachers, principals and schools. These new systems
should be built within a framework that provides flexibility and diversity while ensuring high
quality opportunity and expectations for all students.

15 Court Square, Suite 820, Boston, MA 02108 (857) 350-8207 FAX (857) 350-8209
Web Site: www.fairtest.org Email: fairtest@fairtest.org



Unfortunately, the framework before us today appears designed to ensure the continuation of
highly centralized, top-down state assessment systems. To a great extent, it perpetuates the
flawed conceptions of NCLB. It is far too limited and will inhibit the most necessary and
valuable improvements in assessment. Its structure reduces teachers to administering and perhaps
scoring tests. It does not even suggest that teachers should be part of the process of creating new,
high-quality assessments. It completely misconstrues formative assessments, as if the issue were
teachers selecting a test off a shelf instead of responding to the emerging needs of highly diverse
learners engaged with a specific curriculum.

Therefore, FairTest's first specific recommendation is that the "Assessment Program Design"
itself be overhauled. Fortunately, there exist well-thought-out approaches that can provide a new
framework. Among your expert presenters are people who have helped develop such approaches.
I urge the Department to listen carefully to their recommendations and concerns.

The Forum on Educational Accountability (FEA), an alliance of dozens of education, civil rights,
religious, disability, parent and civic organizations that I chair, commissioned an Expert Panel on
Assessment, which included some of your expert presenters, to develop recommendations on
what a comprehensive, educationally beneficial assessment system could look like.

The report explains how to use multiple sources of evidence -- teacher evaluations of student
work over time, locally developed assessments, performance assessments of various kinds, and
statewide standardized exams -- to determine both achievement levels and student growth. It
recommends external monitoring to assure the quality, accuracy and fairness of the various
assessments. A system built from these elements would provide solid data for evaluating schools,
districts and states. A growing body of evidence from the U.S. and other nations supports these
recommendations.

Assessment is both a quantitative and qualitative endeavor. Thus, states should be able to use
these federal funds to engage in qualitative evaluation, such as an inspection system, as
recommended by the Broader, Bolder Agenda. Inspectors are trained experts who visit schools to
observe, review data, and hold discussions, then evaluate the school and issue a report. This
process is central to accountability in England and New Zealand.

Legislation introduced in Massachusetts and supported by FairTest would build a system that
includes state standardized test results, incorporates an inspectorate, and relies most heavily on
assessment of student classroom work. This legislation provides the three "legs" on which new
assessment systems should stand.

In my written comments, | propose concrete steps the Department should support. These are
based in large part on three attached documents - FEA, BBA and the Massachusetts bill. Some of
these ideas can be incorporated into the "Assessment Program Design" before us, but many
require or could be done far better and more easily if the Department significantly modifies the
program design.



Responses to specific questions

In hopes that the U.S. Department of Education both revises the "Design" structure and agrees to
positive steps that can provide major improvements to assessment, | provide detailed answers to
questions posed in the Federal Register notice.

I highly recommend that Department staff first read the attached documents from the Expert
Panel on Assessment of the Forum on Educational Accountability; the Broader, Bolder Agenda;
and the Massachusetts legislation. Much of what | discuss below assumes content detailed in
those documents.

1. Propose an assessment system (Questions 1 and 2)

Putting the FEA, BBA and the Massachusetts proposals together, states and districts, with federal
assistance, can build educationally sound assessment systems. They would provide series of
assessments that use different formats, rely on classroom-based evidence (summed up in grades
and scores, portfolios or learning records), extensively utilize performance assessments, and
include both guantitative and qualitative evidence, each contributing to fair evaluations of
students, educators, schools, districts and states. They can provide data on status, growth and
improvement (see FEA, 2007, Principle IV, for discussion of these three dimensions). They
provide a framework for professional development through which teachers can greatly
strengthen their formative and summative assessment knowledge.

States can collaborate in multiple ways to build their new assessment systems, including:

- develop new large-scale common assessments;

- build multi-state banks of performance tasks and projects teachers can access as
appropriate;

- work together to solve complex problems of assessing highly diverse populations of
students, in and across demographic categories of race, class, disability and language;

- exchange ideas and experiences on the best ways to use multiple sources of evidence,
including verification of the accuracy of teacher evaluations of student learning;

- share evidence of what works, with whom, in what circumstances, with what mix of
local control and state guidance, in assessment, professional development and school
improvement.

Using a mix of state and local assessments, including classroom-based evidence, is permissible
under NCLB, provided that the evidence is reliable, can support valid inferences, and ensures
comparable definitions of basic, proficient and advanced achievement across schools and
districts. What is needed is not authority, but funds and federal support to enable states to build
such systems.

What follows is a discussion of the use of performance tasks, other sources of classroom-based
evidence of learning, and local assessments, that with large-scale exams (census or sampling)
and inspectorates can create a strong yet flexible assessment and evaluation system based on
state or common standards. The proposals from the Department should reflect the goal of helping



states develop comprehensive assessment and evaluation systems, not simply a new set of large-
scale exams.

The National Research Council Board on Testing and Assessment (2009) recently reiterated the
wisdom of the measurement profession that standardized tests alone cannot provide an adequate
basis for making high-stakes decisions about students, educators, schools or systems. This point
has been a basic premise of the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (AERA,
APA & NCME, 1999). Thus, proper assessment requires multiple sources of evidence. Further,
the extensive use of performance tasks is necessary for evaluation of complex learning (Sheperd,
Hannaway and Baker, 2009).

To obtain multiple sources of evidence and use a wide range of performance tasks, states could
mandate more and more standardized assessments, using varied formats and types of items. That
would be a bad idea, costing far too much and pushing the system to the point of overload and
explosion. For example, a performance assessment system for a biology course would require
about 10 performance tasks of an hour each to be able to make a defensible judgment about a
student (Shavelson, Gao and Baxter, 1993). That is not feasible for a centralized system, but it is
feasible for a good teacher to use 10 such tasks a year.

While the teacher should be capable of designing some of those good tasks — in part to be able to
teach well — it is infeasible for her to develop all 10 of them. Thus, there is a need to develop
assessment banks, to which teachers would contribute as well as draw on existing tasks to use
when appropriate to her particular curriculum and students, including ELLs and SWDs. The
results of those tasks would provide a significant component of the composite evidence of each
student’s learning, feeding into the overall data system.

To keep costs low or avoid use of locally-controlled (though state-guided) assessment evidence,
a state might choose to use only one or two tasks in each of its large-scale exams. It would then
have to continue to rely primarily on multiple-choice and short-answer items. That would
effectively prevent the state from gathering evidence of higher-level student learning, for which
those item types are inadequate. Worse, especially if the tests remain high-stakes, it would
perpetuate the current problem in which too-limited tests dominate curriculum and instruction.
We conclude that the far preferable solution would be to encourage extensive use of high-quality
performance tasks, with teachers doing the grading.

Our hypothetical biology teacher would teach more than the performance tasks, requiring further
assessment evidence, such as quizzes, tests, reports, experiments, and more. Some of them would
involve work on computers as new technologies develop.

Thus, the core assessment data for evaluation purposes should come from ongoing student work
(classroom-based evidence). Students produce great amounts of work every year, which their
teachers evaluate. Taken together, those teacher evaluations are better predictors of college
success than are even very technically sound single tests, such as the SAT and ACT (College
Board, 20009. Still, the quality of current teacher assessment knowledge and practice needs
improvement. The best solution to this problem is professional development, which is generally
essential to the development and success of the new system (more on that below).



In addition to using performance tasks and conducting other teacher made or selected
assessments, schools and districts can use varied types of common assessments to gather
additional information, including for use as a check on teacher evaluations. These assessments
can be part of each student's composite score.

The result is in effect a grade, a summative judgment reduced to a number. The grade or score
would be based on the applicable content and performance standards. It would be a grade rooted
in richer evidence than most teachers' grades now are because of the use of approved
performance tasks, a grade rooted in greater teacher skill due to extensive professional
development. Thus, the classroom-based evidence, which would incorporate assessments
generated from beyond the classroom, would provide a high-quality basis for evaluating student
progress. It can provide one important piece of evidence for evaluating teachers and principals,
schools and districts, as well as states.

Such classroom-based and local assessment data requires verification to ensure the assessments
and the scoring meet state and federal standards. There are several ways this can be done.

"Moderation," re-scoring samples of student work, is one option (Wood, Darling-Hammond,
Neill and Roschewski, 2007). This assumes either an organized compilation of student work (a
portfolio or "Learning Record"), or at a minimum some of the performance tasks drawn from the
"bank." This process works best if the design of the portfolio is very strong, and if teachers have
a few years of practice (c.f., Learning Record, n.d.).

Moderation enables independent readers to rescore work from samples of students in each
classroom, thereby checking on the originating teacher. This can provide a means to ensure that
performance standards are applied across all schools and students are evaluated based on
common standards. In essence, if reviewers conclude the five randomly selected work samples
from Ms. Jones' classroom have been scored accurately, it is a reasonable conclusion that her
other students have also been accurately scored. Other nations use moderation successfully
(Wood, et al., 2007).

The toughest question may well be what to do when reviewers disagree with the originating
teacher. One option is to produce new scores that would replace the original scores for use in
final judgments on student work, as is done in Queensland, Australia. Another is to simply
provide feedback, as the Learning Record did. The latter would keep the stakes low as the system
develops over time until such discrepancies are very rare. It likely will take three to five years to
build a system with the needed accuracy, due to the need for rigorous development and extensive
professional development.

Another tool is to carefully design requirements local assessments used for accountability would
have to meet, and then review the assessments for quality (Wood, et al.). This was the approach
Nebraska used in developing a system of local assessments. Over just a few years, the quality of
local assessments improved significantly (Gallagher, 2007). A third option is to triangulate with
other forms of data, such as the large-scale state exams (which may include some performance



tasks). In this, discrepancies between test scores and local results can be investigated and
resolved.

All three can be used together to verify each of the components of information that contribute
toward the evaluation. By employing all three, strong design can be built in from the start, while
moderation and triangulation ensure comparability and maintenance of standards.

In such a system, large-scale assessments need not be given to every student every year, because
locally-based evidence would be available to be gathered, analyzed and evaluated every year, in
all subjects (Joint Statement, 2004). In addition, this approach would allow for evaluation of all
subject areas without the burden of large-scale exams in every subject area.

States could use sampling systems such as employed by the National Assessment of Educational
Progress (NAEP) and by the now-ended Maryland State Performance Assessment Program, a set
of performance tasks that was ended when NCLB required every student in each grade to obtain
comparable scores. Local assessment evidence could combine with sampling tests to produce the
needed annual information for each student in each grade. That is, students would receive grades
that are validated through the moderation process. This does leave some leeway, but with proper
moderation and triangulation for the years tests are administered, the leeway is quite small. That
small leeway is a price well worth paying for lower state test burden. However, a state could
continue to administer large-scale exams that produce individual scores to all students in selected
grades. Many details regarding these possibilities are provided in the FEA Expert Panel (2007)
report.

Thus, "innovative and effective approaches to assessment" rely on multiple sources of evidence
which, to be used effectively and with reasonable cost and administrative burden, must employ
significant local and classroom-based evidence accumulated over the course of the year. Even
with assessment tasks provided by computer (as some can be, but others cannot), the choice of
which ones to use at what time must be locally determined unless a state is to insist on a state-
mandated curriculum in which all students will proceed through identical curriculum at the same
pace. | assume that is not a goal of this Department.

The rich evidence flowing from such a system can be used to strengthen teaching, learning and
program improvement. It can provide an important contribution to the determination of school
effectiveness (which also requires a great deal of other evidence, from within and outside of
schools; see Forum on Educational Accountability, 2009). It can contribute to teacher and
principal evaluations, though student achievement, even if determined using multiple sources of
evidence, must only be one part of those evaluations.

I noted in my introduction (oral testimony) the use of inspectorates. These are major components
of accountability in England and New Zealand (Rothstein, 2009). They have been used
occasionally in the U.S. Essentially, an inspection system has teams of trained experts conduct
multi-day visits to each school to observe, review data (including school self-evaluations), and
hold meetings and discussions. They then issue a report on the schools. They may be involved in
providing assistance, as needed, or that work may be done separately. Rothstein proposes
inspections once every three years; they are less frequent in other nations. They resemble current



accreditation processes, but as Rothstein notes, those process would have to be improved. The
Broader, Bolder Agenda in Education Campaign (2007) has proposed that inspectorates be part
of a reauthorized ESEA.

Legislation proposed in Massachusetts (Sciortino, 2009) would create an inspectorate, but it
would also continue state large-scale exams, and it would rely on locally-based evidence of
student learning, including classroom work, as described above. Education, civil rights, parent
and other groups helped develop this plan.

In response to a few additional system design requirements:

- Standardized tests do not provide much evidence of college readiness. For example, though
there is a correlation between ACT scores and college success, many students who score below
ACT's cut-off in fact succeed in college, while many above the cut do not. SAT and ACT scores
predict only about 16% of the variance in college grades, less than what teacher grades provide,
particularly grades in college preparatory classes (College Board). From the other end, the
knowledge and skills sought by college professors and higher-level employers cannot be
measured by current or improved tests one-shot standardized exams (Achieve, 2005). It is the
accumulation of a rich array of evidence, primarily classroom-based, that will enable fair and
accurate decisions; and it is a rich educational program supported, not undermined, by
assessments, that will ensure student success.

- High quality performance tasks also provide multiple entry points so students of different
abilities and knowledge can access them. Their ability to provide multiple entry points should be
one means by which they are evaluated for inclusion in an assessment bank. The Expert Panel on
Assessment (2007) also called for using universal design principles to ensure assessments are
accessible and valid for students with disabilities and English language learners (see section I11).

- Local teachers would do most of the scoring, of their own students and as part of teams
working at the school or district levels to score local and state assessments. As discussed above,
moderation to evaluate teacher accuracy should be part of the system. This can be done fairly
quickly, at the end of a school year for example.

- The costs should be feasible, but we lack precise evidence, in part because there are many
design options. | did some rough calculations of the per-student costs of the Queensland,
Australia "Rich Tasks," sets of performance tasks at grades 3, 6 and 9 that were scored locally
then subject to moderation. (I could not obtain direct cost statements.) My estimate is $25-35
(Australian) per student annually, including design, moderation and reporting, but not including
teacher classroom time. When part of teachers' regular work, group scoring of complex tasks also
serves as valuable professional development.

- The Department expressed particular interest in assessing individual student growth. The FEA
Expert Panel (2007) concluded that multiple sources of evidence can and should be used in
determining individual student status, improvement by groups of students, and growth of
individual students (See esp Section 1V). Using multiple sources of evidence is the means to
ensure accurate, valid assessments of the very diverse populations in our schools, while



obtaining a sufficient variety of kinds of evidence will require reliance on classroom-based
evidence.

- The Department's design framework on professional development reads as being done to
teachers (e.g., "delivering high-quality professional development™). Accumulating evidence
shows professional development is best done with, not to, teachers, and is a continuing practice,
not a deliverable. Similarly, it treats teachers as consumers of assessments, not as designers of
assessments. Participating in the design of assessment provides excellent professional
development opportunities for teachers, strengthening their knowledge of curriculum content and
assessment and providing opportunities for teachers to share knowledge and skills.

- Assessment for learning (formative assessment) has been recognized as a very valuable
component of teaching and learning. In the opening portion of my testimony, | criticized the
conception of "formative™ assessment deployed in this program design. Formative assessment is
a process, using a variety of tools, employed by teachers and students. Its use should be rooted in
a teacher's particular curriculum and instruction (see Brookhart, 2009, including the appendix
"Position Paper"; and Shepard, 2009). Unless the Department is encouraging states to implement
a standardized curriculum, not just common standards, it should not focus efforts on constructing
pre-fabricated assessments to be used "formatively." The far more important task is to provide
funding for professional development in formative assessment. That said, properly designed and
useful tasks and projects can provide opportunities for formative assessment. For example, an
extended performance task should provide opportunities for feedback by the teacher and
reflection by the student.

- Large-scale assessment items should be released, as is now done in Massachusetts and several
other states.

Question 3: Local Education Authority expenditures. Unfortunately, the Department's Design
views school districts (to say nothing of schools and teachers) merely as implementers of the
statewide assessments. A better framework sees teachers, schools, and districts as partners with
the states in developing a new assessment system, as outlined above and in the attached
documents. They would also contribute to building data systems to use the information from the
multiple sources of evidence of student learning. In this approach, LEAs would spend a
significant portion of their share of the funds on professional development so that teachers can
greatly improve their assessment capacity.

Question 4, | addressed above: Teachers, as part of their paid work, would score anything that is
not machine-scorable, either in their schools or in multi-school settings. This can be done
quickly, facilitating fast turnaround and reasonable costs. More time-consuming would be a
moderation process. Assuming the primary purposes of moderation are to provide feedback for
teacher learning and to improve data quality for public reporting and accountability, moderation
can be organized for the close of the school year, providing sufficient time to use the information
in planning improvements to instruction and curriculum.

In conclusion, the Department must overhaul its proposed Design. The Design is too limited and
will inhibit the most necessary and valuable improvements in assessment. It perpetuates a top-



down and centralized approach to assessment and improvement that continues to marginalize
educators. The proposal here, including in the attachments, not only provides a different, positive
framework, it begins the process of filling in many of the details states will need to individually
and collaboratively create and implement new assessment systems. What is essential is to show
reasonable options for ways states can design systems, not to proscribe one method all states
must follow. The technical complexities will vary across different options. They can be
addressed and solved with political will and adequate funding.

Thank you for your consideration.
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Executive Summary

Public education underlies much of what is great about America—our shared commitment to
democratic ideals, our social inclusiveness, our economic prosperity, the opportunities available
to those seeking a better life, and our highest ideals of “liberty and justice for all.” Today, there
is no question that education at all levels must be improved if it is to fulfill these promises to the

next generation of Americans.

The education and assessment experts who wrote this report represent a broad array of stakehold-
ers concerned about the reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA),
of which the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) is the latest version. The panelists seek to ensure
that the next version of the law supports the intended purpose of NCLB as outlined in Section
1001: “Ensure that all children have a fair, equal, and significant opportunity to obtain a high-

quality education.”

The panel concludes that significant changes must be made to NCLB in order to meet this goal.
This report advances a set of recommendations grounded in six guiding principles and provides a
vision for an inclusive, beneficial, and fair assessment and accountability system within a strong,
equitable, and steadily improving educational system. The panel urges Congress and state policy
makers, as well as educators and the public, to consider these recommendations as the law is reau-

thorized and implemented.
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PRINCIPLES AND PRIMARY RECOMMENDATIONS

PRINCIPLE I: EQUITY AND CAPACITY BUILDING FOR STUDENT LEARNING

Help states, districts, and schools fulfill their educational responsibilities to foster stu-

dent learning and development by ensuring that all students have equitable access to the

resources, tools, and information they need to succeed and by building capacity to improve

teaching and learning.

1.

2.

Ensure all students have access and support to succeed in a rich curriculum.

Provide the equitable opportunities to learn needed to reach the ambitious goals for

student achievement.
Focus on developing local capacity through incentives and support.

Match needed flexibility with increased local responsibility for implementing the law in

ways that meet its goals and intents.

PRINCIPLE Il: COMPREHENSIVE STATE AND LOCAL ASSESSMENT SYSTEMS

Construct comprehensive and coherent systems of state and local assessments of stu-

dent learning that work together to support instruction, educational improvement and

accountability.

1.

Provide incentives for states and districts to develop comprehensive and coherent
assessment systems that inform instruction and decision-making in ways that state tests
alone cannot and do not. Coherent and comprehensive assessment systems provide evi-
dence of student and school performance in relation to rich and challenging educational
goals, using multiple indicators of student learning from a variety of sources at multiple

points in time.

Provide states incentives and supports to include high quality local assessment systems
in meeting ESEA’s accountability requirements, alone or by augmenting state assess-
ments. Fund pilot projects in which interested states demonstrate how they can meet
ESEA’s accountability requirements through standards-based, locally-developed assess-
ments of students’ learning or by integrating local assessments with state assessments.
Fund expansion of the number of supported projects as states indicate interest. Provide

incentives for states to work together.

Provide tools for states and districts to self-evaluate and improve the coherence and
effectiveness of their local comprehensive assessment systems. The assessment and
instructional components should work together to support instructional improvement

and educational accountability.
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4. Design state and district reports that include all components of their comprehensive assessment
system. State reporting should reflect the presence and weighting of the results from each mea-
sure that comprises its assessment system, including those unique for ELLs and SWDs. District
level reporting should mirror the results of measures, both local and state, used in its account-

ability system.

PRINCIPLE lll.: ASSESSMENT AND ACCOUNTABILITY FOR DIVERSE POPULATIONS

Shape the design, construction, and application of assessment systems so they are appropriate for an

increasingly diverse student population.

1. Design assessments based on principles of universal design, but ensure that the unique factors
that impact the performance of subgroups (e.g., English language learners (ELLs), students with
disabilities (SWDs), students from major racial and ethnic groups, or economically disadvan-
taged students) are specifically addressed in the assessments that are used to measure the aca-

demic achievement of these students and reporting of results.

2. Require states to provide research-based recommendations for selecting and using appropriate
accommodations for ELLs and SWDs to ensure that these students have access to valid assess-

ments of their content knowledge.
3. Require states to validate assessment systems for each subgroup.

4. Support research to address major issues that complicate the design of appropriate assessment
systems for subgroups.

5. Provide incentives for states to work together to shape the conceptual design and construc-
tion of local and state assessments of academic achievement according to the characteristics of
each specified subgroup. Federally fund research to address the most pressing technical issues
related to assessments and accountability decisions for English language learners and students
with disabilities.

PRINCIPLE IV: FAIR APPRAISAL OF ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE

Use multiple sources of evidence to describe and interpret school and district performance fairly,

based on a balance of progress toward and success in meeting student academic learning targets.

1. Encourage states and districts to use multiple sources of evidence drawn from their comprehen-
sive and coherent systems of classroom-, school- and district-based assessments to summarize

and appraise student performance.

2. Encourage states to describe school performance in terms of status, improvement, and growth,

using the states’ multiple sources of evidence.
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3.

As states evaluate their assessment systems, conduct ongoing studies of the validity of
the descriptions and interpretations of student and school performance to ensure the

quality of core data analysis and reporting.

PRINCIPLE V: FAIR ACCOUNTABILITY DECISIONS

Improve the validity and reliability of criteria used to classify the performance of schools

and districts to ensure fair evaluations and to minimize bias in accountability decisions.

1.

Encourage states to include all subjects - not just reading, math and science - in their
comprehensive assessment systems, but use compensatory processes to ensure that the
inclusion of more subjects does not become another means for schools and districts to

fail accountability requirements.

Encourage states and districts to use multiple sources of evidence drawn from their
comprehensive and coherent assessment systems to make accountability decisions about
the quality of school and district performance and determine which schools and dis-

tricts need what forms of assistance.

Retain the ESEA requirement for gathering and reporting disaggregated information by

subgroups based on the comprehensive assessment system.

Use collective research from the states to establish realistic and challenging federal
guidelines for rates of growth or improvement towards the goal of reaching specified

learning targets.

Replace the current rules for AYP classifications with reliability and validity criteria
that each state must apply when designing its accountability classification system so

that it is fair and minimizes bias.

Use accountability decisions to inform assistance to schools.

PRINCIPLE VI: USE OF ASSESSMENT AND ACCOUNTABILITY INFORMATION TO
IMPROVE SCHOOLS AND STUDENT LEARNING

Provide effective, targeted assistance to schools correctly identified as needing assistance.

1.

Encourage states and districts to use multiple sources of evidence from state and local
assessments and other forms of evidence to inform actions such as interventions and

technical assistance.

If a school (or district) is identified as not making sufficient progress towards improve-
ments or in outcomes, the district (or state) would investigate causes and undertake a

series of interventions tailored to address particular needs.
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3. Assistance may include providing professional development, developing partnerships with par-
ents and families, improving curriculum, and attracting and retaining high quality teachers
and administrators.

4. NCLB mandates for governance changes should be removed or, at most, made an option for

possible action only after implementation of recommendations 2 and 3 (above).

5. The accountability systems should ultimately be judged on their consequences for the quality of

the educational system and the learning of its students.

Note: The Forum on Educational Accountability (FEA) convened the Expert Panel on Assessment to build
on the Joint Organizational Statement on No Child Left Behind (NLCB) Act. The panel’s mission was

to use the Statement as its starting point to develop recommendations for changes to ESEA/NCLB. This
report therefore represents the views of the panelists. The full panel report is available at www.edaccount-
ability.org, along with other FEA materials and the Joint Statement.

Members of the Expert Panel: Jamal Abedi, Pete Goldschmidt, Brian Gong, Margo Gottlieb, Alba A. Ortiz,
Pedro Pedraza, James Pellegrino, Pat Roschewski, Jim Stack. Staff assistance provided by Monty Neill, Mar-
cie Dianda and Beth Foley.
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Introduction

Overall, the law’s emphasis needs to shift from applying sanctions for
failing to raise test scores to holding states and localities accountable
for making the systemic changes that improve student achievement.

—]Joint Organizational Statement on NCLB

Public education underlies much of what is great about America—our shared commitment to
democratic ideals, our social inclusiveness, our economic prosperity, the opportunities available
to those seeking a better life, and our highest ideals of “liberty and justice for all.” Today, there
is no question that education at all levels must be improved if it is to fulfill these promises to the

next generation of Americans.

The federal No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act dominates current educational policy discussions.
As the U.S. Congress begins the reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA), of which NCLB is the current version, the debate about how to retain what is working
and fix what is not has become more intense and more important. What are the law’s strengths?

What are its shortcomings? What should Congress change to improve the law?

The education and assessment experts who wrote this report want to make sure that the next ver-
sion passed by the Congress supports the intended purpose of NCLB as outlined in Section 1001:
“Ensure that all children have a fair, equal, and significant opportunity to obtain a high-quality

education...”

The panel concludes that significant changes must be made to NCLB to meet this goal. This report
advances a set of recommendations grounded in six guiding principles and provides a vision for
an inclusive, beneficial, and fair assessment and accountability system within a strong, equitable,
and steadily improving educational system. The panel urges Congress and state policy makers,

as well as educators and the public, to consider these recommendations as the law is reauthorized

and implemented.

The panel drafted the guiding principles within a framework of three foundational belief state-
ments about the importance of the accountability required by No Child Left Behind:

1. Accountability decisions for student learning are the responsibility of states, and each

state accepts that responsibility.
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2. Accountability decisions made within each state must be valid based on appropriate and accu-

rate data.
3. Accountability decisions within states must benefit students and support student learning.

Therefore, an effective education system must be rooted in more than state compliance with federal
accountability requirements. Although sanctions imposed by the federal or state government may force
schools to engage in a great deal of activity, the educational system America needs requires more than
compliance — it requires contributions from every teacher, parent, local school board member and
student, along with the engaged support of the community. The reauthorized federal law must actively
empower stakeholders to enact positive changes in classrooms and schools, and it must foster a culture of

local responsibility, as well as continue helpful forms of external accountability.

The Forum on Educational Accountability (FEA) convened the Expert Panel on Assessment to build on
the Joint Organizational Statement on No Child Left Behind (NLCB) Act. The panel used the Statement
(see Appendix 2) as its starting point to develop recommendations for changes to ESEA/NCLB; therefore,
this report represents the views of the panelists.

The six principles provide the basic structure for this report. Each section states the principle, followed by
primary and subordinate recommendations. Problems with the current NLCB in light of the principle are
then presented. Each of the sections concludes with a more detailed explanation of the recommendations
and discussion of how their application will solve the identified problems and support high quality educa-
tion, assessment and accountability. A limited set of references follows. The report ends with an appendix
with the author’s biographies (Appendix I) and an appendix containing the Joint Organizational State-
ment on NCLB (Appendix II).

Jamal Abedi

Pete Goldschmidt
Brian Gong
Margo Gottlieb
Alba A. Ortiz
Pedro Pedraza
James Pellegrino
Pat Roschewski
Jim Stack
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Principle . Equity and Capacity Building
for Student Learning

Help states, districts and schools fulfill their educational responsibilities to foster student learning

and development by ensuring that all students have equitable access to the resources, tools, and infor-

mation they need to succeed and by building capacity to improve teaching and learning.

PRIMARY AND SUBORDINATE RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Ensure all students have access and support to succeed in a rich curriculum.

a.

Provide incentives for schools to develop and maintain a balanced, enriched curriculum,
recognizing that schooling is more than reading and math, and knowledge is more than what
can be measured by test scores. Decrease the pressures from accountability that lead to exces-

sive narrowing of the curriculum in scope or depth.

Ensure alignment of assessments with standards so that assessments adequately assess the full

range of core learning.

Fund increased research to support the implementation of educational reform across the
states and territories. Such implementation does not mean moving towards national stan-

dards, as standards should remain under state control.

2. Provide the equitable opportunities to learn needed to reach the ambitious goals for stu-

dent achievement.

Make “opportunity to learn” part of the needs analysis required for every school/district.
Students should be held accountable for their learning only after they have had adequate
opportunities to learn. Schools and districts must be held accountable to provide those
opportunities — and policymakers must hold themselves accountable for addressing inequities
in access to necessary resources such as skilled teachers, appropriate curricula and materials,
and adequate facilities.

Move from “reallocating the pie” and demanding more efficiency from the same resources to
a major investment in our educational infrastructure, including human capital. Policymak-
ers may need to devise methods for holding educational systems accountable for effective and

efficient uses of additional resources.
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3. Focus on developing local capacity through incentives and support.

a. Build state and local capacity by ensuring participation of all key stakeholders in the improve-

ment process.

b. Provide the resources states and districts need to leverage their capacity to make ongoing techni-

cal assistance and high-quality professional development available to schools and school staft.

e Invest in targeted professional development of educators to address critical assess-
ment needs, including assessment literacy (including summative and especially for-
mative assessments); skills in data analysis, interpretation, and use in educational

decision-making; and local assessment infrastructure.

c. Investin state and district capacity to develop, refine, and improve educational standards and
assessments so that the accountability system advances important outcomes and rests on infor-
mation derived from state-of-the-art assessments as well as the use of that information by skilled

teachers.

4. Match needed flexibility with increased local responsibility for implementing the law in ways

that meet its goals and intents.

a. Support local feedback and self-evaluative mechanisms so that assessment and accountability sys-

tems can be improved and unintended harmful consequences can be identified and corrected.

b. Improve the administration of the law by the U.S. Department of Education (USDE) to support
greater transparency, clarity, and timeliness in communications about regulations and guidance.
The law should be administered in ways that support best practice and innovations rather than

attention to compliance.

PROBLEMS WITH THE LAW

Passage of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), the current authorization of the long-standing Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), saw an immediate and sizeable jump in ESEA funding. Those
increases subsequently flattened so that funding has been stagnant, leaving the law significantly under-

funded. Allocations for the law’s Title I allows less than one-half of eligible schools to receive funds.

As NCLB came into effect, state education was stagnating or in decline. In almost every state, moderate to
severe funding inequities between schools persist. Low-income students typically attend under-resourced
schools. Those students are also more likely to suffer severe social and economic problems -- including
low and erratic family incomes, racial discrimination, frequent moves, inadequate nutrition and medical
and dental care, and community instability—that impact their preparedness for schooling. The schools
they attend typically have fewer qualified teachers and more substitute teachers; lack books, libraries,

computers and laboratories; occupy dilapidated buildings; and have large class sizes.
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NCLB expects states, districts and schools to enable all students to score “proficient” on state
assessments, but fails to ensure that students and schools are enabled to meet the demands placed
on them. The law’s framers may have intended that NCLB would spur states to improve funding

equity and adequacy, but this generally has not happened.

NCLB thus devolves to an apparent theory of action in which fear of sanctions will compel educa-
tors to intensify efforts to raise student achievement. Indeed, educators are working hard to meet
the law’s demands. However, the stated goal that all children will reach the proficient level by 2014
is unattainable. A key consequence is that improvements in reading and math scores are coming
at the expense of narrowing the curriculum and focusing on what is tested. Rather than improve
system capacity to ensure all children receive a high-quality education, the efforts too often focus

on compliance to avoid sanctions.

The U.S. Department of Education’s (USDE) implementation has been marked by shifts in
tone and approach, a lack of transparency, and different “deals” for different states. This erratic
approach reduces the incentives for localities and states to take responsibility, within reasonable

federal guidelines, for education systems that serve all children well.
A review of the law, its implementation and consequences leads us to conclude that it:

e fails to ensure adequate opportunities to learn;

e istoorigid in its conceptualization and application;

e sets forth goals that are impossible to meet and far too narrow; and

e inhibits rather than strengthens local capacity to improve the quality of

education.

IMPROVEMENTS TO THE LAW

Implementation of the recommendations in this Principle will redirect the federal role toward
assisting districts and schools to serve all children well. They will reconstitute the unrealistic

and often damaging requirements found in NCLB. Many of these recommendations are con-
sonant with the other organizations’, some of which have addressed particular aspects in more
detail. The remainder of this report focuses on assessment and the uses of assessment evidence in
accountability and school improvement, including the need to establish challenging yet reason-

able goals for improvement in schools, systems and student learning.
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Principle ll. Comprehensive State
and Local Assessment Systems

Construct comprehensive and coherent systems of state and local assessments of student learning

that work together to support instruction, educational improvement and accountability.

PRIMARY AND SUBORDINATE RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Provide incentives for states and districts to develop comprehensive and coherent
assessment systems that inform instruction and decision-making in ways that state tests
alone cannot and do not. Coherent and comprehensive assessment systems provide evi-
dence of student and school performance in relation to rich and challenging educational
goals, using multiple indicators of student learning from a variety of sources at multiple

points in time.

a. Provide funding for school districts to develop rich local assessment systems that address
state content standards and incorporate classroom-based and common (developed and
used by groups of teachers at the school and district levels) or standard school- and dis-

trict-based measures.

e This would provide resources to enable development of assessments at all
levels, particularly addressing important standards that cannot be assessed
well with current large-scale assessments, such as reasoning, communication,
problem-solving, research, oral communication, and applied learning. Com-
prehensive assessment systems would address these areas through employ-
ing multiple appropriate assessment practices and tools, including: teacher
observations; tests that include multiple-choice, short and longer constructed
response items; essays; tasks and projects; laboratory work; presentations;
and portfolios. It would also include development of assessments for specific
subgroups, including English language learners (ELLs) and students with dis-
abilities (SWDs).

b. Provide states additional resources to support local system implementation, including

professional development, technical assistance and technology infrastructure.
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2. Provide states incentives and supports to include high quality local assessment systems in
meeting ESEA’s accountability requirements, alone or by augmenting state assessments. Fund
pilot projects in which interested states demonstrate how they can meet ESEA’s accountability
requirements through standards-based, locally-developed assessments of students’ learning or
by integrating local assessments with state assessments. Fund expansion of the number of sup-

ported projects as states indicate interest. Provide incentives for states to work together.

3. Provide tools for states and districts to self-evaluate and improve the coherence and effec-
tiveness of their local comprehensive assessment systems. The assessment and instructional
components should work together to support instructional improvement and educational

accountability.

4. Design state and district reports that include all components of their comprehensive assessment
system. State reporting should reflect the presence and weighting of the results from each mea-
sure that comprises its assessment system, including those unique for ELLs and SWDs. District
level reporting should mirror the results of measures, both local and state, used in its account-

ability system.

PROBLEMS WITH THE LAW

In response to the 1994 reauthorization of ESEA, most states simply used standardized tests as the sole
means of assessing student progress. Most then expanded and intensified the uses of those tests to comply
with NCLB. The result is that NCLB relies overwhelmingly on large-scale, statewide accountability tests
as the primary source of information about students’ learning. The law and the regulatory guidance make
little provision for valid and reliable assessment results from classrooms, schools and districts, though the
law does permit the use of such assessments if they are part of state systems. Expansive state assessment
systems that serve accountability purposes dominate, while local assessments that support teaching and

learning atrophy.

Large-scale state accountability tests can provide a valuable one-point-in-time snapshot of students’ per-
formance in relation to key state academic standards. Carefully constructed locally developed measures,
by comparison, are needed to assess complex key standards such as research, communication and prob-
lem-solving that are essential aspects of strong education. Local assessments also are the only way to
generate ongoing assessment information that schools can use to monitor students’ learning and revise
instruction, as needed, throughout the school year. Reliable and valid local assessments help schools to

continually improve students’ achievement.

While NCLB recognizes the need for “diagnostic assessments” to meet students’ individual needs, large-
scale statewide accountability tests, by definition, do not provide this information. Standardized once-
a-year tests help ensure that students are not systematically held to lower standards, but they do not
provide adequately detailed information about individual students’ specific strengths and needs, and the
test results are not provided in a timely manner in order to inform teaching and learning. In addition, by
design—and in contrast to classroom-, school-, and district-based assessments—they are often insensitive

to particular curricula or instructional approaches.
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In contrast, assessments developed for classrooms, schools, and districts are often embed-

ded into curriculum and instruction and are administered throughout the school year. As a
result, classroom-based assessments measure actual student learning, match and more fully
address the curriculum being taught, and provide timely diagnostic information to improve

instruction and programs.

Reliance on state large-scale tests has resulted in some excessive narrowing of the curriculum,
clearly an unintended and negative outcome. Attaching high stakes to the typical standardized
state test and low or no stakes to other means of assessment tends to narrow both instructional
and assessment practices in classrooms, replacing an emphasis on critical thinking with a focus
on basic skills. A growing body of evidence indicates that NCLB provides strong incentives to

focus attention disproportionately:

e on the subjects that are assessed by statewide tests, to the detriment of those

that are not; and

e on those students who are below, but within reach, of proficiency targets, to

the detriment of very high and very low achievers.

These are predictable outcomes from a system that has focused almost exclusively on math and
reading scores. The system narrows the educational process and loses the interest of students who
might well have been engaged by instruction in the neglected fields or by varied means of instruc-
tion. As a further consequence, socially valuable non-academic knowledge and skills are given
increasingly short shrift in schools, particularly schools serving the economically disadvantaged,
minority and limited English proficient students, and students with disabilities who are the pri-

mary focus of the law's concern.

IMPROVEMENTS TO THE LAW

ESEA will be improved dramatically if it advances comprehensive assessment systems that map
out appropriate roles for state and local assessments, meet accountability demands, and help
shape instructional programs and classroom learning. A comprehensive assessment system would

be comprised of state and local components benchmarked to meaningful standards.

Local assessments include teacher-based assessments (their own or ones adapted from other
sources) conducted in their own classrooms. They also include “common” assessments, which are
developed or adopted by groups of teachers at the school and district levels. Local assessments
may include specific instruments or practices (e.g., tests and projects, teacher observations or dis-
cussions with students) and compilations of evidence of learning (e.g., portfolios, exhibitions and

learning records).
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Local assessments perform two legitimate, important, different, and complementary roles. First, they
provide information to guide teaching and local and classroom instructional decision-making that
state tests cannot and do not provide, and as such, they can operate parallel to the state assessment sys-

tem without actually being integrated into it.

For example, “formative” assessments — ongoing assessments used to shape instruction and provide feed-
back to students—have been shown to be powerful tools to assist student learning and provide greater
assistance to low-performing students. The use of such formative assessments must be primarily in the
hands of teachers. Not all “summative” assessments (i.e., those that provide periodic summary evaluations
of student learning such as at the end of a semester or year) are or should be designed for use in account-

ability; much summative evidence is properly the domain of teachers, students and schools.

A second, equally appropriate use of local assessments is to build some of them into the state’s account-
ability system to help states meet ESEA’s accountability mandates. They can provide locally-based valid
and reliable summative information about students’ learning. The use of locally developed assessments
as acknowledged components of the ESEA accountability system would assign to states the responsibil-
ity to assist local districts in developing assessments with sufficient fairness, reliability and validity to

meet established accountability requirements.

Questions of how to assemble and weight multiple components from different sources could be addressed
in the state pilot programs we recommend. However, no one test should be weighted so heavily that edu-

cators effectively ignore other assessments because the one test is what really “counts.”

The local assessments would be in substantial part standards-referenced; that is, they would assess knowl-
edge and skills described in state and/or local content standards. The standards, in turn, should be clear,
concise, and limited to grade-or subject-specific content. Local assessments should be valid and fair for all

students (see Principle III).

Local assessments also have a vital role in school improvement and in supporting students who are at risk
academically. Used throughout the school year, particularly as needed by teachers, they provide local edu-
cators with rapid and regular feedback useful for making instructional adjustments in a timely fashion.
These assessments should not simply mirror or seek to predict outcomes on state large-scale tests, as is the
current trend with the “benchmark” or “interim” tests that have become popular, particularly in urban
districts. These can have the effect of narrowing curriculum and instruction even more as teachers devote

additional time to preparing students for benchmark testing.

Local and classroom-based assessments play an effective role in improving teaching and learning
and therefore educators must be provided the opportunity to strengthen their assessment skills.
Such skills include selecting and creating assessments of various sorts to meet the multiple pur-
poses of instruction, accountability and improvement, as well as using an assessment repertoire

to meet the needs of each and every student. It also involves techniques of observation and docu-
mentation, and helping students learn to self-evaluate. Thus, ESEA should ensure that professional
development and school improvement activities include a significant opportunity for teachers to

develop comprehensive assessment knowledge and skills.
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In addition, local assessments provide more information to parents, policymakers and the
public than do state assessments. To this end, resources, including time, should be allocated to
enable states and districts to explain the purposes of assessment and the results of those assess-

ments to the public.

Two remaining questions: Can locally-developed assessments alone enable states to meet ESEA’s

accountability requirements? And, can classroom-based evidence be used in such a system?

Nebraska is the one state that developed a system that uses only local assessments for account-
ability. The types of assessments vary across the state, ranging from augmented standardized
tests to classroom-based assessments. The USDE repeatedly challenged Nebraska’s assess-
ment program, but has now given it “approval pending” status, with full approval expected in
summer of 2007. In addition, several states have implemented or announced local assessment
information as a requirement for high school graduation or high school diploma endorsement,
including Wyoming and Rhode Island. These efforts should be recognized and encouraged for

school accountability purposes as well.

We believe that current assessment technology is sufficiently advanced to support the develop-
ment and use of locally-developed, standards-based assessments that accurately determine what
students know and can do. Quality assurance reviews can be designed and implemented for sys-

tems using local assessments.

Teacher developed assessments have long been noted as often idiosyncratic or of low quality.
These might suggest the need for common (school or district) assessments rather than teachers’
individual assessments. However, teachers in Nebraska have been creating individual assessments
of sufficient reliability and validity to meet USDE acceptance. Additionally, various programs
have enabled teachers to compile evidence from classroom work that have been used to reliably

and validly judge student achievement.

In Nebraska school districts, assessments are embedded into the curriculum and administered at
the point of instruction. Local assessments must meet state requirements for technical measure-
ment quality. Traditional measurement techniques used in large-scale assessment have had to be
adjusted and modified to apply to classroom-based assessment. The data are reported to the state
at the end of the school year for public accountability, including NCLB.

Some fear use of classroom-based information for accountability could damage the quality and
undermine important uses of classroom assessments, especially if accountability continues

to focus on high-stakes sanctions. Others think that only from classroom evidence can suf-
ficiently rich evidence be obtained to show how well students are learning a comprehensive
curriculum, that state and local tests will inevitably be too narrow and thereby undermine not
only assessment but also curriculum and instruction. This issue could be resolved in the rec-
ommended state pilot projects in which classroom-based evidence is used when it meets rele-
vant technical requirements. The consequences of accountability uses of classroom assessments
could then be monitored and evaluated.
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Principle lll: Assessment and
Accountability for Diverse Populations

Shape the design, construction, and application of assessment systems so they are valid and

appropriate for an increasingly diverse student population.

PRIMARY AND SUBORDINATE RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Design assessments based on principles of universal design', but ensure that the unique
factors that impact the performance of subgroups (e.g., English language learners (ELLs),
students with disabilities (SWDs), students from major racial and ethnic groups, or econom-
ically disadvantaged students) are specifically addressed in the assessments that are used to

measure the academic achievement of these students and reporting of the results.

a. When developing assessments, consider the specific characteristics of each subgroup, in
conjunction with standards. Assessments must be sensitive to various forms of diversity,
including cultural, both within and across subgroups. It cannot be assumed that assess-
ments or accommodations developed or adapted for one subgroup will be effective and
valid for other subgroups. For example, the issues to be addressed in assessments and
accommodations for ELLs and SWDs are not the same.

b. Align and integrate standards and assessments that are specifically crafted for a subgroup

(such as ELLs or SWDs) into the overall assessment system.

c. Incorporate available research, evidence and principles of fairness and equity for sub-
groups into assessment systems. (For example, use results from empirical research to
indicate when ELLs may be tested in English on content-based assessments based on their

level of English language proficiency.)

d. Provide the opportunities and resources necessary to ensure that all subgroups have

meaningful access to the content that is based on state standards.

e. Require multiple forms of evidence in the assessment of all subgroups, particularly for
ELLs and SWDs, including results of classroom-based assessments and performance of
ELLs in the native language and/or in English, consistent with the language(s) in which

they receive instruction or are best able to indicate their learning.
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f.  Understand the diversity within the ELL student population (such as linguistic and cultural dif-
ferences; continuity of educational experiences inside and outside the U.S.) and act accordingly.

Require states to provide research-based recommendations for selecting and using appropri-
ate accommodations for ELLs and SWDs to ensure that these students have access to valid

assessments of their content knowledge.

a. While the principles of universal design should be applied to the assessment system for SWDs
and ELLs, base selection of assessments or accommodations on the specific needs of the students

being tested.

b. Provide specific guidance for selection of assessments and/or accommodations for students with

dual classifications (e.g., twice exceptional: ELLs with reading disabilities).
Require states to validate assessment systems for each subgroup.
a. Include large enough numbers of students from specific subgroups in the validation process.

b. Control factors that negatively impact assessment outcomes for subgroups so that variables that
are not the primary interest in assessments of achievement do not affect assessment results. (For
example, a test in English is a test of English for ELLs; therefore, English language proficiency
may affect students’ ability to demonstrate their academic achievement in English.)

c. Require that states develop accountability systems that incorporate both growth and status mea-
sures. For example, emphasize growth when students are acquiring English language proficiency
since language is a developmental process, and then shift the emphasis to a mix of status and
growth (as described in Principle IV) when students have achieved the necessary proficiency (as

determined through validation studies) to learn academic content taught entirely in English.

Support research to address major issues that complicate the design of appropriate assess-

ment systems for subgroups. These include:

e A universal definition for ELLs;

e Appropriate identification of ELLs and SWDs;

e Psychometric properties of English language proficiency assessments;

e Psychometric properties of both native language and English academic achievement
assessments;

e Psychometric properties of assessments for the diverse types and severity levels of
disabilities;

e Alternate assessments of academic achievement for ELLs, ELLs with disabilities, and
non-ELLs with disabilities;

e Accommodations and modifications for specific groups and for subgroups within
groups (e.g., by type or severity of disability);

e Alignment of assessments for SWDs with their Individualized Education Plans
(IEPs);
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e (Criteria used for student participation in testing, the effects of arbitrary cri-
teria applied to subgroups (e.g., percentage of students who can be exempted,
limits on the number of times students can take native language achievement
tests, or specification of when students have to be tested in English), and rea-
sonable percentages of students for whom various alternatives, modifications
or accommodations should be available;

e Comparability of native language assessments, alternate assessments and reg-
ular assessments; and

e Language domains tested in Title I as compared with those tested in Title III
for ELL students.

Provide incentives for states to work together to shape the conceptual design and con-
struction of local and state assessments of academic achievement according to the charac-
teristics of each specified subgroup. Federally fund research to address the most pressing

technical issues related to assessments and accountability decisions for ELLs and SWDs.

a. Provide incentives and technical assistance for states to improve current assessments,
apply universal design, use multiple measures and growth models, as applicable to spe-

cific subgroups.

b. Examine the extent of applicability of the principles of universal design to the design of

state assessments.

c. Establish criteria for ensuring that state assessments are relevant, equitable, valid, and of

high quality for all students.

d. Develop subject area assessments in languages other than English when students speak-

ing a language form a significant proportion of the population.

e. Research the validity of common district assessments designed for ELLs or SWDs as part

of the state’s comprehensive assessment system.

Phase in application of any consequences to schools contingent on the existence of

valid and reliable academic assessments for these students.

e [EP teams for students with disabilities should provide recommendations on
accommodations needed to ensure that these students are given the oppor-
tunity to demonstrate their competence on tests given to their peers. For the
relatively small percentage of students for whom the same assessments, even
with accommodations, would be inappropriate, teams would determine the
nature of inclusion in district- and state-wide testing (e.g., out-of-level, alter-
nate assessment on grade level achievement standards, or alternate assess-

ment on alternate standards).
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While advocating the elimination of the arbitrary caps in current law, the expert
panel recognizes that doing so can lead to unintended consequences, including
inappropriate exclusion of students with disabilities from general assessments.
This issue cannot be resolved until the federal government funds research to deter-
mine the appropriateness of caps, and if caps are appropriate, the level at which
they should be set and for which subgroups. In the interim, districts should be
monitored by States to ensure that special populations are not routinely excluded
from taking the same assessments as peers, that exemptions are evidence-based,
and that districts document progress toward full participation of students in appro-
priate assessments. The Department of Education should carefully weigh this evi-

dence in the monitoring of States.

Placement teams for English language learners should provide recommendations,
based on English language proficiency data, on accommodations for academic
achievement tests administered in English to ensure that these students are given
the opportunity to demonstrate grade level competence. For English language learn-
ers for whom the mainstream academic assessments, even with accommodations,
would be inappropriate and invalid, teams, using state level guidance, would deter-

mine the nature of the assessment.

Federal research is needed to understand the relationship between English language
proficiency and academic achievement of English language learners across states as
a precursor to federal policy. As states have unique academic content standards and
assessments, decisions regarding flexibility of use of state academic achievement

measures with English language learners must be based on valid state level data.
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PROBLEMS WITH THE LAW

While the NCLB requirement to report by major subgroups brings highly needed attention to
achievement issues for these students, it also introduces a whole new set of technical and ethical
issues in the NCLB accountability system. English language learners and SWDs merit specific
attention because they present unique challenges and require distinct approaches to their inclu-
sion in assessment and accountability systems. It is thus important that descriptions of common
concerns (e.g., the need for accommodations or alternate assessments) not be interpreted to mean
that the same solutions can be applied to both groups, nor that the solutions diminish the rigor or

validity of the system.

Although unintended, NCLB has advanced three accountability systems. One applies to the gen-
eral school population; one that applies to ELLs; and one that applies to SWDs. English language
learners face two sets of standards (English language proficiency and academic content), two
forms of assessment (language proficiency and academic achievement) and two reporting sys-

tems. By definition, ELLs are not ‘proficient’ academically in English.

Because the needs of special student populations and diverse learners were not considered ade-
quately when the law was drafted, schools that serve significant numbers of these students are in
the difficult situation of having to demonstrate and receive credit for performance levels that meet
the law’s proficiency requirements in the absence of assessment systems appropriate for these
learners. Consequently, schools with large numbers of students in several of these subgroups

have a much greater chance of failing AYP requirements. For example, Linn (in press) indicated,
“A school with a large enough number in, say, three racial/ethnic groups, students with limited
English proficiency, economically disadvantaged students, and SWDs, would have a total of 29
hurdles to clear, four for each of the six groups plus the five that all schools have for the total stu-
dent body.” (p. 21) Therefore, mutually exclusive categories of subgroups need to be represented in

analyzing and reporting assessment results.

Identifying factors affecting the performance gap between SWDs and ELLs with other students
may also provide insight into assessment and accountability issues for other subgroups of students

who may experience similar problems with the current assessment and accountability systems.

Issues concerning NCLB accountability for ELL students

Schools and districts with large numbers of ELLs are being punished for not meeting AYP when,
by definition, these students are not proficient in the English language. By extension, they are not
proficient academically in English because their English language proficiency confounds achieve-
ment. For example, a number of studies have shown that it takes from five to seven years and
even more for most ELLs to gain sufficient mastery of academic English to join English speaking
peers in taking full advantage of instruction in English. During this time, learning must occur at
a faster rate for ELLs to catch up with their proficient English peers, yet when that instruction is
offered only in English, it cannot occur at the same rate as for a native speaker of English. How-
ever, the NCLB accountability system expects these students to reach the same achievement levels

as their native English language peers within the same time frame.
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For ELLs, proficiency in English is a developmental, longitudinal pathway defined by the same cohort

of students as they progress through school. The relationship between English language proficiency and
academic achievement varies as a function of such factors as students’ foundation in their native lan-
guage, continuity of schooling, and exposure to English, all of which NCLB does not take into account.
As egregious, the law holds schools accountable for ELL students’ at an absolute marker rather than
examining their academic progress. Instead of looking at academic performance longitudinally, it exam-
ines ELLs’ performance cross-sectionally and bases accountability decisions on test scores from different

students each year.

In addition, using assessments developed for native speakers of English with ELLs is problematic since
unnecessary linguistic complexity and lack of visual or graphic support often makes these assessments
less reliable and less valid for ELL students. As stated in the Standards for Educational and Psychological
Testing, tests that employ language are, in part, a measure of student language skills. ELLs may have the
content knowledge to do well on assessments, but due to linguistic barriers, they are not able to demon-
strate it. On the other hand, excluding ELLs from state and national assessments, as some have advocated,
would have serious consequences on their academic outcomes (as is true for SWDs). Their academic prog-
ress, skills, and needs would not be appropriately assessed; the quality of instruction they receive would be
affected; institutions would not be held responsible for their performance; and they would not be included
in state or federal policy decisions. It is imperative to include ELLs in state assessment and accountability

systems, but assessments must be valid, reliable, and yield meaningful results for these students.

Issues concerning NCLB accountability for students with disabilities
Some SWDs perform substantially lower than many of their non-disabled peers in some academic areas
including math and reading. Therefore, reaching the same level of proficiency as their non-disabled peers

can be challenging for these students and their educators.

NCLB does not acknowledge the tremendous variation in the nature and severity of students’ disabilities,
or persistent differences in student access to the general education curriculum. Standards and assessments
for SWDs cover only academic goals, ignoring the social and vocational goals important for all students,

including those with disabilities.

State assessments often have low reliability and validity for some subgroups. Issues concerning classifica-
tion and assessment, as well as the appropriateness, effectiveness and validity of accommodations, have a
major impact on assessment outcomes. Lack of sufficient experimentally designed research on the effec-
tiveness of accommodations and the validity and impact of accommodated assessments for these students
makes the selection of appropriate accommodations difficult. On the other hand, assessments without
using appropriate accommodations or modifications will not produce accurate measures of student

achievement. (Note that the issues in this paragraph also often pertain to ELLs.)

Each of these factors alone and when interacting with each other may have profound impact on the fair-
ness and validity of accountability systems for both SWDs and ELL students. Yet, NCLB requires most
SWDs to perform at the same level as their non-ELL/non-disabled counterparts in the race toward profi-
ciency for all students by the target year of 2014.
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IMPROVEMENTS TO THE LAW

ESEA would be improved dramatically if the application of consequences associated with
accountability provisions for ELLs and SWDs were phased-in contingent on the existence of valid
and reliable academic assessments for these students. For this to occur, the legislative architects
of ESEA need to consider the body of research on the accessibility of assessments for SWDs and
for students engaged in dual language development (i.e., native language and English as a second
language) in the design of an accountability system that includes ELLs and SWDs. As important,
they need to recognize that there are factors that may make assessment inaccessible for SWDs
and ELLs. These factors should be identified through research and controlled within the design or
administration of the assessment.

The academic achievement of ELLs who receive instruction in their native language should be
assessed in that language with comparable, standards-based measures. Until they reach a thresh-
old level of English language proficiency, ELLs cannot benefit from instruction and assessment in

English even with appropriate accommodations.

Valid, reliable, and fair measures need to be developed for ELLs that demonstrate their academic
improvement. In the interim, states should be required to document student’s growth in English
academic language proficiency, including how they serve those students and monitor their prog-
ress. Similarly, valid and reliable assessments need to be developed for SWDs that address their
needs. It is important for ESEA to increase the assessment options for ELLs and SWDs. Multiple
forms of assessment can present a more comprehensive picture of what ELLs and SWDs know
and are able to do. Multiple forms of evidence, with documented reliabilities, such as hands-

on performance, portfolio assessment, and performance-based assessment would potentially

increase the validity and fairness of assessment for these students.

While one size fits all approaches to assessment are unrealistic, it is also impractical to develop
many different assessments each tailored for a small group of students. It is thus important to
adhere to the principles of universal design to create a comprehensive, aligned system, while, at
the same time, considering the unique characteristics of students in the design of assessment

and accountability systems. Using universal design, assessments would be developed, from the
beginning, to provide access to the broadest possible range of students and to reduce the need for
alternative assessments and accommodations. This goal may be accomplished, for example, by
minimizing item bias; providing simple, clear instructions and procedures; increasing visual sup-

port; and providing effective prompting and feedback on tasks.

In sum, the recommendations here include significant features that would make assessment more
accurate and useful for all students. With universal design, many students with mild disabilities could
take the traditional test since they would be crafted for a diverse student population. In addition, stu-
dents will benefit from assessments that are developed with a sufficient number of SWDs and ELLs;
assessments with a system of validated modifications and accommodations; alternative assessments
for students with more significant disabilities; and native language assessments for students who were

receiving native language instruction (i.e., students in bilingual education programs).
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Principle IV: Fair Appraisal
of Academic Performance

Use multiple sources of evidence to describe and interpret school and district performance fairly,

based on a balance of progress toward and success in meeting student academic learning targets.

PRIMARY AND SUBORDINATE RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Encourage states and districts to use multiple sources of evidence drawn from their
comprehensive and coherent systems of classroom-, school- and district-based assess-

ments to evaluate student performance and inform actions.

a. Provide models and technical assistance to help states collect and use the information
from balanced comprehensive assessment systems to summarize and appraise student

performance.

b. Provide resources to states to help them use information from the comprehensive assess-
ment system in making high-stakes student decisions such as grade promotion and grad-

uation.

c. Provide guidance for establishing uses and weights of multiple sources of evidence in a

comprehensive system.

2. Encourage states to describe school performance in terms of status, improvement, and

growth, using the states’ multiple sources of evidence.

a. Status is performance of students at a point in time in relation to learning targets (for

example, established content and performance standards).

b. Improvement is change in performance of different groups of students over time (e.g.,

grade 3 one year compared to grade 3 the previous year).
c. Growth is progress over time of the same students toward the learning targets.

3. As states evaluate their assessment systems, conduct ongoing studies of the validity of
the descriptions and interpretations of student and school performance to ensure the

quality of core data analysis and reporting.
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PROBLEMS WITH THE LAW

Two major problem areas in the current law are its reliance on single measures (i.e., standardized tests)
and its reliance on status measures only, rather than on a complementary mix of status, improvement,
and growth measures. In addition, some states have inadequate data systems and procedures for evaluat-

ing the validity and consequences of their assessment and accountability systems.

Lack of multiple measures

NCLB includes language about the need for assessment information that serves multiple purposes, but

it fails to acknowledge that these purposes cannot be fulfilled by the single mode of testing it advances

- large-scale, statewide tests. Principle II argues for the increased use of locally developed assessments

in ESEA. As important for making accountability decisions is the use of a wide range of assessments and
sources of information about student learning. NCLB makes no provision for the use of multiple sources
of evidence or multiple types or methods of assessment as part of a comprehensive and coherent system of

evidence about students’ learning that can be used to evaluate individuals, schools or systems.

Because the tests are administered annually, they cover an entire year’s worth of content and typically
contain only two or three questions per content area. It is impossible to get either a valid or reliable pic-
ture of student performance in relation to specific content standards with so few items. And as discussed
in Principle I, reliance on the results of state tests as the sole measure of the accountability has resulted in

the narrowing of curriculum and instruction.

In practice, NCLB has caused some states to make poor assessment—and consequently, instructional

—decisions:

e (Challenging assessments have been unintended casualties of NCLB. Some states have
been reluctant to require additional assessments because results may increase the
number of schools identified as not meeting adequate yearly progress (AYP). This is
one major reason why the number of states administering writing assessments has

dropped significantly since 2001 when NCLB was passed.

* Use of constructed response items (i.e., a non-multiple-choice test that requires a
written or oral response) has emerged as one means to include several assessment
methods within a test. Because they are more costly and take more time to develop
and score, some states have dramatically reduced their use, even though such items
are the most valid way within tests to assess whether students are able to generate
answers, explain their reasoning, and engage in certain types of problem solving.
However, the USDE has promoted more reliance on multiple-choice tests. As a result,
today’s typical state assessment consists of 50 questions, of which at least 45 are
multiple-choice items, and the use of constructed-response items has diminished.

Indeed, many states have only multiple-choice items for reading and math.

Another reason for the minimal use of constructed-response items is that NCLB requires that account-
ability reports be provided to districts and schools before the beginning of the following school year. Test-

ing contractors cannot reliably process large numbers of constructed response items quickly. If the tests
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are administered late in the school year, as makes sense for accountability, then pressure develops

to eliminate constructed-response items.

Obtaining results before the start of the next school year also is required for implementing the
various stages of sanctions built into the law. Thus, the emphasis on imposing sanctions drives a
narrowing of assessment methods with damaging consequences for curriculum, instruction, and
student learning. The importance of the quick turnaround for accountability is also questionable.
For example, the public school choice provisions require the quick turnaround. However, very few
families have availed themselves of public school choice; fewer than two percent of eligible stu-

dents have changed schools.

ESEA should shift from a focus on a limited set of sanctions to an effort to help all schools

improve, reducing the imperative for fast turn-around of results on state tests.

With NCLB and the USDE focusing on scores on state tests for accountability determinations,
there has been little financial or technical support to help states develop and implement assess-
ment and evaluation systems that utilize multiple sources of evidence. Some states have made
progress in this regard, including Nebraska with its state system of local assessments used for
school accountability; and Rhode Island and Wyoming with their use of multiple forms of assess-
ment in high school graduation decisions. But devising accountability systems that rely on mul-
tiple measures will require substantial financial support, particularly if those systems also seek to

utilize growth and improvement, as well as status models.

Use of status measures only

Using the definitions of status, growth and improvement noted above, it is apparent that NCLB

is constructed on a status model. Its goal is that all students score proficient on a state assessment
by 2014. It is school and district standing in relation to that goal, measured by AYP: that counts
the most. (We will address AYP and its consequences in more detail in principles V and VI..) The
law made a modest provision for an improvement calculation in its “safe harbor” provision. Safe
harbor means that if any subgroup fails to meet AYP provisions, the school or LEA will meet AYP
if the percentage of students scoring below the proficient level declines by 10 percent compared to

the same subgroup from the previous year. Safe harbor affects very few schools.

Lack of evaluation

Few states regularly evaluate their assessment systems. The evaluations that do occur tend to
take fairly narrow views, focusing on a limited set of technical issues rather than also consider-
ing the broader questions of how well the assessments provide evidence on a rich set of desired
learning outcomes and the impact of the assessments on curriculum, instruction and learn-
ing. While NCLB required a great increase in testing compared with the previous version of
ESEA, and increased markedly the accountability consequences attendant on that testing, it
provided no resources to evaluate assessment quality or the educational consequences of high-
stakes accountability testing. Thus, evidence has accumulated in piecemeal fashion, though it
has been sufficient to document weaknesses in NCLB as well as some harmful consequences of
NCLB and high-stakes testing.
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IMPROVEMENTS TO THE LAW

ESEA will be improved dramatically if it advances an accountability system in which decisions about
schools and districts are based on multiple sources of evidence documenting students’ learning. The
development of state assessment systems that include local evidence, as described in Principles IT and III,
would enable the use of existing information in a cost-effective manner. Public confidence in the accuracy
of accountability decisions would also increase as the frequency of incorrect conclusions about student

achievement based on too little information decreases.

Other kinds of evidence, some of which are mentioned in the current law, include student grades, gradua-
tion/dropout rates, in-grade retention, percent of students taking honors/advanced classes and Advanced
Placement exams, college enrollment rates, and employment histories after high school. Not all these

sources would be appropriate in an accountability context, but nearly all can provide schools and districts

with a more complete picture of students’ learning and information to guide local improvement efforts.

We also believe that adopting a “multiple measures” approach would increase the likelihood that impor-
tant longitudinal information about students would be aligned and examined. For example, aligning
achievement data with college matriculation and relevant workforce information would allow for lon-
gitudinal analysis of student matriculation pre-K through college and into the workforce. Some states
have these data, but the student identifiers in the data sets are not uniform or consistently present. Thus,
important understandings of student performance trends and related opportunity structures are lost.
States need to have a rich data system capable of collecting the data and individual student identifiers in
place in order to analyze the data. Additionally, professional development and/or training for educators
and administrators would be necessary in how to interpret the data and use it to modify instruction and

curriculum offerings, and drive other school or student-based supports and interventions.

Using multiple sources of evidence of students’ learning in a credible way also speaks to the diversity of our
student population. For example, ELLs and SWDs require documentation of achievement and progress
that is different from mainstream students due to their developmental and/or linguistic needs. (We dis-
cussed these students’ assessment needs in more detail in Principle II1.) But there also is enormous diver-
sity within what appear to be homogeneous student populations. Therefore, educators need multiple forms
of assessment and data sources so they can evaluate students appropriately and adjust instruction accord-

ing to students’ individual strengths, needs, interests, English language proficiency, and cognitive styles.

Effective means for gathering the various sources of evidence and issues of combining or weighting the
sources of evidence in constructing composite indicators for use in evaluation and decision making are
among the complex questions that require solutions if states are to construct fair, valid and helpful assess-
ment and accountability systems. The forthcoming reauthorization of ESEA should provide substantial
resources to help states make the move from reliance on single tests to use of multiple measures. The pilot
projects recommended in Principle IT would address the use and weighting of multiple measures, as well

as the use of local assessments.
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If the quick turnaround requirements did not exist, states could more readily employ richer
assessments. For example, states could add constructed-response items and writing prompts and
then provide results from the assessments on a more extended timeline. Alternatively, a state
could choose to use a more limited set of measures in its large-scale assessment while ensuring
that a variety of kinds of local evidence is included in the overall system. For many reasons, ESEA
should shift from a focus on a limited set of sanctions to an effort to help all schools improve,

reducing the imperative for fast turn-around of results on state tests.

School improvement requires meaningful and accurate evaluation. Effective evaluation and
improvement steps depend on having adequate information. Because most evaluation and
improvement is done locally, multiple forms of locally-based information, supplemented with
data from large-scale assessments, can best provide educators with sufficient evidence to guide
improvement (as discussed in Principles V and VI). Educators also must learn how to use mul-
tiple sources of information for evaluation and improvement purposes; such professional develop-

ment should be built into the school improvement processes outlined in ESEA.

Funds should be provided to enable states to make further progress in developing growth models
and data systems to use in their accountability processes. Such financial support should include
designing methods for using multiple sources of evidence within growth systems. (We will elabo-

rate on the use of growth models in Principle V.)

Finally, the next authorization of ESEA should provide adequate funds to enable states to regu-
larly evaluate their assessment systems. Evaluation of state assessment systems should include
both internal, including an array of stakeholders, and external, independent judgments. It should
be integrated into the development of more complex systems that incorporate classroom, local
and state assessments, utilize multiple sources of evidence, and include status, improvement and
growth models, all with a primary focus on gathering and using information to help improve stu-

dent learning and school capacity to serve all children well.
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Principle V: Fair Accountabllity Decisions

Improve the validity and reliability of criteria used to classify the performance of schools and dis-

tricts to ensure fair evaluations and to minimize bias in accountability decisions.

1.

Encourage states to include all subjects - not just reading, math, and science - in their compre-

hensive assessment systems but use compensatory processes to ensure that inclusion of more sub-

jects does not become another means for schools and districts to fail accountability requirements.

Encourage states and districts to use multiple sources of evidence drawn from their compre-
hensive and coherent assessment systems to make accountability decisions about the qual-
ity of school and district performance and determine which schools and districts need what

forms of assistance.

Retain the ESEA requirement for gathering and reporting disaggregated information by sub-
groups based on the comprehensive assessment system.

a. Students identified as ELL should be included in that subgroup for accountability purposes as
long as that student remains in the same school or district in which they were identified; if the
student remains ELL when moving to a new school or district, the inclusion pertains to the new

school or district.

b. Students with disabilities whose disability makes it unlikely they will be able to meet the pro-
ficiency standard even with high quality instruction and appropriate accommodations may be
able to take alternative or out-of-level (instructional level) assessments in order to accurately
determine their achievement. Further research is necessary for the USDE to provide accurate
guidelines on the allowable numbers of such students or criteria for the identification of students

eligible for alternative assessment.

Use collective research from the states to establish realistic and challenging federal guidelines

for rates of growth or improvement towards the goal of reaching learning targets. Require

each state to establish its rates within those guidelines.
a. Guidelines for rates of improvement should be supported empirically.

b. Guidelines for sufficient rates of improvement regarding graduation and grade promotion
should be specified.

Redefining Accountability: Improving Student Learning by Building Capacity
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5. Replace the current rules for AYP classifications with reliability and validity criteria
that each state must apply when designing its accountability classification system so

that is fair and minimizes bias. Federal reliability and validity criteria should address:

a. School and district resources and delivery/opportunity to learn standards (as discussed

in Principle I);
b. Use and weighting of multiple indicators (as discussed in Principle I'V);

c. Permissible ways to use status, improvement, and growth in constructing the system,

which should involve some compensatory approaches;
d. Methods for dealing with error and lack of reliability in school classifications.

e. Provision of evidence that the classifications are valid, that schools are correctly classified,

and that the classification is not a pass/fail system;

f.  Procedures by which subgroups are included in accountability decisions, including what

indicators are considered; and

g. How each state will ensure continuous improvement of its accountability system in terms

of validity, reliability and educational consequences.

6. Use accountability decisions to inform assistance to schools.

PROBLEMS WITH THE LAW

Under previous principles, we have discussed the need for states to develop local and state assess-
ment and accountability systems that rely on multiple sources of evidence. The absence of such

systems today means that accountability decisions are made on the basis of too little information.

Positively, NCLB requires disaggregated data on key populations. While data should continue to
be disaggregated, far more data than simply scores on a state test should be included in the disag-
gregated information presented to the public and used in accountability decisions. The nature of
many of these required decisions is itself problematic in that they emphasize or open the door to

punitive actions rather than to actions to ensure continuous improvement.

The key classification decisions within NCLB are tied to the determination of whether a school or
district has made AYP. Experience with NCLB has made it clear that the goal of 100 percent stu-
dent proficiency by 2013-14 is neither plausible nor realistic and that the law’s AYP requirements

are counterproductive to effective accountability and improvement.

The 100 percent student proficiency goal has generated a patchwork of proficiency targets that
varies greatly from state to state, ranging from unrealistically high to embarrassingly low. Several
states have even reduced their original definition of proficient student performance so they can

at least come within striking distance of the goal that 100 percent of the students would meet
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this standard of performance by 2013-14. This is probably not what the law intended, but it is a predict-
able response from a system that is being pressured to deliver what it cannot. Moreover, numerous studies
project that in most states all or almost all schools and districts will eventually fail to make AYP. Such

gross classifications do not have educational value and are likely to have harmful consequences.

NCLB mistakenly bases judgments about schools’ performance on single year aggregate summaries of
performance (i.e., percent proficient). Inferences based on those results tend not to be valid. A school
with a high proportion of students who are proficient is considered a “good” school, and a school with a
low proportion of proficient students is not, but in both cases the law ignores potential confounding fac-
tors that affect performance and fails to recognize improvement or progress. For example, a student’s
score in the fourth grade is posited to be a result of that school’s processes that occurred in fourth grade.
However, possible confounding factors include such things as time (a student’s fourth grade performance
is also a function of his early learning) and language proficiency (results on a math assessment could be
confounded with ability to read math text in English). Measuring student progress over time ameliorates

some of these issues because performance changes take both time and improvement into account.

The law’s reliance on annual performance targets over-emphasizes results that are linked to school enroll-
ment characteristics and demographics, creating classifications of schools that are frequently unfair and
not helpful. NCLB expects students who are behind to demonstrate faster growth in order to close exist-
ing achievement gaps, until all reach the “proficient” level. Thus, low-income or ELL students must show
significantly faster achievement growth than their non-poor or non-ELL peers. Schools in poor school
districts often fail to make AYP and are subject to sanctions, even when their students show very substan-
tial increases in performance but do not reach annual proficiency targets. The schools get no credit for

students who make substantial progress but do not reach the test cut-off score.

The law also creates a diversity penalty: Large schools with diverse student enrollments are disadvan-
taged since they can face sanctions if even one of their student subgroups fails to make AYP for two
years, while academically comparable schools with less diversity have been shown to be less likely to
fail. Thus, the presence of diverse student groups formerly viewed as assets and challenges to be met
by the education system are now perceived as liabilities. In contrast, schools in wealthy districts with
many high achievers and too few minority students to comply with the law’s accountability require-
ments are often commended for their success, even though many students who score above the profi-

ciency level may make little further progress.

AYP provisions also require schools to show gains for all subgroups of students in one or two years
before the next stage of sanctions kicks in. This is an unreasonable timeframe since significant
improvements in education that increase student achievement rarely show results that quickly. As a
result, there is a strong incentive to increase scores on AYP-linked assessments through drill and prac-

tice related to the test content.

It becomes impossible to know whether score gains in particular schools are the result of real
increases in learning or are merely inflated test results. Because such increases often are not real

gains in knowledge and skill, they commonly do not show up on other tests of the same students,
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such as the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). While most state scores
have indicated major gains in reading and math, NAEP grade four reading scores have not
risen since 2002, while grade eight scores declined; and state scores in math have shown far

larger gains than have NAEP state-level math results.

In all these instances, AYP misleads the public, yet it frequently but inappropriately com-
mands the attention of educators. From a measurement perspective, AYP also raises con-
cerns about the predictive validity of state assessments and proficiency levels. What, if
anything, do they predict about students’ future performance? For example, are students
deemed “proficient” prepared to succeed in college or the workplace? Currently, their pre-

dictive validity is assumed but largely untested.

There are additional unintended consequences to the NCLB accountability structure. NCLB
requires that states include results of math and reading tests in the accountability system. States
can, if they choose, add other subjects. But if they do, the results on those assessments cannot be
used to help a school make AYP. Rather, they can only become additional hurdles schools and
districts must leap to avoid failure. Thus, states do not include assessments in other subjects in

their AYP calculations, though a few plan to include results of the science tests.

IMPROVEMENTS TO THE LAW

The reauthorized ESEA should set parameters within which states could design new accountabil-
ity systems or modify their current one, and should provide resources to help states do so. States
and districts can then generate decision rules that maximize the reliability and validity of clas-
sifications of schools, districts, and states and guide the most beneficial actions toward improving

schools, systems and student learning.

ESEA would be improved dramatically if it increased the reliability of decisions about school per-
formance by moving away from its exclusive reliance on annual aggregate summaries of perfor-
mance that are based on results from a single end-of-year test. A better option would be to utilize
multiple measures and a mix of status, improvement and growth evidence, thereby constructing a

body of evidence to use in evaluation and decision-making.

States should be encouraged to add additional core subject areas to their accountability systems.
In doing so, they should not be required to add additional state tests, but could rely on local
evidence as discussed in Principle II. If they add subjects, they would be allowed to construct a
method for including the various factors in the decision-making process without increasing the

likelihood of facing sanctions.

Systems that utilize multiple sources of evidence from multiple subjects to make judgments
based on growth or a combination of growth, improvement and status could operate in a vari-
ety of ways. We will briefly discuss two possibilities: the use of growth measures, and combin-
ing growth and status (or status improvement) measures. We emphasize we are discussing
possible models to illustrate some of the options states could use to devise specific policies and
programs within parameters set by ESEA.
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First, the federal government could recommend rates of growth that states would follow in constructing
growth-based systems. Such recommendations should be based on rates of improvement attained by a
substantial portion of current Title I schools. This approach is substantially different from that imple-
mented in the USED’s “Growth Model Pilot,” which has approved a very small set of approaches that all
inherit the basic flaws of the current NCLB accountability model.

For example, setting acceptable growth targets could involve the following steps:

1) Ascertain the average rate of increase over the previous three years in each Title I school in the

state and rank the schools based on their rate of gain.

2) Based on this list, identify the school at the 75th percentile above the bottom (or the 50th per-

centile, or...).

3) The rate of gain by the school at that point shall become the target rate of increase for all Title
I schools, while schools at or above this standard shall be expected to maintain or increase the
rate of improvement. In this example, three-fourths (or one-half) of the Title I schools would
have to increase their rate of improvement, while one-fourth (or one-half) would have to at least
maintain their rate. Incentives could be established to encourage schools above the rate to fur-

ther improve.

Further, a state could establish target rates of gain at multiple key points, e.g., basic, proficient, and
advanced, across the proficiency continuum. In any case, when nearly all students in a school, and its
subgroups of sufficient size, have attained proficiency, then that school and its subgroups might not be
required to meet the rate of gain. Note that if state scores have recently inflated, it is likely the rate of
growth shall soon stall, based on historical evidence of trends in score increases. In that case, established

rates of growth may produce unrealistically optimistic projections.

An accountability model that incorporates growth would operate differently than the growth model

pilot project announced by the USDE in November 2005. Under this pilot, states must implement growth
models within the confines of NCLB’s requirement that states must ensure that students are proficient by
2013-14. Such a requirement essentially means that rates of growth must average out to the current impos-
sible expectations. As a result, few schools would show different results than they would with the original
status model. Further, growth should continue to be part of the accountability system after 2013-2014 as
many schools will continue to enroll less prepared, at-risk, students who will require some time to close

achievement gaps.

Second, growth and status could be combined. For example, performance levels (status or improvement
in status) could be emphasized at key grade levels, while growth could be emphasized in each and every
grade. From a technical standpoint it is relatively straight-forward to create a system at the school level
that incorporates growth and proficiency targets. A school district/building/state, based upon where they
begin, would be expected to improve annually in reasonable increments for all subgroups, with each sub-

group mirroring the upward trend.
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In this model, schools would be expected to meet different annual performance targets
based on their specific student enrollment. Growth targets would be conditioned on stu-
dents’ initial academic status. In this way growth estimates could account for variability in
student baselines, and school growth rates could be adjusted accordingly. The measures that
are used to assess students’ initial skills could be locally- or state- developed, provided they
are reliable and valid and are administered and analyzed in ways that establish defensible

baselines from which to calculate growth.

Under either model, a reasonable time period, such as three to five years, should be set as the
period in which schools that are not at the set rate of gain would be expected to attain that rate.
If a school has not done so by the end of this period, then districts or states would be required to

intervene to move the school onto a positive growth track.

Incorporating growth into ESEA accountability is not without challenges. Growth targets are not
in and of themselves necessarily egalitarian. For example, a school in a gateway community that
consistently receives children of immigrants from economically depressed areas, or one with high
mobility rates, could be unfairly burdened with greater growth requirements than another school.
Fixed performance targets and expectations for student growth would need to be established in
ways that are equitable, fair, and realistic. Targets should be empirically studied to ensure they are

generally attainable and adjusted if they are too easy or too difficult.

Decisions that impact schools involve more than growth and status data, even when those are
based on multiple sources of evidence. Information about the school’s overall context must be
gathered if decisions regarding assistance or sanctions are to be fair and educationally beneficial.
Schools also should not face punitive sanctions for failing to succeed at tasks for which the fed-
eral government has not provided adequate resources, and they must be given reasonable time to

adapt to changing circumstances (as discussed in Principle I).

We have called for the use of multiple sources of evidence and incorporating local assessment
information in making decisions (Principles II, III, and IV) as well as for the use of growth mea-
sures. It will take ingenuity and persistence to design systems in which multiple forms of infor-
mation from different sources combined into data that can be analyzed to fairly and accurately
evaluate growth in student learning across all important dimensions of learning and at multiple
levels of proficiency. A reauthorized ESEA should provide resources to help states and districts

develop and implement such systems, as part of the pilot programs recommended in Principle II.

For categorizing or for making decisions, multiple sources must be combined using a formula or
matrix with each component weighted. The federal government should establish guidelines states
would use in constructing their formulas. For example, weights could be given to a statewide
assessment and local assessments in core subject areas, and other data including graduation rates,
grade promotion rates, attendance and similar data on student outcomes. Assessment data should
contribute the largest share, combined between local and state assessments. Other measures,

such as graduation rates, grade progression rates, or attendance, would contribute the balance.
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Measures that are not directly academic, such as improvements in the learning climate, that are known
contributors to positive academic outcomes and that can be measured in ways that can demonstrate

improvement, could also be included within “other measures.”

It is likely to be quite challenging to incorporate the particular needs and challenges of SWDs and ELLs
into sophisticated accountability decision systems. Clearly, such students must be included in assessment

systems, and the assessments used with such students must be appropriate for them (Principle III).

In general, disaggregated results should be reported for the various student population subgroups.
There should be interventions if schools or districts do not meet the needs of these students. But
the accountability problem is that it is not educationally wise to impose one-size-fits-all conse-
quences given the vast differences in school contexts. Accountability decisions should factor in
which subgroups do not make sufficient progress, how many subgroups, and by how much they fail,

as well as the resources available to schools.

For any subgroup that does not make sufficient progress, a school, district or state should be required

to establish methods for meeting that subgroup’s needs. Technical assistance and interventions should

be tailored to the needs of specific subgroups. Schools with multiple subgroups that are not making suf-
ficient progress will need more comprehensive improvement efforts and support. (See, for example, the
recommendations in Redefining Accountability: Improving Student Learning by Building Capacity from the

Forum on Educational Accountability.)

A critical question is the comparative rates at which subgroups should be expected to make
progress. NCLB currently defines closure of the achievement gap when all students reach the
“proficient” level. The models proposed above continue to require that schools and districts
move all students toward proficiency, hence closing the gap.

Gaps will only close if students who are behind progress more quickly than those who are not.
There is a lack of evidence to demonstrate schools alone can ensure that their historically dis-
advantaged populations can progress more quickly than more advantaged populations. Expect-
ing schools to accomplish this feat without markedly increased support is likely to continue the
NCLB problem of causing harmful educational consequences resulting from educators’ desper-
ate attempts to meet NCLB mandates without the resources to do so.

Congress should fund extensive research and evaluation to develop knowledge on how best to accelerate
the academic learning of the various subgroups. When ways to do so are established, then governments

can consider ways to include such progress in its accountability structures.

In addition, more careful consideration must be given to subgroups of students who need additional time
and support to meet the performance targets. For example, experts say it takes five to seven years for ELLs
to become academically literate in English. They should be given the time needed to meet this goal, rather
than be expected to become so in a few years. Further, much more evidence is needed about how the
many different disabilities students have affect learning and what therefore are reasonable expectations for
student progress given the nature and severity of their disabilities. Neither the one-percent nor the two-

percent cutoffs for classifying SWDs has an adequate research base.
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Principle VI: Use of Assessment and
Accountability Information to Improve
Schools and Student Learning

Provide effective, targeted assistance to schools correctly identified as needing assistance.

1.

Encourage states and districts to use multiple sources of evidence from state and local assess-
ments and other forms of evidence to inform actions such as interventions and technical

assistance.

If a school (or district) is identified as not making sufficient progress toward improvements
or in outcomes, the district (or state) would investigate causes and undertake a series of inter-

ventions tailored to address particular needs. The district (or state) would:

a. Gather information to provide a deeper understanding of strengths and needs from multiple

sources of data, such as school visits, self and external program evaluations, etc.
b. Consider school resources and student opportunity to learn (as addressed in Principle I).

c. Consider differential assistance for schools’ status and growth performance. For example, a
school may need different assistance if it is high status and low growth versus low status and high

growth or low status and low growth.

d. Tailor assistance and interventions to specific needs of the school and of any subgroups
that are not doing well. Focus both on steps towards improving schools and addressing

immediate student needs.
e. Allow sufficient time for changes to take hold and be effective before taking any additional steps.

Assistance may include professional development, developing partnerships with parents
and families, improving curriculum, and attracting and retaining high quality teachers and

administrators.

NCLB mandates for governance changes should be removed or, at most, made an option for

possible action only after implementation of recommendations 2 and 3 (above).

Accountability systems should ultimately be judged on their consequences for the quality of

the educational system and the learning of its students.
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PROBLEMS WITH THE LAW

Under NLCB, decisions guiding accountability actions are made using too little information. The
decision-making and action processes lack validity. Evidence about inputs to schools and about
school processes is only included if a district or state happens to include it when deciding what
corrective actions to take. Interventions are often one-size-fits-all, though there are instances
where states or districts make more careful evaluations of schools that are in the later stages of
corrective action and then target actions to specific needs. Federal law should expect evaluations
and actions to incorporate inputs, school processes, and multiple sources of evidence of student

learning gathered over time, and for interventions to be targeted to specified needs.

An example of the problem is that all schools that fail to make AYP for one or more student sub-
groups face, in current law, the same escalating sanctions. Thus, the law treats a school in which
one subgroup of students does not make AYP the same as a school in which multiple subgroups,

and the school as a whole, do not make AYP.

The NCLB accountability process also fails to take into account that school improvement efforts
take time and often do not show results for a few years. Under current law, new sanctions are very
likely to take effect before previous actions have had a chance to take hold and demonstrate their

effectiveness.

The various sanctions employed in the law are not based on evidence that they are reasonable
solutions to often difficult problems. There is evidence that the changes in school governance
specified in the law are often not effective: charter schools appear to do about as well as other
schools; private management companies have been removed from many districts for failure to
improve schools; reconstituted schools often do not do better, unless the student body itself has
been replaced; and state takeovers have not produced improved learning outcomes. Wisely, many
states are using the “other action” option the law provides. Even then, the presumption that gover-

nance changes are what is needed to improve schools is unproven.

The sanctions provisions need to be changed. The law should establish means and resources to
strengthen school and district capacity to engage in continuous improvement. As the “Joint Orga-
nizational Statement on NCLB” put it, “Overall, the law’s emphasis needs to shift from applying
sanctions for failing to raise test scores to holding states and localities accountable for making the
systemic changes that improve student achievement” (emphasis in original). This injunction by
no means eliminates the requirements to assess or to hold schools accountable, but it significantly

alters the context for assessment and the conceptualization of accountability.

IMPROVEMENTS TO THE LAW

The use of multiple sources of evidence is a sound procedure in assessment, evaluation, classifi-
cation and accountability decisions, and in interventions to improve educational practices and
outcomes. It is essential that each step in the process — assessment, evaluation, classification and

actions - be organized to maximize improvement and be subject to continuing scrutiny. The
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needs of the various subgroups of students must be considered at each step, and data systems must be

developed that can meet the complex needs of diverse learners in diverse learning situations.

The law should provide states and districts with resources so they can carefully examine the assessments
on which they intend to base their decisions. If the assessments measure what they purport to measure
and provide consistent results, states and districts can then consider the effect of their decision rules. That
is, they can determine whether valid inferences based on assessment results relate to established standards
for all students, with particular attention to specified subgroups. Systems also need to be careful so that
changes in student characteristics do not affect school performance indicators, something they can guard

against by gathering and incorporating demographic contextual factors into their accountability systems.

Once multiple sources of evidence from classroom, local and state assessments gathered over time are
considered from status, improvement and growth perspectives, decisions can be made more reliably,
validly and fairly. Any ensuing interventions can then be better tailored to the actual problems. Actions
taken should be part of a continuous improvement effort. Assessments can serve a powerful role in the
improvement process, both in providing rich evidence on which improvement efforts can be based and in

the actual teaching and learning process.

In closing, we emphasize that the major purpose of assessment and accountability is improving significant
learning outcomes and thus improving schools and districts and the professionals who work in them.

As we point out in Principle I, resources and opportunity to learn are essentials that are too often in

short supply. The accountability structures in NCLB fail to provide means for consistent and continuous
improvement in the education of the whole child. Our hope is that the redesigned systems of accountabil-

ity — assessment, evaluation, decision-making and action - will contribute to better and fairer results.
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MEMBERS OF THE EXPERT PANEL ON ASSESSMENT

Jamal Abedi, Ph.D., is a Professor at the Graduate School of Education of University of Califor-
nia, Davis and a research partner at the National Center for Research on Evaluation, Standards,
and Student Testing (CRESST). Dr. Abedi’s research interests include studies in the area of psy-
chometrics and test and scale development. Among his recent work are studies on the assessment
and accommodations for English language learners (ELLs) and research on the opportunity to
learn for ELLs. Results of his recent studies on the impact of linguistic factors on the assessment
and accommodation for ELLs have been used and reported nationwide. Abedi is the recipient of
the 2003 national Professional Service Award in recognition of his “Outstanding Contribution
Relating Research to Practice” by the American Educational Research Association. Abedi’s edu-

cational background is in psychometrics and research methodology.

Pete Goldschmidt, Ph.D., is an assistant professor in the Michael D. Eisner College of Education
at the California State University Northridge and a Senior Researcher at the Center for Research
on Evaluation, Standards, and Student Testing (CRESST) at UCLA. He is currently serving as a
member of the NCLB Growth Pilot peer review panel as well as a member on the standing IES
(Institute for Education Sciences) Read/Write grant proposal review committee. Dr. Goldschmidt
is also advising the Chilean Ministry of Education in development of its growth/value added

model for accountability.

Brian Gong, Ph.D., is Executive Director of the National Center for the Improvement of Educa-
tional Assessment, Inc., a non-profit organization dedicated to helping foster student achievement
through improved assessment and accountability policies. Gong and his Center colleagues have
worked with over half the states on designing and implementing valid and useful assessment and
accountability systems, both prior to and subsequent to the passage of NCLB. Gong has worked
extensively in accountability, including recently on designs of growth models for school account-
ability, validity frameworks for accountability, quality assurance for use of local assessment
information in accountability, and procedures for ensuring meaningful alignment of alternate

assessments with standards.
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Margo Gottlieb, Ph.D., specializes in the design of assessment systems for English language learn-
ers in pre-K-12 settings, the evaluation of language educational programs, and the development

of English language proficiency standards. Having been a teacher and administrator, Margo has
provided technical assistance to governments, states, school districts, publishers, universities, and
professional organizations nationally and internationally. She is Lead Developer for World-Class
Instructional Design and Assessment (WIDA), a consortium of multiple states, at the Wisconsin
Center for Education Research, Madison. She also serves as the Director, Assessment and Evalua-
tion, for the Illinois Resource Center, Arlington Heights.

Alba A. Ortiz, Ph.D., is a Professor in the Department of Special Education, and Director of the Office of
Bilingual Education, in the College of Education at The University of Texas at Austin. Her research and
teaching focus on English language learners with language and learning disabilities, and prevention and
early intervention for second language learners experiencing achievement difficulties. At UT Austin, she
is the holder of the President’s Chair for Education Academic Excellence, an honor bestowed in recogni-
tion of her research, teaching, and service contributions in the fields of bilingual education and special
education. A past president of the International Council for Exceptional Children, Dr. Ortiz is the co-
chair of Exceptional Needs Standards Committee for the National Board for Professional Teaching Stan-
dards and a member of the National Institute for Child Health and Human Development Biobehavioral

and Behavioral Sciences Subcommiittee.

Pedro Pedraza, is an educational researcher at the Centro de Estudios Puertorriquenos, Hunter
College, City Univerity of New York, working in the area of K-12 public education. He is the
founder and director of the National Latino/Education Research Agenda project and recently edited
(with Melissa Rivera) Latino Education: An Agenda for Community Action Research (Mahwah,
N.J. Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 2005). He is currently investigating the role of arts in education
in a successful alternative high school in Brooklyn, N.Y., El Puente’s Academy for Peace and Justice,
with funding from the Ford Foundation.

James Pellegrino, Ph.D., is Distinguished Professor of Psychology and Education at the University of
Illinois at Chicago where he also Co-Directs the Learning Sciences Research Institute. His scholarly
work focuses on the application of theory and research on learning to design highly effective instruc-
tional and assessment practices that support student achievement in areas such as mathematics and
science. He is a member of the National Research Council’s Board on Testing and Assessment and has
directed the production of highly visible NRC reports, including those produced by the Committee
on the Evaluation of National and State NAEP, the Committee on Learning Research and Educational
Practice, and the Committee on the Foundations of Assessment. He serves on the Technical Advisory
Committees for the Kansas and Wyoming state NCLB assessments. He was recently elected a member
of the National Academy of Education.

Pat Roschewski, Ph.D., Director of Statewide Assessment in Nebraska, has worked for the last fifteen
years in the building of district and classroom-based local assessment systems. She worked for 22 years as
a teacher and served the same school district as director of curriculum and assessment. Since 2000, she

has been working as Director of Statewide Assessment for the Nebraska Department of Education in col-
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laboration with the University of Nebraska and has worked with school districts of many sizes in
building local systems for standards, assessment, and accountability. Pat has worked with state
and federal policy as the requirements of NCLB have been integrated into the Nebraska system.
She has authored several articles about the Nebraska STARS process and has contributed to the
growing body of classroom assessment research.

Jim Stack, Ed.D. is the former Director of Achievement Assessments for the San Francisco
Unified School District. He received his doctorate from the University of the Pacific, Stock-
ton, California, in the area of Curriculum and Instruction with a specialization in Bilingual
Education. He has experience as a Bilingual teacher, a Bilingual Curriculum specialist,

and a Bilingual Program Evaluator. Dr. Stack was the 2003 President of the California Edu-
cational Research Association. He has presented to and worked with teacher and admin-
istrator organizations both nationally and internationally in the areas of instruction and

assessment of English language learners.
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Appendix 2

JOINT ORGANIZATIONAL STATEMENT ON
NO CHILD LEFT BEHIND [NCLB) ACT

List of signers updated June 5, 2007

The undersigned education, civil rights, religious, children’s, disability, civic and labor organizations
are committed to the No Child Left Behind Act’s objectives of strong academic achievement for all chil-
dren and closing the achievement gap. We believe that the federal government has a critical role to play
in attaining these goals. We endorse the use of an accountability system that helps ensure all children,
including children of color, from low-income families, with disabilities, and of limited English profi-

ciency, are prepared to be successful, participating members of our democracy.

While we all have different positions on various aspects of the law, based on concerns raised during
the implementation of NCLB, we believe the following significant, constructive corrections are among
those necessary to make the Act fair and effective. Among these concerns are: over-emphasizing
standardized testing, narrowing curriculum and instruction to focus on test preparation rather than
richer academic learning; over-identifying schools in need of improvement; using sanctions that do
not help improve schools; inappropriately excluding low-scoring children in order to boost test results;
and inadequate funding. Overall, the law’s emphasis needs to shift from applying sanctions for failing
to raise test scores to holding states and localities accountable for making the systemic changes that

improve student achievement.

RECOMMENDED CHANGES IN NCLB

Progress Measurement

1. Replace the law’s arbitrary proficiency targets with ambitious achievement targets based on

rates of success actually achieved by the most effective public schools.

2. Allow states to measure progress by using students’ growth in achievement as well as their per-

formance in relation to pre-determined levels of academic proficiency.

3. Ensure that states and school districts regularly report to the government and the public their
progress in implementing systemic changes to enhance educator, family, and community capac-

ity to improve student learning.
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Provide a comprehensive picture of students’ and schools’ performance by moving from
an overwhelming reliance on standardized tests to using multiple indicators of student

achievement in addition to these tests.

Fund research and development of more effective accountability systems that better

meet the goal of high academic achievement for all children.

Assessments

6.

Help states develop assessment systems that include district and school-based measures

in order to provide better, more timely information about student learning.
Strengthen enforcement of NCLB provisions requiring that assessments must:

e Bealigned with state content and achievement standards;

e Be used for purposes for which they are valid and reliable;

* Be consistent with nationally recognized professional and
technical standards;

e Be of adequate technical quality for each purpose required under the Act;

e Provide multiple, up-to-date measures of student performance including
measures that assess higher order thinking skills and understanding; and

e Provide useful diagnostic information to improve teaching and learning.

Decrease the testing burden on states, schools and districts by allowing states to assess

students annually in selected grades in elementary, middle schools, and high schools.

Building Capacity

9.

10.

Ensure changes in teacher and administrator preparation and continuing professional
development that research evidence and experience indicate improve educational qual-

ity and student achievement.

Enhance state and local capacity to effectively implement the comprehensive changes
required to increase the knowledge and skills of administrators, teachers, families, and

communities to support high student achievement.

Sanctions

11. Ensure that improvement plans are allowed sufficient time to take hold before applying sanc-

12.

tions; sanctions should not be applied if they undermine existing effective reform efforts.

Replace sanctions that do not have a consistent record of success with interventions that

enable schools to make changes that result in improved student achievement.
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Funding

13.

14.

Raise authorized levels of NCLB funding to cover a substantial percentage of the costs that

states and districts will incur to carry out these recommendations, and fully fund the law at

those levels without reducing expenditures for other education programs.

Fully fund Title I to ensure that 100 percent of eligible children are served.

We, the undersigned, will work for the adoption of these recommendations as central structural changes

needed to NCLB at the same time that we advance our individual organization’s proposals.

L ® N A

11.

12.
13.

14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.

Advancement Project

The American Association of Colleges for Teacher
Education (AACTE)

American Association of School Administrators

American Association of School Personnel

Administrators

American Association of School Librarians (AASL), a

division of the American Library Association (ALA)
American Association of University Women
American Baptist Women’s Ministries

American Civil Liberties Union

American Counseling Association

. American Dance Therapy Association

American Federation of Labor — Congress of
Industrial Organizations (AFL-CIO)

American Federation of School Administrators (AFSA)

American Federation of State, County and Munici-
pal Employees (AFSCME)

American Federation of Teachers

American Friends Service Committee

American Humanist Association

American Music Therapy Association

American Occupational Therapy Association
American School Counselor Association
American Speech-Language-Hearing Association
Americans for the Arts

Annenberg Institute for School Reform

23.
24,
25.
26.

27.

28.
29.

30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.

Asian American Legal Defense and Education Fund
Asian Pacific American Labor Alliance (APALA)
ASPIRA

Association for Supervision and

Curriculum Development

Association of Community Organizations for
Reform Now (ACORN)

Association of Education Publishers

Association of School Business Officials
International (ASBO)

Assocation of Teacher Educators

Big Picture Company

Business and Professional Women/USA

Center for Community Change

Center for Expansion of Language and Thinking
Center for Parent Leadership

The Center for Policy Alternatives

Change to Win

Children’s Aid Society

Children’s Defense Fund

Church Women United

Citizens for Effective Schools

Coalition for Community Schools

Coalition of Essential Schools

Commission on Social Action of Reform Judaism

Communities for Quality Education
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46.
47.
48.
49.
50.

51.
52.
53.

54.
55.

56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.

71.
72.
73.
74.
75.

76.

COSN (Consortium for School Networking)
Council of Administrators of Special Education, Inc.
Council for Children with Behavioral Disorders
Council for Exceptional Children

Council for Hispanic Ministries of the United
Church of Christ

Council for Learning Disabilities
Cross City Campaign for Urban School Reform

Disciples Home Missions of the Christian Church
(Disciples of Christ)

Disciples Justice Action Network (Disciples of Christ)

Division for Learning Disabilities of the Council for
Exceptional Children (DLD/CEC)

Education Action!

Eduation Not Incarcertation

Episcopal Church

Evangelical Lutheran Church in America

Every Child Matters

FairTest: The National Center for Fair & Open Testing
Forum for Education and Democracy

Gay, Lesbian, Straight Education Network (GLSEN)
Gender Public Advocacy Coalition (GPAC)

The Holmes Partnership

Hmong National Development

Indigenous Women’s Network

Institute for Language and Education Policy
International Reading Association

ISTE (International Society for Technology

in Education)

International Technology Education Association
Japanese American Citizens League

Jobs with Justice

Learning Disabilities Association of America

League of United Latin American
Citizens (LULAC)

Mental Health America
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78.
79.
80.
81.
82.

83.
84.

85.

86.
87.
88.
89.
90.

91.
92.
93.

94.
95.

96.
97.
98.

99.

Ministers for Racial, Social and Economic justice of
the United Church or Christ

National Association for the Advancement

of Colored People (NAACP)

NAACP Legal Defense and Education Fund (LDF)
National Alliance of Black School Educators

National Association for Asian and Pacific Ameri-
can Education (NAAPAE)

National Association for Bilingual Education (NABE)

National Association for the Education and
Advancement of Cambodian, Laotian and
Vietnamese Americans (NAFEA)

National Association for the Education of
African American Children with Learning
Disabilities (NAEAACLD)

National Association of Federally Impacted Schools
National Association of Pupil Service Administrators
National Association of School Nurses

National Association of School Psychologists

National Association of Secondary School
Principals (NASSP)

National Association of Social Workers
National Baptist Convention, USA (NBCUSA)

National Coalition for Asian Pacific American

Community Development
National Coalition of ESEA Title I Parents

National Coalition for Parent Involvement
in Education (NCPIE)

National Conference of Black Mayors
National Council for the Social Studies

National Council for Community and Education
Partnerships (NCCEP)

National Council of Churches

100. National Council of Jewish Women

101. National Council of Teachers of English

102. National Education Association

103. National Education Taskforce



104. National Federation of Filipino American Associations
105. National Indian Education Association
106. National Indian School Board Association

107. National Korean American Service & Education
Consortium (NAKASEC)

108. National Ministries, American Baptist Churches USA
109. National Pacific Islander Educator Network

110. National Parent Teacher Association (PTA)

111. National Reading Conference

112. National Rural Education Association

113. National School Boards Association

114. National School Supply and Equipment Association
115. National Science Teachers Association
116.National Superintendents Roundtable

117. National Urban League

118. Native Hawaiian Education Association

119. The Network of Spiritual Progressives

120. Organization of Chinese Americans

121. Parents, Families and Friends of Lesbians and Gays
(PFLAG National)

122.Public Education Network (PEN)
123. People for the American Way

124. Presbyterian Church (USA)

125. Progressive National Baptist Convention
126. Protestants for the Common Good
127.Rural School and Community Trust

128. Service Employees International Union
129. School Social Work Association of America

130. Social Action Committee of the Congress

of Secular Jewish Organizations

131. Sikh American Legal Defense and Education Fund

132.Southeast Asia Resource Action Center (SEARAC)

133. Stand for Children

134. Teachers of English to Speakers of Other
Languages, Inc. (TESOL)

135. United Black Christians of the United Church
of Christ

136. United Church of Christ Justice and Witness
Ministries

137. United Methodist Church, General Board of
Church and Society

138. USAction

139. Women’s Division of the General Board of Global
Ministries, The United Methodist Church

For an updated list of signers go to: www.edaccountability.org
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Summary

A Broader, Bolder Approach to Education (BBA) should combine school improvement with improvements in the conditions
with which children come to school, including their early childhood care and education, health, and out-of-school time.

Schools should be held accountable for spurring the broad range of knowledge and skills that students need to be successful.
However, test scores alone cannot describe a school’s contribution to the full range of student outcomes. BBA proposes new
accountability systems that combine appropriate qualitative and quantitative methods.

BBA’s recommendations for new accountability policies include the following:

Federal policy

'The federal government should:

*  Collect state-level data — from an expanded National Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP) or from other national
surveys - on a broad range of academic subjects, as well as on the arts, student work habits, physical health and fitness, and
mental health, citizenship habits and other appropriate behaviors that will enable students to achieve success in a pluralistic

society and complex global economy.

Improve the disaggregation of NAEP and other survey data, where appropriate, to include immigrant generation, parent
education, and national origin.

Maintain NAEP’s low-stakes character to preserve its validity as an indicator of relative state performance, barring its use
as an individual-level test for accountability purposes.

Require states to develop accountability systems that rely upon scores on states’ own academic tests and other key educational,
health, and behavioral indicators, along with approved inspection systems to evaluate school quality.

State policy
States should:

*  Improve the quality of state assessments, particularly in reading and math, so that assessment results can play an appropriate

role in school evaluation.
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Provide for the inspection of districts and schools to
ensure their contributions to satisfactory student
performance in academic subject areas, as well as in
the arts, citizenship, physical fitness and mental and
physical health, work and other behavioral skills that will
enable them to achieve success in a pluralistic society and
complex global economy.

Provide for the inspection of districts and schools to
ensure that appropriate resources and practices, likely
to produce satisfactory student achievement, are being
followed and promoted, including:

»  quality instruction and leadership that delivers
a full curriculum, including math and reading
but also in subjects not frequently tested, such
as the arts, physical education, the sciences,
history and social studies, and physical and
mental health;

»  professional development to improve teachers’
ability to deliver this balanced curriculum;
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*

Intervene for the purpose of improving school and

a safe and supportive learning environment with
a reasonable and fair disciplinary policy;

a teaching staff that is prepared to provide the
services required to meet the needs of students
in that school;

mechanisms and incentives for coordination at the
school level with other community institutions
that provide early childhood care and education,
parent education and support, physical and mental
health care, and high quality out-of-school time
programs, or that are taking initiatives to provide
such services where they do not exist; and

responsiveness to parent, community, and
student concerns, and practices that engage
parents, community members, and students in
school education policy and affairs.

district performance where it is unsatisfactory.
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Background

'The Broader, Bolder Approach to Education (BBA), a call
for a new national education policy issued in June, 2008 by
a diverse and bi-partisan group of researchers, practitioners,
and policymakers, proposes to combine school improvement
with the social, economic, family and community supports
that prepare children to benefit from high-quality instruction
in schools. In particular, BBA urges the nation and the states
to narrow the achievement gap by implementing high-quality
early childhood care and education for all disadvantaged
children; by providing routine and preventive pediatric, dental,
and optometric care for all disadvantaged children (in full
service school-connected health centers, for example); and
by ensuring that disadvantaged children have access to
enriched academic content, as well as opportunities for social,
and emotional skill building in cultural, organizational and
athletic experiences during out-of-school time. This time
includes after-school, weekend, school-year vacation, and
summer hours.

BBA urges that national and state policy abandon its
disproportionate focus on basic academic skills narrowly
defined, and pay attention instead to the development of the
whole person including, along with academic skills, physical
health, character, civic and social development, from birth
through the end of formal schooling. BBA assigns value to
the new knowledge and skills that young people need to
become eftective participants in a global environment, including
citizenship, creativity, and the ability to respect and work with
persons in a pluralist society.

BBA insists that the public has a right to hold schools
accountable for student achievement. However, test scores
alone cannot describe a school’s contribution to the full
range of student outcomes. BBA proposes new accountability
systems that combine appropriate qualitative and quantitative
methods.

Early in 2009, BBA convened a committee of its
endorsers to describe such a new accountability system in
greater detail. The BBA committee on accountability was
co-chaired by Christopher Cross, Susan B. Neuman, and
Richard Rothstein. The committee deliberated initially by
e-mail, concluding with a meeting and public presentation
in Washington D.C. on February 26. This report results
from that meeting. It has been reviewed by the full Advisory
Council of the BBA campaign, by the initial sponsors of
the BBA statement, and approved by BBA co-chairs Helen
F. Ladd, Pedro A. Noguera, and Thomas W. Payzant. A list
of committee members appears at the end of this report,
along with lists of BBA Advisory Council members and
initial sponsors.

General principles

Consistent with the BBA principles, the committee agreed
that accountability systems should be:
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a. Accurate, providing valid and consistent measures of
student and school performance.

b. Transparent, using statistics that are easily understood

by policy makers and the public.

c. Comprehensive, incorporating indicators of the many
fields of knowledge and skills that young people need to

be successful.

d. Goal-driven, with a primary focus on whether youth
have met reasonable expectations of performance in
knowledge and skills, and with a secondary focus on
whether educators employ appropriate strategies to
achieve these goals.

e. Disaggregated, providing information on student
performance in racial, ethnic, gender, special education,
second language, and economic sub-groups of students,
so that policy makers can know where interventions
are most needed.

The federal role

The federal government should cease attempting to micro-
manage accountability for the performance of all 100,000
schools nationwide. The experience of the No Child Left
Behind Act (NCLB) has shown the federal government to be
incapable of managing the wide variation in conditions under
which education and youth development takes place in the
United States. Federal policy is too remote and politicized to
negotiate the necessary strategies for complex educational
policy, and we understand too little about the processes of
education and youth development to ignore the possibility that
state experimentation and variation, unique to states needs and
free of excessive federal control, might suggest new and better
ways of educating youth and of holding institutions accountable.

'The federal government does, however, have the unique
capacity to collect and report disaggregated data from the
national, state, and local levels, showing policy makers in
the various states how their youth perform relative to youth
in other schools, districts, states and nations, and how their
systems of education and youth development may be
contributing to this performance. This information-gathering
capacity is underdeveloped, and the highest priority for
the creation of a new national accountability system
should be the full development of this capacity (including
the distribution of federal grants to states for this purpose).

At present, the National Assessment of Educational
Progress (NAEP), utilizing samples of students and a matrix
design,' collects on an occasional basis data on the performance
of students in various academic areas in grades 4, 8,and 12.In
most subjects, only national data are reported. In reading and
math, however, data are reported regularly (every two years) at
the state level.?
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Other federal agencies also collect data, some disaggre-
gated at the state level, on the outcomes of education and
youth development. The Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention’s Youth Risk Behavior Survey, for example, reports
on a variety of youth health conditions and behaviors. The
U.S. Department of Justice reports on youth involvement
in crime and the criminal justice system. The Current
Population Survey of the Census collects other important
data on youth behavior and accomplishment. The National
Center for Education Statistics (NCES) administers several
longitudinal surveys that report on the performance of
specific youth cohorts, but these data are rarely disaggregated
at the state level.

These various federal surveys, however, are not integrated
into a single comprehensive system that can provide state
policy makers with easily-compared data on how their youth
perform on the full range of public goals, how state policy
may be striking appropriate or inappropriate balances among
these goals, and how their education and youth development
systems may be contributing to the outcomes we seek.

BBA proposes that federal data collection on youth
performance be re-tooled in these ways:

a. NAEP should collect more detailed background
characteristics on its samples. More precise race and
ethnic categories are needed, particularly in order
to distinguish students whose parents were born in
the United States from those who immigrated, and
to distinguish students of different national origins.
Disaggregation of data by parent educational attainment
would also add much to the ability of state policy
makers to interpret NAEP results.

b. NCLB for the first time required NAEP math and
reading samples to be large enough to generate data for
each state and required states to cooperate in this data
collection. A re-authorization of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA) should gradually
extend this requirement to other academic subjects
(the sciences, world and U.S. history, civics, the arts,

health knowledge).

c. NAEP should also collect state-level data on students’
physical fitness, other health characteristics, and behaviors
that are relevant to the public’s goals for education (for
example, volunteerism, cooperative abilities, conflict-
resolution skills). If NAEP can incorporate such data
from NCES’ other national surveys and from those of
other agencies, it should do so. The federal government
should produce a comprehensive report on the broad
range of youth outcomes; less important is whether
data assembled in such a report come from an expanded
NAEP or from other existing surveys.
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Expansion of NAEP samples is critical, both for greater
disaggregation and broader subject coverage; it will require
additional funding. But we cannot develop an account-
ability system on the cheap that will hold schools and other
institutions accountable for developing the broad range of
knowledge and skills youth need to succeed. The investment
we make in better data on how states compare in these areas
will, in the long run, be cost-effective by providing the data to
support elimination of wasteful and educationally inefficient
practices that are not accomplishing the outcomes we seek.

The BBA Campaign considers student privacy and
confidentiality to be paramount. Such values can be protected
by surveys (including NAEP) that report state-level data,
respecting respondents’ and test-takers’ anonymity. NAEP
can collect data from samples of students on, for example,
their attitudes towards civic engagement, their practices of
good health, and their ambitions for future education
and vocation. States need such data to determine if their
schools are following practices likely to develop the broad
range of knowledge and skills youth need to succeed.

The federal government should publicize widely a
comprehensive account of state-by-state youth performance.
Rather than a scatter-shot series of easily-ignored reports
whenever a NAEP assessment is conducted, the “The Nation’s
Report Card” should provide an overall comparison of how
youth in the various states perform on this broad set of measures.

The United States does not presently have national
academic standards and is not likely to have them in the near
future. For now, the NAEP frameworks are an implicit
national standard, and as NAEP is expanded, its new frame-
works must be constructed with great care. It is essential
that as it incorporates these expansions, NAEP’s sampling,
low-stakes character, and role as an independent monitor of
national and state educational progress should be preserved.
We recognize that the more publicity the federal government
gives to a comprehensive state-by-state report card, and the
more effective this publicity becomes in spurring state policy
makers to make improvements in areas where their states are
lagging, the more NAEP’s low-stakes character, and its ability
to remain an accurate independent monitor will be threatened.
There is no formulaic way to resolve the conflict between
publicity and low stakes. We do know, however, that one way
to minimize the conflict is to invest in the highest-quality tests,
whose content varies sufficiently from one test administration
to another so that the widespread score inflation characteristic
of existing state standardized tests can be avoided.

Beyond requiring the collection of data in a vastly
expanded NAEP, the next ESEA re-authorization should
require states to develop accountability systems for schools
and related institutions of youth development (for example,
early childhood programs, full-service school-based health
centers, after school and summer programs) that combine
appropriate standardized testing with a system of school
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inspections. Because the United States, as well as other
nations that have been adopting such systems, still have limited
experience in the most effective design of such inspectorates,
ESEA should not be prescriptive about the precise design
of state school inspection systems, but should instead encourage
experimentation and require a gradual implementation and
careful ongoing evaluation of these efforts. The accountability
systems of each state, including testing and inspection systems,
should be subject to review and approval by the U.S. Department
of Education. The Department should utilize the guidelines
described in the next section in considering whether a state’s
accountability system should receive approval.

State accountability systems

States should evaluate school quality, using both quantitative
indicators and human judgment, for example by causing each
school to be inspected on a regular basis. BBA considers that
once every three years would usually be appropriate, but as we
have indicated, the federal government should encourage
experimentation in state evaluation and inspection systems,
recognizing that school inspection systems in other nations,
as well as accreditation systems in U.S. regions, are undergoing
constant revision as strengths and weaknesses of existing
procedures are revealed. Some states, for example, may choose
inspections that are more or less frequent, or whose frequency
varies based on schools’ previous performance.

We propose introducing an inspectorate system into
the United States because test scores and other quantitative
measures of a school’s performance, however valuable,
can only provide a partial window into the quality of a
school. For example, if we want to know whether test
score gains have been produced by an undue emphasis
on test preparation and low-level instruction focused
exclusively on factual recall, qualified evaluators have to
visit classrooms, observe instruction, review teacher lesson
plans and student assignments, and look at samples of
student work. Only by visiting schools and classrooms can
inspectors assess whether a school maintains a safe and
orderly environment; practices that are respectful of and
engage students, staff, and parents; programs to promote
student health and other non-cognitive outcomes; and a
collegial professional culture in which teachers and adminis-
trators use all available data in a collaborative fashion to
continuously improve the work of the school.

Federal guidelines should require states to use highly
trained inspectors to validate a school’s quality performance
and to require improvement in areas where a school is falling
short. The guidelines should recommend that inspectors be
tull-time professionals, although some states may choose to
experiment with highly trained volunteer peer educators,
as are presently used by accreditation agencies. State inspec-
tion teams may include lay observers as well as inspectors,
but professionally trained inspectors should form the core of
any approved system. Inspections of schools for purposes of
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accountability, including the interpretation of test scores,
necessitate experienced human judgment. Without requiring
that states use federally trained inspectors, the Department
of Education could provide a service to states by establishing
a training program for school inspectors. States could utilize
this service, or use the federal training program as a model
for their own.

Federal policy should recognize that it will take a serious
research investment to develop and validate the additional
indicators needed for a balanced accountability system. While
the evaluation of a school’s performance should include the
interpretation of test scores, the federal government should
encourage state experimentation with and variation in the
design, frequency, and universality of tests used for purposes
of accountability. Federal approval of a state accountability
system should not needlessly require tests of every student,
every year, in every subject. Federal rules should encourage
states to distinguish assessment for accountability purposes
with other assessments that states, districts, schools, or teachers
may administer for the purposes of guiding instruction,
certifying promotion or graduation, identifying individual
students’strengths and weaknesses, or reporting to parents on
the performance of their own children.

Federal regulation should encourage states to develop
higher quality assessments when used for accountability
purposes. Tests should assess critical thinking, reasoning, and
advanced content, as well as basic skills; items should be
rotated sufficiently to discourage teaching “to the test”. States
should be permitted to give greater weight in their inspection
guidelines to results on such higher quality tests than to
results on tests that primarily assess basic skills, and where
test questions are easily predictable. Test results of performance
in reading and math should have greater importance when
such tests are of sufficiently high quality.

Accountability (assessments and observation in inspec-
tions) should focus on students’ academic skills and cognitive
growth, and on those aspects of the development of the whole
person that are within the scope of a school’s responsibilities,
including physical health, character, social development, and
citizenship skills — the knowledge and skills that young people
need to become effective participants in a global environment.

School inspection reports should be easily understood
by parents and the public and should include contextual
(socio-demographic, economic, and community) information.

The format for reporting standardized test scores for
purposes of state accountability and inspection systems
should be determined by the states themselves. The federal
government should encourage experimentation and variation,
keeping in mind the sound goals of accountability. A default
system, however, should provide data on student performance
by demographic subgroups and by achievement quartiles, as
proposed by the National Education Goals Panel in the early
1990s. Those national goals expected improvement in each
quartile of the achievement distribution. Federal guidelines
should encourage states to avoid the mechanistic conclusion
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that each quartile should necessarily improve at a similar rate.
And the federal government should discourage states from
setting a single arbitrary score point (i.e., “percent proficient”)
as the passing requirement for students at all points of the
achievement distribution. That requirement of a single
proficiency point has been one of the most destructive
aspects of NCLB, creating incentives for educators to ignore
advanced students as well as those far behind.

Inspections should be designed to improve schools, and
inspection reports might categorize schools as “adequate,”
“needing improvement,” or “failing.” The orientation of an
accountability system should be the identification of specific
needed improvements; inspection reports should identify the
merits of districts and schools, and should trigger intervention
by state education departments and school districts to guide
reform in areas needing remediation. As a last resort, persistently
failing schools should be closed.

Satisfactory coordination and/or provision of early
childhood, out-of-school, summer, educational, health, and
social services should be a practice for which districts and
schools are accountable, and which inspections should consider.

School inspections as the core of state accountability
systems have precedents. Other nations — England, the
Netherlands, and New Zealand, for example - have confronted
the inadequacy of using test scores as the primary means
of school accountability, and have developed school inspection
systems as alternatives. Voluntary school accreditation agencies
in the United States have some characteristics that are similar
to those that would be included in federally-approved state
inspection and accountability systems. Some states may
choose to build on these precedents, either in principle or
in practice.

In conclusion
'The Broader, Bolder Approach campaign proposes a new

accountability system whose chief elements are: 1) an expansion
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and coordination of federal data collection, including
expansion of the National Assessment of Educational Progress,
to provide comparative state-by-state information on the
broad range of knowledge and skills that students need for
success; and 2) federally approved and supported (but not
designed) state systems of school inspection that ensure that
schools are generating adequate outcomes on this range of
knowledge and skills, and are following practices likely to
generate these outcomes.

There are limited American institutions at present on
which a new accountability system can be built. NAEP
presently provides only a small portion of the data the states
require to evaluate their performances. Existing state
standardized test systems are mostly of poor quality, and
require dramatic improvement to become part of a legitimate
accountability system. Voluntary accreditation agencies
presently inspect schools, but without the consistency or
rigor required by a national accountability system.

Development of a rigorous and comprehensive account-
ability system such as that recommended in this report will take
considerable time and additional resources. But continuing our
present accountability policy only because it is cheap and
available cannot be justified. The time to begin to develop a new
accountability system is now.

1. Several test booklets, including different items, are administered to
different students in the sample, making it possible to cover a broader
proportion of a subject area domain than would be possible in a single
standardized test where the same set of items was administered to all
test-takers.

2. State NAEP is presently administered regularly for the 4th and 8th
grades. There is a trial assessment for the 12th grade.
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The Commontwealth of Massachusetts

In the Year Two Thousand and Nine

AN ACT TO IMPROVE ASSESSMENT AND ACCOUNTABILITY TO ENSURE STUDENTS
ACQUIRE 21ST CENTURY SKILLS.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives in General Court assembled, and by the authority
of the same, as follows:

Whereas, Massachusetts has yet to fully realize the letter and spirit of the Education Reform Act of 1993,
which called for a comprehensive assessment system composed of a variety of instruments and methods
that are sensitive to different learning styles and barriers to learning such as English language proficiency
and learning disabilities; and,

Whereas, to reach our aspirations for educational quality and equity, Massachusetts public schools need
balanced systems of: evaluation, which is based on information on the functioning of students, staff, and
schools; assessment, which is based on information about learning outcomes and progress; and
accountability, which is holding schools and districts responsible for their practices and results; and,

Whereas, we need a system that reflects and supports high and broad aspirations for our children, and
measures the breadth and depth of all the skills required for success in our changing world; and,

Whereas, such skills include the “21* Century skills” of creativity, critical thinking, problem solving,
communication and collaboration, media and information literacy, flexibility, initiative, social and cross-
cultural skills and understandings, leadership, self-motivation and responsibility; and,

Whereas, these skills are needed for students to succeed in college and skilled employment, but colleges
and employers report that Massachusetts high school graduates still largely lack these capacities; and,

Whereas, achievement gaps remain unacceptably large, and dropout rates, already high before Education
Reform, are rising among urban minority populations and among English language learners and students
with disabilities; and,
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Whereas, our current accountability structure suffers from an imbalance that places too much emphasis on
standardized test outcomes and results in “goal distortion,” i.e., a diversion of attention from many

important school goals to focus only on those that are measured by high stakes tests; and,

Whereas, a consequence of this goal distortion has been less social studies, science, art, music, and
physical education, as well as lack of attention to the 21% century skills, particularly for low-income
children; and,

Whereas, the federal No Child Left Behind law does not require that standardized tests be the form of
assessment used by states and does not require test-based graduation requirements; and,

Whereas, local classroom-based assessments combined with limited state-wide assessments provide
multiple sources of evidence of student learning and progress, together with an accreditation process, are
needed to eliminate the goal distortion and narrowing that has resulted from the current system and ensure
a balanced and comprehensive accountability system that addresses the full range of academic and other
21% century skills;

Therefore, the following amendments to the Massachusetts General Laws should be adopted to improve
our education system, ensure that all students are afforded a quality education, and ensure high school
graduates possess a reasonable breadth and depth of knowledge and skills.

SECTION 1. Section 1D of chapter 69 of the General Laws, as appearing in the 2008 Official Edition, is
hereby amended by adding after the third paragraph the following new paragraph:-

Before taking effect, the standards shall be reviewed and approved by the state affiliate of the professional
association representing the academic discipline, or its successor as the case may be, for each standard as
follows: in mathematics by the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics; in English Language Arts
by the National Council of Teachers of English, the International Reading Association, and the National
Association of Bilingual Educators; in science and technology by the National Association of Science
Teachers, the National Technology Education Association and the Association for Career and Technical
Education; in health by the National Association for Health, Physical Education, Recreation and Dance,
the American School Counselors Association and the National Association of School Psychologists; in
the arts by the National Art Education Association, the National Alliance for the Arts and the National
Music Educators Association; in social studies by the National Council for the Social Studies, the
National Council for History Education and the National Geographic Alliance; and in foreign languages
by the National Foreign Language Association.

SECTION 2. Section 1D of chapter 69 of the General Laws, as so appearing, is hereby amended by

adding after the word “determination” in line 54 the following words:-
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, according to the evaluation system established by the district or Commonwealth charter school
according to section one | of this chapter.

SECTION 3. Section 1D of chapter 69 of the General Laws, as so appearing, is hereby amended by
adding after the fifth paragraph, the following new paragraph:-

To fulfill the high school graduation competency determination, the state shall require students to pass a
course in tenth grade English, a math course, a science or technology course, and a U.S. or world history
course. The student’s grade in each said course shall include an end-of-course examination developed by
the board. Any such examination shall count for no more than twenty percent of a student's final grade in
the course and shall have no other consequences for individual students. In any such examination, the
state shall ensure that no more than twenty-five percent of the score will be obtained through use of
multiple-choice or short-answer items, and at least seventy-five percent of the score in that examination
will be obtained through performance assessment items appropriate to the subject. Performance
assessment items shall include essays, tasks, projects, performances, exhibits, laboratory experiments, or
other similar performance assessment items that are intended in significant part to assess student
acquisition of 21st century skills, as defined in Section 11. Such items may be scored by teachers in the
local district where the student attends school. The board shall ensure quality control and comparability of
scoring across schools and districts. Local school districts may be allowed to use their own assessments
and not use the state end-of-course exams provided, however, that local assessments meet the other
criteria in this chapter, are based on state standards, and are approved by the department.

SECTION 4. Section 1E of chapter 69 of the General Laws, as so appearing, is hereby amended by
adding the following new paragraph at the end thereof:-

Before taking effect, the standards shall be reviewed and approved by the state affiliate of the professional
association representing the academic discipline, or its successor as the case may be, for each standard as
follows, as described in Section 1D.

SECTION 5. Section 11 of chapter 69 of the General Laws, as so appearing, is hereby amended by
striking the first through fourth paragraphs, and inserting in place thereof the following paragraphs:-

Every ten years all public schools, including Commonwealth and Horace Mann charter schools, shall take
the steps necessary to become accredited by the New England Association of Schools and Colleges,
hereinafter referred to as NEASC. The governing school authority, if any, shall take all steps necessary to
assist each school in its jurisdiction to achieve such accreditation. If, after four years from the beginning
of the accreditation process, a school fails to achieve accreditation, fails to make significant progress
toward accreditation, or is placed on probation status by the NEASC, the commissioner may initiate
proceedings pursuant to section 1J of this chapter.
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Each school district shall develop and adopt a system for evaluating on an annual basis the overall
performance and progress of both the district and individual public schools within the district, including
Horace Mann charter schools. Each Commonwealth charter school shall develop and adopt a system for
evaluating on an annual basis the overall performance of the school. Each local evaluation system shall be
designed to help improve the overall quality of the school and district in educating the whole child,
measure outcomes and results regarding student learning and progress, and improve the effectiveness of
curriculum and instruction. These would include outcomes in eight broad categories: basic academic
knowledge and skills, critical thinking and problem-solving, appreciation of the arts and literature,
preparation for skilled employment, social skills and work ethic, citizenship and community
responsibility, physical health and emotional health. In its design and application, each evaluation system
shall strike a balance among considerations of accuracy, fairness, expense and administration.

In both district and Commonwealth charter schools, the evaluation system shall include a criterion-
referenced assessment system designed to measure current student academic status and the extent to
which the school or district has succeeded in improving or has failed to improve student academic
performance. Said performance shall be defined as student acquisition of the skills, competencies and
knowledge called for by the academic standards and embodied in the curriculum frameworks established
by the board pursuant to sections 1D and 1E, in the areas of mathematics, science and technology, history
and social science, English, foreign languages, the arts, and health. The district may include other gauges
of student learning judged by the district to be relevant and meaningful to students, parents, teachers,
administrators, and taxpayers.

The local assessment system shall gather and report information about student learning on either a
comprehensive or statistically valid sampling basis. To ensure quality and comparability across districts,
the assessment system shall meet the NEASC standards on assessment. In addition, the board may
establish other means for ensuring comparability across districts and for providing feedback to districts
and schools aimed at improving assessment, teaching and learning, including rescoring samples of student
work.

The local assessment system shall be comprised primarily of work samples and portfolios that
predominantly include performance assessment items, and shall facilitate authentic and direct gauges of
student performance. Performance assessment items include essays, tasks, projects, performances,
exhibits, laboratory experiments, or other similar performance assessment items, administered on demand
or as part of the ongoing student work in the class, that are intended in significant part to assess student
acquisition of 21st century skills, defined as including the following: creativity, critical thinking, problem
solving, communication and collaboration, media and information literacy, flexibility, initiative, social
and cross-cultural skills and understandings, leadership, self-motivation and responsibility.
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Each local evaluation and assessment system shall be approved by the school committee, or by the
governing board of any school not under the direction and control of a school committee. Every school
district or school must submit its proposed evaluation and assessment systems to the Department of
Elementary and Secondary Education for review and approval prior to the implementation of said
systems. The department shall establish criteria to use in its review and approval process. Local
evaluation and assessment information may be used in any evaluation of school or district performance or
progress, such as that described in Sections 1J and 1K of this Chapter.

In addition, each district or Commonwealth charter school, under procedures and guidelines established
by the department, shall administer the following statewide standardized tests as part of its assessment
system: reading or language arts tests in grades 3, 5 and 7 only; math tests in grades 4, 6 and 8 only; and
the standardized end-of-course assessments described in Section 3. No other statewide standardized tests
shall be given and the administration of such statewide standardized tests shall be limited to no more than
five school days total in any school year; provided further, that the school, district and individual student
scores for any statewide standardized tests must be reported to the school and district no later than the end
of the school year in which the test was taken. Said statewide standardized tests shall be used for
purposes of diagnosis, remediation, and assessment of the extent to which the school’s students have
acquired the skills, competencies and knowledge called for by the academic standards and embodied in
the curriculum frameworks established by the board pursuant to sections 1D and 1E. They shall not be
used to deny any student graduation, except as included in the competency determination described in
Section D, or promotion to the next grade, except as one component of a comprehensive evaluation, or
any other benefit of public education. Test scores shall be reported to each student and to his or her
parents or guardians and shall be reported in the aggregate at the school and district level. Aggregate
scores may be used as one component of any evaluation of school or district progress, such as that
described in Section 1J of this Chapter.

Prior to the use of any state tests described in the previous paragraph, the tests shall be reviewed and
approved by the state affiliate of the professional association representing the academic discipline, or their
successors as the case may be, for each test, as described in Section 1D.

Notwithstanding any provision of this chapter to the contrary, reporting by the department of performance
levels on the statewide standardized tests shall not include the term "failing™ or any similar pejorative
term.

The department shall provide professional development and training to teachers in the construction, use
and scoring of performance assessment items. The department shall provide technical assistance to
schools and school districts to develop performance assessments, as required by this section, including the
development of models for local assessment systems. The department also shall work with schools,
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districts, colleges and universities, and other states, to develop collections of high-quality performance
assessment items that schools and districts may use in classroom instruction and assessment.

The department shall provide technical assistance to schools and school districts to achieve the
accreditation and implement the evaluation systems required by this section, including the development of
models for local evaluation systems. The department shall fund the costs associated with achieving and
maintaining accreditation by the NEASC, including teacher reassign time, substitute teachers and other
staff participation costs associated with the accreditation process, as well as the costs associated with the
performance evaluation systems required by this section.

SECTION 6. Section 11 of chapter 69 of the General Laws, as so appearing, is hereby amended by
inserting the following paragraph at the end thereof:-

Each public school, including Commonwealth and Horace Mann charter schools, shall annually report to
the public how all its students have performed under the assessment system established by the district, or
by the school in the case of a Commonwealth charter school. Each district shall report how each of its
schools and the district as a whole have performed under the evaluation and assessment systems, and each
Commonwealth charter school shall similarly report. The reports shall be in a uniform format within each
school district, or within the school in the case of a Commonwealth charter school, and shall break down
the data by student status, including economically disadvantaged, race, gender, disability, English
proficiency, and such other categories as the district or school deems useful. The school report shall
include how each school’s performance relates to its school improvement plan. The report also shall
include the school’s progress in obtaining or renewing accreditation by the NEASC and results of the

statewide standardized test.

Each district shall compile and review the reports of each school. It shall evaluate the strengths, progress,
problems and needs for each school and the district as a whole, and submit a report to the department.
Each Commonwealth charter school shall submit its school evaluation report to the department. The
department shall review each district and Commonwealth charter school report and where it deems
appropriate make recommendations to the district or school and ensure the provision of resources and
other assistance designed to help each district or school improve. The department shall focus on providing
assistance to schools that are not accredited and or schools or districts whose reports indicate a
particularly urgent need for assistance. The nature and results of such recommendations and assistance
shall be included in subsequent school and district reports. These reports may be used as one component
of any evaluation of school or district progress, such as that described in Section 1J of this Chapter.

SECTION 7. Chapter 69 of the General Laws, as so appearing, is hereby amended by striking section 1J
and inserting in place thereof the following section:-
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Section 1J. If, after four years from the beginning of the accreditation process, a school fails to achieve
accreditation required by section 1D, fails to make significant progress toward accreditation, or is placed
on probation status by the NEASC, the commissioner may appoint an independent fact-finding team to
assess the reasons for the non-accreditation, failure to make progress or probation status, and the
prospects for improvement. Upon review of the conclusions of the fact-finding team, the board may,
according to regulations established by the board, declare the school chronically under-performing.

Upon a determination that a school is chronically under-performing, the following steps may be taken:

(1) The principal of the school may be immediately removed and may not be assigned to the school for
the following school year if the board finds that the principal played a significant role in the under-
performance of the school,

(2) The superintendent may designate a new principal for the school,;

(3) If the school does not receive funding from the district at least equal to the average per pupil funding
received for students of the same classification and grade level in the district, the district shall provide
additional funding sufficient to bring funding for that school to such level;

(4) Such other actions determined by the board of elementary and secondary education, to be reasonably
calculated to significantly increase the number of students attending the school who satisfy the student
performance standards.

The department shall monitor the efforts and results of any actions taken pursuant to this section and
continue to intervene, as it deems appropriate, until it determines that the school has made sufficient
progress and is capable of continuing sufficient progress.

SECTION 9. Chapter 69 of the General Laws, as so appearing, is hereby amended by striking section 1K
and inserting in place thereof the following section:-

Section 1K. If, after four years from the beginning of the accreditation process, more than one-third of
the schools in a district fail to achieve accreditation required by section 1D, fail to make significant
progress toward accreditation, or are placed on probation status by the NEASC, the commissioner shall
appoint an independent fact-finding team to assess the reasons for the non-accreditation, failure to make
progress or probation status, and the prospects for improvement. Upon review of the conclusions of the
fact-finding team, the board may, according to regulations established by the board, declare the district
chronically under-performing. Following such a declaration, the board shall designate a receiver for the
district with all the powers of the superintendent and school committee or other applicable executive
officer and governing board. The receiver shall report directly to the commissioner. At its option, the
board may revoke the charter of the Commonwealth charter school. For purposes of this section, the term
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“district” shall include a Commonwealth charter school. Said receivership shall continue until the board
determines that the district or Commonwealth charter school has made sufficient progress and is capable
of continuing sufficient progress.

If a municipality has failed to fulfill its fiscal responsibilities to education under chapter seventy, the
commissioner shall recommend to the board that the district be declared chronically under-

performing. The municipality's mayor or chairman of the board of selectmen shall have the opportunity
to present evidence to the board. A vote by the board that a school district is chronically under-
performing for fiscal reasons shall authorize the commissioner to petition the commissioner of revenue to
require an increase in funds for the school district, alleging that the amount necessary in said community
for the support of public schools has not been included in the annual budget appropriations. The
commissioner of revenue shall determine the amount of any deficiency pursuant to the sums required
under chapter seventy, if any, and issue an order compelling the community to provide a sum of money
equal to such deficiency. If the community does not provide a sum of money equal to such deficiency,
the commissioner of revenue, in accordance with his powers in section twenty-three of chapter fifty-nine,
shall not approve the tax rate of the community for the fiscal year until the deficiency is alleviated. This
section shall not be construed to create a cause of action for educational malpractice by students or their
parents, guardians or persons acting as parents.

SECTION 10. The Commissioner of Elementary and Secondary Education shall select a panel of three
experts from a list of nationally qualified experts in educational assessment provided by the National
Research Council of the National Academy of Sciences, and two educators, one an elementary teacher
and the other a secondary school teacher, from a list of experienced teachers provided by the
Massachusetts Teachers Association and the AFT-Massachusetts, to perform a study of the validity,
reliability, quality and age and language appropriateness of the statewide standardized tests established in
section 1I. .

The Commissioner of Elementary and Secondary Education shall enter into a contract on behalf of the
Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, with the selected panel of experts to conduct such a
study. The Commissioner and the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education shall assist the
panel in obtaining all information, documents or other evidence necessary to conduct the study.

The findings, conclusions and recommendations of the Commission shall be presented to the Board of
Elementary and Secondary Education and to the Joint Committee on Education.



Statement for Race to the Top Assessment Program Public Input Meeting
Boston, MA

November 12, 2009
by
John F. Olson, Ph.D.
Olson Educational Measurement and Assessment Services

Assessment Solutions Group

The importance of the national educational reform initiatives for improving public
education and innovations such as the common core standards now under development that
could lead to states working together to develop and implement new assessment designs cannot
be underestimated. However, it is important to consider how such assessments could be
developed and implemented so as to maximize their benefits to students, parents, teachers,
administrators and other citizens while minimizing the costs of such efforts. It also is essential
that in considering how such collaborative assessment efforts could unfold that consideration be
given to how high-quality, enhanced student assessments can help state and local educators
better assist students to achieve the more rigorous standards now under development. Thus, there
are significant design options with inherent issues to be considered, and for each option, potential
costs to be determined. By considering these in advance, choices can be made about the best
types of cost-effective assessment system designs and procedures needed by states.

The U.S. Department of Education has set aside a large amount of money ($175M) that will help
support one or more consortia of states to develop common assessments that are aligned with the
common core academic standards. The funds from the USED are designated to develop new
assessments for state consortia. However, a number of questions need to be considered before
implementing this plan. Is this an appropriate amount of money to spend on this endeavor?
What metrics is this amount based on — NAEP, existing state consortia data, an aggregate from
individual states? What is an appropriate cost for developing the new assessments based on
common standards across states? How can this work be done more efficiently and at less cost?
How can efficient services be delivered to states by testing vendors? Given that vendors will
“bid” on consortium work more or less “sole source,” what control will the consortia (much less
the USED have) to avoid sole-source or uncompetitive pricing? What will the costs be to states
for sustaining the new assessments in future years? How will states know if the ongoing costs
will be affordable? Can states really afford the new assessment on a yearly basis?



Given the current and near term expected financial condition of states, a new assessment must
offer a significant qualitative improvement over current tests AND should cost no more to
administer on an annual basis than the existing assessments, preferably less. A well-designed and
efficiently produced assessment combined with the scale benefits of consortia can accomplish
these objectives, but only if the details are worked out in advance.

To answer these questions, some additional planning and data gathering would be helpful. First,
a thorough review of the potential costs needs to be completed, with a comprehensive cost
analysis conducted that will give the USED more detailed information on the costs for each part
of the new assessment, including those for start-up, for implementing, and for continuing the
program, with detailed cost breakdowns for all functional activities required for state assessment.
It would be wise for the USED to get all costs in advance, because, based on other estimates of
the costs, it is quite probably that two consortia developing tests in seven grades for math and
reading and three grades for science could both do the job for under $75 million, which is
significantly less than the $175 million allocated for this federally-funded activity. Although
states may save money on assessment development, if a more varied set of assessments is used
(for example, those featuring written-response items, performance events, and performance
tasks), states may need to spend substantially greater sums of money to administer, score, and
report on these new assessments. It is critical that the services that would be provided by vendors
to the various state consortia be as efficient as possible, so that states get high quality work
without having it cost so much that it cannot be sustained by the states. Also, the issue of having
the contractor funds for each of the state consortia granted as sole source instead of by
competitive bids needs to be evaluated as to its cost effectiveness.

In addition, there are lessons learned from national-level and cross-state consortia assessment
initiatives that have been tried in the past. Sometimes, large sums of money were spent on the
development of new types of assessments, ignoring the costs for implementation, only to find
that states could not subsequently afford to administer these new assessments nor convince
educators to do some of the crucial work (e.g., scoring the written response assessments at the
local district level) at their own cost. Because of this, it is important that the costs for both
development and administration be analyzed and shared in advance.

These issues are discussed more fully below.

While it is possible for assessment experts to provide ballpark cost estimates for assessment
activities such as development, administration, and scoring, these estimates are based on current
assessment designs and single state assessment programs. What is needed are more refined cost
estimates since these will “roll-up” actual costs from multiple states into an overall cost figure
where items such as fixed costs and overhead are allocated proportionally among states
participating in a consortium. The result will be a much more refined figure of what it should
cost different sizes of states to implement their assessment design and cost figures that the USED
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can be more confident in as it proceeds to support consortia of states working together to create
and implement state assessments in mathematics and reading/language arts.

States need to look at all aspects of using these assessments before they adopt them as part of
their state assessment program. Among the many aspects of a state assessment system, the
following activities need to be addressed and detailed costs for each type of activity developed:

e Test design — number of items, item types (multiple choice, short response, open end
response, innovative item types), item release plan, field test plan

e Test development — the use of existing measures, adapting existing measures and/or the
creation of new measures

e Test delivery methodology — online vs. paper and pencil.

e Production and manufacturing — test book design, answer document design, color vs.
black and white, print layout and style (if paper and pencil testing is used)

e Logistics — ship from/to number of locations (for test coordinator, teacher and student
manuals if online testing is selected)

e Scoring — length of scoring window, timing of test window, distributed or onsite scoring

e Reporting — nature of reports, delivery methodology (online vs. paper)

A detailed study of the costs for all types of assessment components among consortia of different
sizes to not only determine the cost of the assessment but to also identify ways to improve the
cost effectiveness and efficiency of different state assessment designs needs to be conducted. The
data from this type of study should be compared to “fair and reasonable” costs for each
assessment element/function and this information can be used as reference points for the USED.
Experts in determining benchmarks on what are fair and reasonable assessment costs can assist
the USED with this. Without this type of cost analysis and use of a comprehensive cost model, it
might be possible for the USED to greatly under- or over-estimate the costs of assessment
development and administration and thus not accurately estimate what these costs might be with
different configurations of states. Given the size and scope of assessment contracts, the USED
needs benchmarks on costs that will help it support the development of assessment designs that
are as efficient and sustainable as possible.

Based on detailed cost information, states should be able to objectively estimate the appropriate
costs for each component of their assessment program, and groups of states would be able to use
this info in estimating comparable costs for consortia of states working together. Furthermore, it
is important that the USED have access to good information as to what the costs should be for
individual components or special features that states may wish to include in the assessment,
thereby making it possible to determine the relative value of one component/feature vs. another
when constructing the assessment. With good cost analysis data, it is more likely that a state will
spend its assessment budget more efficiently and effectively because they will have a better

understanding of component costs and benefits.
3



Suggested Actions to be taken by the Secretary:

Conduct a comprehensive analysis of the costs for developing and implementing new
high-quality assessments prior to awarding the funds.

In their bids, all vendors should use a common, standardized cost sheet template that
will allow for detailed cost data to be captured, analyzed in a cost model, and fairly
compared across all proposals, so the USED can objectively evaluate the bids better
and negotiate for more cost-effective approaches to be used with the state consortia.
Cost input worksheets should consist not only of the dollars estimated to perform a
specific activity but the key metrics involved in the activity, for example, number of
items developed, number of pages composed, number of testbooks printed, etc. This
will allow the consortia to make sure that the vendor understands the program and is
bidding enough resources to do the job. It will also allow for apples to apples
comparisons across vendors and/or consortia.

Because of differences in states, such as their economic status, their geographic
locations, their proportion of rural schools, or their ability to use technology, more
than two state consortia should be considered for funding.

The costs for the new technology platform also need to be carefully evaluated so that
possible ways can be identified to save on costs. In addition, the costs for
maintaining the platform in the future should be specified and all “downstream” costs
accounted for so states will know what they will require in the future. While open
source software is an option, a selection of a “best of breed” testing software/
company with conversion to open source software and a maintenance contract might
be preferable.

Contact Information

John F. Olson, Ph.D.

President and Founder

Olson Educational Measurement and Assessment Services

428 Parker St.

Newton, MA 02459

617-965-1490

jimclkolson@yahoo.com

jolson@assessmentgroup.org
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Written Input for Race to the Top Assessment Program

Technology and Innovation in Assessment

| am pleased to provide written input for the Race to the Top Assessment Program for the Technology
and Innovation in Assessment topic. Celebrating its 10" anniversary, Learning.com is a pioneer in
providing premier, Web-enhanced instruction, assessment and evaluation solutions for technology
literacy, technology integration, 21° Century Skills and STEM. We focus on innovative, results-oriented
solutions with a singular purpose: to improve student learning.

In 2006 we introduced our first online assessment for Technology Literacy. In addition to providing an
innovative online approach to assessing student technology proficiency, we developed a powerful and
comprehensive platform for the secure hosting, delivery, scoring and reporting of high stakes
assessments. Last year we introduced our 21* Century Skills Assessment that incorporates a project-
based constructed response with embedded rubrics and tools to facilitate teacher scoring. Our success
in delivering online assessments is demonstrated by our partnership with many states including
Maryland, Texas, Arizona, South Dakota, North Dakota and Rhode Island for statewide assessments and
targeted assessment projects. We recently delivered our one-millionth online assessment.

(1) Propose how you would recommend that different innovative technologies be deployed to create
better assessments, and why. Please include illustrative examples in areas such as novel item types,
constructed response scoring solutions, uses of mobile computing devices, and so on.

We strongly recommend that new assessment systems leverage the increasingly available technology
infrastructure in school districts (bandwidth, computers, mobile devices, whole class presentation
technologies). An innovative assessment system deployed online will significantly improve the quality of
assessments, centralized coordination, immediacy of access to assessment results, more powerful,
flexible and relevant data and reports, the ability to integrate assessment data with other school
systems and curriculum resources and most significantly, improve teacher productivity. An online,
technology-based assessment system also allows for test administration in a variety of settings,
including classroom, computer lab, extended day and remote environments.

(2) We envision the need for a technology platform for assessment development, administration,
scoring, and reporting that increases the quality and cost-effectiveness of the assessments. Describe
your recommendations for the functionality such a platform could and should offer.

Our experience has shown that there are several key success factors when implementing a technology
platform for assessment development, administration and scoring. These include:

e Simple, easy-to-use, intuitive user interfaces for students, teachers, district (and state)
administrators and parents.

e Support for multiple item types including portfolio-based, constructed response and
performance-based items.
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e Embedded scoring rubrics that facilitate teacher scoring of constructed response and portfolio-
based items.

e Tools to accommodate high and low stakes assessments. For high stakes assessments, this
includes the ability to establish testing windows.

e Ability to interface with Student Information Systems and Gradebooks to seamlessly migrate
data to set up student accounts, class/school structures, etc.

e |tem bank creating, storage and maintenance.

e Ability to tag and search for items (subject, strand, grade, standards, etc.) for reporting, test
creation.

e [tem sharing (both within and between districts) to leverage the community of users at large.
Item tagging can include a community rating system.

e Easy-to-use tools to create quizzes and tests for both formative and summative assessment.

e Ability to assign quizzes and tests to individuals, groups of students, classes, schools and
districts.

e Ability to import assessment data.

e Student, teacher, district administrator/coordinator and parent logins with related security.

e Accessible online via computers using industry-standard web browsers with no need for local
software installation or maintenance.

e Powerful and flexible reporting tools that allow for reporting at student, teacher/class, school,
district and state levels. Data available in pre-defined report formats and as raw data for
integration into data warehouses and other school systems.

e Reporting system accommodates pre- and post- test reports to document student performance
gains and gaps.

e Generates individualized prescriptions based on assessment data. This capability can be
increased significantly with an integrated content/content management system with district
curriculum resources mapped to standards so that prescriptions could be made to specific
curriculum resources available to teachers and students.

(3) How would you create this technology platform for summative assessments such that it could be
easily adapted to support practitioners and professionals in the development, administration,
and/or scoring of high-quality interim assessments?

Most of the components of the system described above are currently available from Learning.com and
are utilized in our delivery of assessments to states and school districts. Other components are currently
under development and will be available for release in the summer of 2010. We would welcome the
opportunity to demonstrate this platform to help inform the administration’s review of Assessment
technology systems.

(4) For the technology ““platform" vision you have proposed, provide estimates of the associated
development and ongoing maintenance costs, including your calculations and assumptions behind
them.
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As noted, Learning.com has completed development of the majority of the system described above. We
estimate that our total development costs for this system to-date are over $1 million. To complete
development, we plan to invest another $500,000 over the next six months.

Once fully developed, we estimate our costs to maintain (including system hosting) the system at $250-
500,000 per year. This amount includes continued investment in new functionality.

Most significantly, we plan to release this system to teachers nationwide at no cost beginning in the
summer of 2010. The Free version of the system would include the majority of the functionality
described for use by teachers in their classrooms. Additional functionality and tools, including those
required by districts and or state departments of education (school, district and state reporting and data
analytics, assessment publishing, etc.) would be provided for an annual license, support and
maintenance fee that is currently estimated to be $3,000 per school per year, assuming no significant
volume discounting.

Respectfully submitted:

Candace Petersen

President and COO
Learning.com

1620 SW Taylor St., Suite 100
Portland, OR 97215
800-580-4640
cpetersen@Ilearning.com

Profile of Candace Petersen, Ph.D. — President/COO of Learning.com

Prior to joining Learning.com in 2007 as president and chief operating officer, Candace was most
recently vice president and chief strategy officer for InFocus Corporation, a worldwide leader in the
projection market. In that role she was responsible for developing and implementing the InFocus
strategic plan to pursue growth opportunities in the education market. She has over three decades of
business experience in high tech and industrial companies, and has held various management positions
in corporate strategy, business analysis and marketing, including corporate economist for IBM. Candace,
holds a doctorate in Systems Science from Portland State University, and is an adjunct professor in
Portland State University’s School of Business.
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Ladies and Gentlemen, good morning (Afternoon)

My name is Frank Philip and I work with student assessment programs and projects at the Council of
Chief State School Officers in Washington, DC.

My comments address the conceptual design and descriptive language of the proposed Race to the Top
Assessment Program as described in the Vol. 74, No. 204, Friday, October 23, 2009 Federal Register
Notices.

I offer these comments and suggestions to provide additional clarity and strength to the Department’s
proposal for RTTT assessment Programs.

Current research suggests that student assessment needs to be considered as a system of coherent
measures that range from the curriculum embedded assessment measures teachers use in the classroom on
a daily basis, to the high-stakes, summative assessments that states currently use to determine Adequate
Yearly Progress for No Child Left Behind. A comprehensive system of assessment provides a variety of
information that can be used to inform the on-going instructional process, track a student’s progress, and
provide accountability data about the efficacy of the learning system. All of these uses for assessment
information are critical for supporting student learning, the central purpose of education.

The current description as found in the documents seems to be in conflict with itself or perhaps not clear
in its purpose. It calls for a system of summative measures presumed to be tests that would be used
primarily for accountability; an important function but not the strongest approach to support teaching and
learning. If the Department wants to support the instructional process that creates the learning necessary
for students to raise their achievement, the guidance needs to describe a process for formative, curriculum
imbedded classroom assessment, interim assessment that can measure progress, as well as the summative,
accountability tests. This balanced and coherent approach will enhance the engagement of teachers and
students in the process and thereby emulate some of the more effective practices we see in education
systems from other countries whose students achieve at high levels. This shift would also provide a clear
target for using the local level funds on training for teachers to become engaged and more competent in
these effective classroom assessment methods.

We believe that the Department should play a significant leadership role in broadening the way student
assessment is understood and used to increase learning and student achievement. We at CCSSO stand
ready to offer our help. We have also developed a list of 12 attributes that CCSSO believes every good
assessment system should possess. They are:

» The student assessment process is considered as a sysfem with a variety of purposes such as
informing learning and instruction, determining progress, and providing partial accountability
information.

» The assessment system addresses the depth and breadth of all standards in all areas of the
curriculum, not just those that are easy or politically expedient to measure.

» The system considers and includes a/lstudents as an integral part of the design process and
anticipates their particular needs.

» The system of assessment encourages and allows a/lstudents to demonstrate what they know and
can do.

» The assessment sysfem honors the research that indicates a//students learn best when given
challenging content and provided with assistance, guidance, and feedback on a regular basis.
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* The sysiem employs a variety of appropriate measures, instruments, and processes at the classroom
level, the interim or benchmark level, and the large-scale, state level. All schools are accountable for
having such a system.

» Students are engaged in the assessment and learning process and have a clear idea of how learning
progresses and what they can do to improve.

» Because the classroom is where teaching and learning take place, teachers play a pre-eminent role in
the assessment system.

» Scoring student work based on shared learning targets is common classroom practice for teachers.
New teachers and educational leaders are well educated and supported in these new expectations.

» New technologies constantly enhance and transform the way the assessment process is developed,
delivered, and used, most notably in providing appropriate, immediate feedback with instruments
designed to support good decisions.

» Data generated at all levels of the assessment system becomes part of the Longitudinal State Data
System and contributes to a rich profile of accomplishment for every student.

» Next generation learning systems include integrated assessment programs that allow all students to
demonstrate their learning as a continuous process.

Thank you for your consideration of these suggestions.



Race to the Top Assessment Meeting: General Assessment

Dr. Sandra G. Pritz (representing NOCTI, formerly known as the National Occupational
Competency Testing Institute)

NOCT! is a non-profit assessment company serving the Career-Technical Education (CTE) field.
CTE standards and assessment are somewhat different from those in the academic content
areas because of the dynamics of change in occupational skills and because of the large number
(70-100) of different technical content areas. These challenges do not detract from the fact
that the need for validated standards and valid and reliable assessments is just as great as in
the academic content areas. Furthermore, the CTE community has known for many years that
both knowledge and application of that knowledge (i.e. performance) must be assessed to gain
a true picture of an individual’s achievement. Multiple perspectives are helpful, and as
educators we should be cautious about using one test as the only measure of competence.

Career Technical Education has a unique ability to bring meaning to a student’s world and keep
him or her interested in the rigor and relevance of a chosen technical field. NOCTI recognizes
that every technical skill contains embedded academics, and that the contextual presentation
of academics is often congenial to students’ learning style, so test developers mirror this
concept in technical assessment items. NOCTI assessment scores are disaggregated so that a
component of the score report reflects academic achievement and helps teachers identify
academic skill strengths and weaknesses. Academic reports are also one possible way to
document the award secondary credit for CTE experiences, as some states do. We are
anticipating incorporating the NGA national standards into the alignment of all test items with
national standards, which we currently do with the national standards of associations/councils
of language arts, mathematics, and science.

NOCTI has seen many positive assessment decisions being made across the nation and has
begun to see some cross-state collaboration. We have also seen some statewide articulation of
secondary to post-secondary programs; so we believe that states are picking up the Race to the
Top challenge.

We indicate here our willingness to help in the ongoing effort; we have demonstrated that
willingness by participating as a partner in the National Research Center for Career and
Technical Education and by working with OVAE and the Data Quality Institutes. We have also
sent a letter to Secretary Arne Duncan, basically saying that we would be happy to contribute
our national perspective and expertise. Our business requires in-depth knowledge of the
process of building a test; we understand the need for item analysis, documented validity and
reliability, and what it takes to develop a nationwide test with the proper weightings and
ratings. We hope to be of service to the education community, particularly the CTE community.
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Good Morning

My name is Marilyn Segal. I am the Executive Director of Citizens for Public Schools a
non profit organization whose mission for twenty-seven years is to promote, preserve and
protect public schools and public education. We have over 70 civic, civil rights,
educational, religious and labor organization in our coalition.

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to speak to you today. I am excited about being
here because I know that this is, in fact a very important moment. It is our opportunity,
your opportunity to use the resources of Race To The Top (RTTT) to create a truly
comprehensive assessment system that allows students to show their strengths rather than
be held back by their weaknesses.

In the last month I have attended two important conferences. The keynote speaker at the
first conference organized by Citizens for Public Schools was the nationally known
educator Deborah Meier.

She spoke about exciting classrooms where teachers prepare students to be informed
citizens of our democracy. Where students are urged to speak up and defend their position
even if it is contrary to what is being taught or commonly agreed on. Such a classroom is
a place where students are engaged and challenged.

This unfortunately is a far cry from the drill and kill, the narrowed curriculum that has
resulted from the national obsession with standardized tests.

Here in Massachusetts where we are considered a national leader, we have seen too many
students left behind. We no longer educate the whole child. We have cut back on the arts,
music, physical education, even recess. The one-size-fits all approach of standardized
tests that make up the state’s MCAS especially hurts nontraditional learners, vocational
students, youngsters with special needs and children whose first language is not English.

Statistics show that children who live in poverty are significantly less likely to succeed in
school than middleclass children, We are failing those children; high stakes tests have
sent them away in droves.

The second conference that I attended was the Schott Foundation’s Opportunity to Learn
Conference in Washington DC last week.. There we discussed the under resourced school
systems that serve our urban and rural students who come from poverty.

A coalition of civic. religious, educational, and civil rights groups devoted o public education
Hosted by JALSA, the Jewish Alliance for Law and Social Action

www.citizensforpubiicachonis org



There is a long list of things those students need - qualified teachers, books, supplies,

adequate facilities, school leadership, engaged community members, and an assessment
system that allows them to demonstrate what they know and helps them make real

progress in their learning.

To build on the strengths of our public schools, address weaknesses, and close
achievement gaps, we need a balanced assessment and accountability system that will
promote 21% century skills, educate the whole child and focus attention and resources on
schools and districts that most need help in their efforts to improve quality and outcomes

for every student.

What might that system look like?

1. Locally-developed and state-approved assessments to evaluate student
achievement and school quality

2. State-developed end-of-course exams in English, math, science and history
that measure key content and 21* century skills

3. A school quality review model to assess the effectiveness of school practices
and support improvement where it is needed most

4. Required annual local reporting by schools to their communities

5. Accountability and intervention based on a range of quantitative and
qualitative information for chronically underperforming schools and
districts.

These proposals are part of legislation pending in Massachusetts that is supported by my
organization. A copy is attached to the written comments submitted by FairTest’s Monty
Neill.

It is time to look at what works - Finland has amongst the highest test scores on
international tests of any country. They do not have standardized tests, but they do value
and trust the decisions of the classroom teacher. Perhaps we should look more carefully at
their model.

I ask you, are we preparing our students for 21* century work and life?

Harvard Professor Tony Wagner wrote in a recent Education Week commentary
("Accountability 2.0," Education Week, June 11, 2009) that he observes only
one curriculum in classrooms all over the country: test prep. "As a consequence”
he wrote, "many students graduate from high school today having never written
a paper longer than five paragraphs-the writing format taught to pass state tests
and not knowing how to ask good questions, weigh evidence, reason, analyze,



hypothesize, or work with others. Businesses spend nearly $3 billion a year
tcching their employees how to write, while nearly half of the students who
pass the MCAS still need remediation when they go on to college because
they lack these skills.”

It's time to ask what else we could be doing with the resources used to
develop, prep for and administer standardized tests. It's time to ask how
we could use these substantial resources in ways that meet the needs of
low-achieving students so they can reach their full potential.

It's time to have a full-fledged discussion about these important issues, a
discussion that includes educators, parents, researchers and advocates for
those who have not been helped and those who have been harmed by our

devotion to these tests.

I hope that we are having that discussion today.
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My name is Martin Borg and I appreciate having the opportunity to speak here today. I'm
president of Measured Progress, a non-profit company. We’ve worked with states on
their assessment programs for twenty-six years and currently work on assessment
programs in over twenty states, including the NECAP Consortium and the Massachusetts
MCAS program, for which we were the original contractors. Consistent with our not-for-
profit educational mission, our bottom line, recognized by our clients, is teaching and
learning.

From the start, we’ve worked with states on standards-based assessments that are
customized, inclusive, innovative, non-traditional, and geared toward a variety of student
s. Our states’
assessments have usually included a variety of testing approaches: not only multiple-
choice, but also extended constructed-response, performance tasks, and portfolios, both
paper and computer-based. The scoring, standard-setting, and analytic techniques we
devised for these non-traditional formats are widely used today.

I personally have been involved with designing and building online assessment engines
for over 10 years. Prior to that, [ was a district technology integration specialist and a
social studies teacher. What follows is a general compilation of those experiences,
listening to our states, and discussions with my colleagues at Measured Progress.

How would I recommend that different innovative technologies be deployed to
create better assessments and why? Include examples: novel item types,
constructed-response scoring, uses of alternate input devices.

Start with the student and the standards and the measurement approaches before you turn
to technology — technology is a means to an end.

Novel item types, alternate input devices, and Web-based, distributed scoring networks
for constructed-response items are readily available (and for the most part, proven).
While it is highly likely that the individual components of a comprehensive technology
platform exist, the real key is to put them together in an intuitive interface that combines
the different assessment methods and tools into a meaningful and interlinked whole.



We do not need a Manhattan project to develop the technology.

Some examples of proven, readily available technologies are:

° Adaptive testing
° Scenarios/games
° Machine-scored essays

In any design, successful implementation is based upon the notion that users get more out
of the system than the work they need to put into it. Paying attention early in the process
to the work styles and environment of teachers and principals will greatly improve the
likelihood of adoption. A large part of any design process should be usability studies at
cach level of user.

The wheel was an easy sell.

I recommend that you take a few chances; that we move beyond mimicking a paper-
based testing model online to an assessment program designed from the ground up to take
advantage of the media and efficiency—a rich technological environment. Finally, there
are levels beyond pure computer-based testing—from using technology to maximize
student-teacher relationships and to make timely instructional recommendations to
presenting students with real time digital content.

Examples

Level 1: Enhance paper-based testing with computers.

e We use computer-based testing to act like paper forms to preserve
comparability with paper. We literally told our programmers to remove
features, so that the online environment could look like and act like paper.

e Another example is machine scoring of essays—basically automating the
existing paper-based approach.

Level 2: Leave paper-based testing behind and use only computer-based testing.
e Requires a higher level of integration with local infrastructure and

expertise

Adaptive testing—individualized scores

Scaffolded testing

Scenarios and media-rich environments

Interactive problem solving

Level 3: Use assessments to build learning relationships.

e Smart schedulers: We could track individual student learning styles,
teaching styles, and student proficiency and try to place students according
to individual learning needs and styles. We could also do this with
digitized content.

e Suggestive teaching methods: Look at teaching styles and student progress
and recommend specific teaching techniques.
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Describe what I think a technology platform for assessment development,
administration, scoring and reporting could and should offer. Platform should
increase the quality and cost effectiveness of assessments.

A technology platform should and could have:

e A single platform that can offer summative, high-stakes testing using a variety of
innovative and constructed-response items; fixed-form and adaptive testing can be
used depending upon desired measure.

e A pool of items aligned to common standards with a library of tests available for
interim assessment; teachers are able to build tests on the fly.

e A library of classroom-administered performance assessments with embedded
videos of what student work should look like and how it can be evaluated

e Considerable scoring costs could be saved on interim assessments by simply
expanding distributed web-based scoring to teachers. This software is currently
used by most test publishers. Built-in training and verification checks are already
in place for these systems. Depending upon the measurement objectives, different
combinations of professional scorers, local teachers and /or a mixture of
automated scoring could provide inexpensive and reliable scoring.

e A reporting center that measures and describes growth in a variety of ways,
leveraging curriculum maps, student pathways, and standards maps, as well as
values based on a scale

e Clear instructions and presentations that help teachers and other professionals
understand what the measurements measure

e Embedded professional development at every level of reporting

How would I create this platform for summative assessments so that it could be
easily adapted to be used by practitioners and professionals to develop, administer,
and score high-quality interim assessments?

Much of the cost of administering online assessments comes from setting up the online
testing environment. Much of these costs can be reduced if we use the same data—
student i.d. numbers, student and teacher passwords, etc.—to power both formative and
summative environments. The main differences between summative and interim tests
concern test security and access to data. In summative, much of the administration is
securely held at the state level; in interim tests, this is not as much of a concern. In fact,
teachers need to see how students performed on specific items. Combining these systems
is more a question of redefining user access to a single system.



Open source: If the federal government is funding the development of these systems,
transferability is essential for the easy adoption of proven models. I recommend that all
innovative item development used in this effort becomes open source, so that item
content AND the item formats and displays are transferable. This is easy with multiple-
choice items, since no one owns how a multiple question is displayed. This may not be
true with innovative items.

Common protocols and a single technology standard: To make sure that assessment
systems interact with longitudinal data systems and student management systems, as well
as other assessment platforms, the Race to the Top NIA should indicate a single
standard—there are several to choose from. For example, the Student Interoperability
Framework.

Thank you for the opportunity to share these perspectives. I have every confidence that
we can craft a system that better informs student success and instructional accountability.
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Race to the Top Assessment Presentation — Technology and Innovation Sub-Conference

Hello, | wanted to first begin by thanking you for the opportunity to speak here and also to
thank one of our research team members, Andrew Morse, who is unable to be here today. Our research
began as a class project in Dr. Kenneth K. Wong's Urban Politics and School Governance course, as part
of the Urban Education Policy curriculum at the Graduate School of Education, Brown University. Rhode
Island recently appointed a new Chief State School Officer, Debra Gist, who knew that the state was in
dire need of systemic change. One of the five major changes that she has identified has been the
educational standards and assessment methodologies in the state.

A grant from the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation had previously funded an initiative between
the RIDE and Education Alliance, at Brown University, to develop a comprehensive high school
graduation system. In this system students, depending on their school, were required to complete an
additional requirement beyond the Carnegie credits: Portfolio, Exhibition, Certificate of Initial Mastery,
or End-of-Term Proficiency Exams. However, this system was only used at the high school level; a point
which makes it increasingly difficult for education providers to intervene and correct for years of failed

education.

To better prepare students, their families, and the education system as a whole to meet the
requirements of NCLB our group investigated the use of a two-tiered system of assessment for K-12.
While we all agreed that there are many flaws in standardized test models, ranging from test alignment
to cultural relevance to lack of output measurements, we still understand the usefulness of a broad
assessment. However, feeling the need to follow current trends in the social-sciences we proposed
creating a system that would not only capture quantitative data, in the form of standardized tests, but
also qualitative data, through a portfolio assessment system.

It may be easy to see how this may work at the state level, but there is also ample opportunity
for portfolio assessment to be used as part of the Common Core Assessment. Developing a rubric based
on content and performance standards in the Common Core Curriculum, the Council of Chief State
School Officers can in a sense “standardize” the measurement of the work. Aside from the benefit of
creating a mixed-methods assessment system, there are many tertiary benefits of the assessment
methodology. For example, the transparency in portfolio assessment provides more opportunity for
parental and community engagement, provides administrators a way to assess how well teachers are
preparing the students to directly meet requirements within the standards, provides students with more
immediate feedback, and most importantly of all for students, it allows them the opportunity to
demonstrate learning in the most appropriate and relevant method.

Based on a five point scale, student work would be assessed using a rubric. However, rubrics in
the past have tended to focus on positive measures for achievement and negative measures for lack
thereof. In our proposal, we not only suggest using positive measurements for each point, but also



suggest using developmentally appropriate indicators to develop a more robust indicator system. By
this we mean, it is necessary to have positive indicators, but there are students who may be prepared to
show proficiency but still lack the necessary developmental capacity to meet a particular score. Using a
method which includes positive and negative indicators creates a more thorough tracking system.

It is also our intention that portfolio assessment occur on a semesterly basis. Since a once-a-
year summative assessment is inadequate to provide the necessary data to allow teachers to intervene,
developing a multiple measure system to run concurrently with it can provide students the opportunity
to receive the interventions that are needed closest to the time when they are to be beneficial. More
importantly for the educational system, is that it truly measures student progress and provides a more
descript and robust database of student achievement.

Along with our prepared statement, we've also provided a copy of the report that was prepared
for the course. There is much more detailed information about the specificity of our proposal within the
document. Again we want to thank you for the opportunity to speak here today and hope that our
contribution can help the US DoE with supporting a Common Core Assessment that provides equity for
all students to demonstrate knowledge, develop a more transparent system which parents can feel
more engaged with, and a system that allows teachers to be held accountable for the student outcomes
that directly measured student performance and knowledge.
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Introduction

“| still conclude that formal testing has moved to much too far in the direction of assessing knowledge of
questionable importance in ways that show little transportability. The understanding that schools ought to
inculcate is virtually invisible on such instruments; quite different forms of assessment need to be implemented if
we were to document student understandings.” — Howard Gardner (Gardner, 2004) (pp. 134)

Assessments

The goal of education is to develop a body of knowledge within students and tests are the measurement
tool used to assess the development of the knowledge. In the United States, there has been a long-running debate
about how to best balance the goals of test-process efficiency with a meaningful measure of learning (Stewart,
1995; Mislevy, 2009; Padilla, 2004). For reasons of standardization and cost, since the 1970s, the American
educational establishment has relied heavily on multiple-choice examinations measuring deviations from the norm
as the best way to assess performance (Madaus and O’Dwyer, 1999).

Norm-referenced multiple choice testing has been criticized from many stakeholders (Goodwin et al.,
2006; Lewis, 2000; Nagy, 2000; Smith et al., 2003). Research shows that emphasis on standardized tests has
negative consequences on teachers (Baker, 1982; Shepard, 2000) by de-professionalizing teaching and distorting
instruction pran:ti::es.1 There is evidence on the negative impacts of too-much standardized testing on student
motivation (Wolf 1993; Neisser as cited in Gardner, 2004; Reckase and Welch, 1999), test anxiety and skullduggery
(Gardner, 2004), and “the fact that it is a statistical impossibility for all students to reach 100% proficiency in high-
stakes tests (Darling-Hammond, 2007 & Linn, 2003 as cited in Au, 2009).

Since no information is imparted during the testing process, it would be preferable to eliminate multiple-
choice standardized testing altogether. This would help to maximize financial resources, since there is evidence
that it is financially impractical to use this methodology to meet adequate yearly progress (AYP) requirements
under the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) (Haas, Wilson, Cobb, & Rallis, 2005 as cited in Au, 2009). The statistical
impossibility of 100% student proficiency serves to support this, since a portion of the population needs to fail in
order to be considered valid and reliable when norm-referenced testing is used (Popham, 2001 as cited in Au,
2009). This is not to imply that multiple-choice tests are illegitimate methods for evaluation and accountability, but
that they consume time and resources that might be applied more directly to advancing student education.
Maximizing education systems efficiency requires more direct alignment between standardized tests, content and
performance standards, and curriculum if they are to continue being used (Goodwin et al., 2006; Brown et al.,
2007; Palmer and Barley, 2008; Padilla, 2004).

Standards

The Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965 was created to provide grants to educate
low-income students. After the initial passage of ESEA additional reforms were created to target other special
populations, the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) in 1975 and the Bilingual Education Act in 1968,
that advocates for educational rights of students with special needs. The start of the standardized movement
began with A Nation at Risk (1983). A Nation at Risk (1983) publicized the fact that America’s students were falling
behind international averages, and that something had to be done to improve the quality of education in the
United States. These themes were revisited six years later at the Charlottesville Educational Summit (Manna,
2006).

During the 1990’s education evolved around developing national standards and creating committees to
develop standards in specific subjects. In 1990 President George H.W. Bush adopted the National Education Goals
that consisted of six goals; ready to learn, school completion, student achievement and citizenship, mathematics
and science, adult literacy and lifelong learning, and a safe and disciplines alcohol and drug free schools. The New
Standards Project, an endeavor between The Learning Research and Development Center of the University of
Pittsburgh and the National Center on Education and the Economy, outlined performance standards for English,
Math and Science. A year later the Secretary of Education Lamar Alexander established the National Council on
Education Standards and Testing to reach a consensus on national standards. In 1994 President Bill Clinton
introduced Goals 2000: The Educate American Act which recommended voluntary national testing (test which
were never created) and created the National Education Standards and Improvement Council to certify national
and state performance and content standards. (Cohen, 1996) Additionally, under the 1994 ESEA re-authorization,
the idea of Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) was introduced.

In 2002, President George W. Bush signed No Child Left Behind (NCLB) into law. NCLB expanded the
federal government’s role in education by mandating states to adopt standards, testing, and accountability



measures to meet Adequate Yearly Progress (McGuinn, 2006; Caffrey, 2009; Skinner, 2009). NCLB is the “primary
driver of improvement in the nation’s schools — particularly to provide equal opportunity, regardless of economic
status” (Beyond “No Child”, 2007). Hence, it brought attention to diverse populations such as minorities, ELL, and
special education students who were previously disregarded in school accountability (Skinner, 2009). (See
Appendix A for an overview of reform)

Local Context

Current practice in Rhode Island (RI) Curriculum, Assessment, and Standardization is dictated by several
components: grade span (GSE) or grade level expectations (GLE), statewide curriculum, a comprehensive diploma
system, and the New England Common Assessment Program (NECAP) standardized test (See Appendix B). In this
framework, content standards (what students should know) and performance standards (how well the student
needs to perform to show proficiency in the content area) are used to provide necessary information to all
district/school leaders, teachers, families and students, and the community to clearly articulate the goal of RI
schools. However, the fragmentation of this framework continues to erode at the capacity of effectiveness of the
framework “Each school district in the state selects or adapts from among these various sources those content
standards they want their students to know and be able to do.” (RIDE, 2009; Goodwin et al., 2006, Lewis, 2000;
Brown et al., 2007). (See Appendix E)

While the standards put forth in the GSE provide clear intent and goals for the state, the freedom that
individual districts (n = 36) have in choosing which content standards to adopt in their program undermines the
effort of the state to create a comprehensively aligned system, thereby creating data corruption issues in
assessment (Mislevy, 2009; Goodwin et al., 2006; Lewis, 2000; Brown et al., 2007; Palmer and Barley, 2008). The
Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSQO) in 2009 produced a document to help leaders ensure that curriculum
and standards were aligned with assessment tools, thus ensuring validity of the measurement instrument.
However, with the degree of latitude that districts are allowed to exercise and the lack of power that districts have
in choosing standardized assessment tools hinders the ability of the tests to accurately capture and measure
student learning (Caffrey, 2009; Padilla, 2004; Skinner, 2009; Palmer & Barley, 2008). (See Appendix D)

The fragmentation has also been extended beyond the borders of Rl to encompass other NECAP
participating states (RIDE, 2003). As the NECAP test was developed, and subsequent changes were made to the
curriculum, the same latitude was granted across states “Tri-State New England GLEs are specified for the
development of a common, large-scale, state level assessment. Partner states have or may include additional GLEs
for use within each state for local assessment purposes.” (RIDE, 2003). The increased latitude amongst states and
lack of homogeneity between the participating states can only reflect further misalignment of tested material
versus what is being taught and a lack of cultural relevance within the test itself (Boaler, 2003; Pelligrino et al.,
1999) (see Appendix B). Furthermore, students in RI’s Urban Core are positioned to receive a greater deal of the
disadvantage of this misalignment (see Appendix C) through a combination of external factors (Gipps, 1999; Hirsch,
2006; Coleman, 1966; Kim, 2006;) ? and internal factors (Smith et al., 2003; Boaler, 2003; Lewis, 2000).

Though these tests are not “high-stakes” tests for the students, the implications they have for the
school(s) and district(s) is long lasting beyond their high school graduation (Shepard, 2000; Lewis, 2000). With
funding from the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation and a partnership with the Education Alliance at Brown
University, Rl was able to develop and begin implementation of an improved diploma system. This system was
created “to allow students multiple opportunities to demonstrate proficiency” (Pelligrino et al., 1999) and provides
several different avenues that students may use to show this (Education Alliance, 2005) said to benefit students
(Mislevy, 2009; Stapleman, 2000). The additional measures are categorized as: exhibitions, graduation portfolios,
certificates of initial mastery, and proficiency-based departmental end-of-course exams (Education Alliance, 2005).

Developing a more comprehensive framework of assessment can only better the chances of students to
demonstrate the knowledge they know, the abilities they possess, and the multiple intelligences that students
possess (Gardner, 1993; Mislevy, 2009; Brown et al., 2007; Pelligrino et al., 1999; Boaler, 2003). Standardized tests
are limited in the ability to measure multiple intelligences, yet the theory of multiple intelligences (Gardner, 1993)
is well established and accepted in the academic and developmental communities. Departing from standardized
tests as the sole measure can also alleviate the concern of educators, researchers, and students that doubt the
fairness and validity of standardized assessments (Chavers & Locke, 1989; O’Connor, 1989; Popham, 2001; Solano-
Flores & Trumbull, 2003; as cited in Trumbull & Pacheco, 2005). Sacks (1997), Boaler (2003), Helms (1992), and
Brown et al. (2007) all present a clear argument of the unreliability and inherent bias in standardized testing >.



Wasserman (2001) writing in the Phi Delta Kappan attempts to rally teachers against the sole use of standardized
testing”.
Creating a New Assessment System

Our research team proposes the following policy using the current capacity and existing frameworks to
provide a more coherent set of standards and more accurate set of measurement tools. Building on the
framework of the RIDE diploma system, we suggest developing the portfolio vertically (Hilmer & Holmes, 2007),
horizontally (more options for teachers, schools, and districts to show proficiency) (Mislevy, 2009), developing and
building the capacity to support the social, human, and cultural capital of students (culturally responsive
assessment methods) (Brown et al., 2007), and adding more rigorous requirements from the state (create
minimum standards, requirements for the pieces in the portfolio, and the quality of the pieces) (Palmer & Barley,
2008). We suggest using a portfolio from the time a student enters the district until the time the student
graduates and the state should set clear expectations for the portfolio (See Appendix F), make the portfolio
assessment part of grade progress measured at each semester (See Appendix J), and develop a weighted score to
increase the data reported under NCLB (Caffrey, 2009; Skinner, 2009). 2
Assessment

When accountability measures are defined purely in terms of standardized tests, the test content that is
used to compare different schools and districts will tend to become the de facto curriculum standard, no matter
what other efforts at standards improvement may be in place (Resnick and Zurawsky, 2005). Reliance on norm-
referenced standardized tests as the primary measure for accountability will therefore unintentionally compete
with — and interfere with — concurrent attempts at robust standards implementation (Shepard, 2000; Caffrey,
2009). Furthermore, research has indicated that when test scores are used to define minimum standards that
must be achieved, the minimum levels can crowd out other standards and become the most prominent goal that
the education system directs its attention to (Worthen, 1995).

Given this range of concerns, a strong case can be made that improvements, either in assessment quality
or in the positive impacts of assessment on the imparting of knowledge, are unlikely to result from a layering of
further “standardized” assessment procedures on top of the existing regimen (Shepard, 2000). A better option is
to consider the implementation of alternative methods, which have a potential to immediately impact students
and teachers at the classroom level, and that can be tied directly to state-created curriculum standards and
standardized through a scoring rubric (Caffrey, 2009; Skinner, 2009).

Evidence that portfolio assessment could become the single accountability measure for school-to-school
and district-to-district comparisons does not yet exist in the current body of research, and a review of what had
been learned about various forms of performance-based assessment written at the end of 1990s, though generally
supportive, cautioned that results to that point “had done little to shrink performance gaps within and between
groups, thereby raising questions about equity and opportunity to learn” (Spalding 2000)°. While there is evidence
to supporting the view that portfolio assessment should not be the only method (Koretz & Barron, 1998; Klein et
al., 1995), we have found evidence to suggest that the portfolio would be an appropriate tool to supplement
standardized testing (Hilmer and Holmes, 2007; Smith et al., 2003; Nagy, 2000; Brown et al., 2007).

Further work needs to be done to learn how to more accurately define standards and reliably score
portfolios. But as long as standardized tests are considered to be the primary mechanism for reporting
information for purposes of accountability, they will be given priority in the education process creating an
unintended interference with conscious efforts at standards reform. Itis the duty of the stewards of public
education to utilize every minute in the classroom towards developing students with the broadest base of
knowledge and the highest-level cognitive skills possible (Pelligrino et al., 1999): work into developing assessment
alternatives directly aligned with content and performance standards that will better foster these goals should
continue. (Caffrey, 2009)

Standards

The United States has no national curriculum, national standardized test, no national standard for
adequate yearly progress, and each state is required to set its own curriculum framework, standards, test, and GSE
(Caffrey, 2009).” Standards can prove to be useful® as long as the assessments and procedures for defining levels of
performance are efficient, dependable, accurate, and equitable (Cizek, 2001). Countries that use curriculum-based
external exams have shown that when assessments based on academic content standards are used, it improves
the process of teaching and learning (Wong & Nicotera, 2007). Education Trust President Kati Haycock stated “we
need to focus far more energy on getting strong teachers to the children who most need them, and on providing



those teachers with quality curriculum and support, because accountability alone is not enough.” (Educational
Vital Signs, 2008). The Body of Work (BoW) method is an examinee-centered method for setting cut-scores that
applies a holistic approach to student work. A study conducted on using the Body of Work (BoW) Method to set
performance standards found that “the Bow method lead to fewer students at the lowest performance level than

did NAEP (National Assessment of Education Progress)” (Kingston et al., 2001).

The International Baccalaureate (IB) program is a pre-university program of study with an emphasis on
the meta-cognitive aspects of learning (International Baccalaureate North America, 1986). One of the aspects of
the IB program is its unique assessment approach to evaluate student performance. In the IB program, student
progress is measured early and often, and at every grade level. The standard for assessment depends on the
student’s grade level. “Teachers also take into account the diverse, complicated and sophisticated ways that
individual students use to develop and demonstrate their understanding” (International Baccalaureate, 2009). (see

Appendix G)

The IB program emphasizes three important elements: Theory of Knowledge, Extended Essay, and
Creativity, Action, Service. The Theory of Knowledge is intended to stimulate critical reflection on knowledge
learned inside and outside the classroom and is evaluated though essay submissions. The Extended Essay is
intended for students to learn about a topic of their interest and submit a final research paper. Creativity, Action,
Service is intended to encourage learning, participation, and social awareness outside the classroom by devoting

time to the community. (International Baccalaureate, 2009)

Research has shown that providing student with learning goals and monitoring their performance

frequently leads to higher student motivation to learn and statistically significant gains in student achievement
(Phillips et al. 1993 as cited in Hamilton et al. 2009). Also providing students with constructive feedback on their
progress much more immediately than can be done with standardized tests may improve academic achievement
(May and Robinson 2007, Phillips et al. 1993 as cited in Hamilton et al. 2009). Feedback allows for students to

understand their strengths and weaknesses and identifies content areas that need improvement, allowing

administrators and teachers to design and implement the best possible intervention strategies.
Creating a More Comprehensive System

Caffrey (2009) cites a Black and William report (1998) on the effectiveness, and substantial effect size, of
international formative assessment practices leading to student outcomes. However, the merge of performance
based data and standardized data is not enough at the moment. The NECAP exam schedule must be modified
from its current implementation protocol to our proposed schedule (see Appendix J). The current exam schedule
highlights the educational gap that exists throughout the state and municipalities, by effectively measuring
summer skills loss, which has a significant impact on the urban core of RI,° and the state has the capacity to
change this.™ Using international assessment methods (such as PISA), the state can use portfolios to supplement

the content that standardizes tests are unable to measure (see Appendix H).
Recommendations
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We recommend for the use of the state portfolio assessment as a standardized tool to measure student
performance and progress in all grades (Nagy, 2000; Hilmer & Holmes, 2007; Smith et al., 2003). Implementing
this requires the state to mandate which GSE (at minimum) will be taught in all districts and schools.™ The
portfolio reflects students’ understanding of the taught curriculum.™ Integrating components of the IB assessment
methods will open up the opportunity for students to show content learning though various mediums (Mislevy,
2009; Stapleman, 2000). Implementation of the portfolio assessment will require minimal professional
development to inform teachers how to assess student’s pieces and provide constructive feedback, since it is
already a component for high school graduation (RIDE, 2009).

The benefits of this system transcend the multiple echelons of the educational system in Rhode Island
from the student to the commissioner. At the state level (see Appendix L), Rhode Island will create requirements
for student portfolios, scoring rubrics, and mandatory GSE for each grade level. In addition to the other benefits of
portfolios that have been discussed, this will allow Rhode Island to have direct control over the alignment of one of
its assessment tools (Goodwin et al., 2006; Brown et al., 2007). Over time, this will enable Rhode Island school
districts to have a direct measurement of the impact of standards across all subjects, not just English and math
(Pelligrino et al., 1999). Furthermore, this streamlines RIs ability to directly align assessment tools with the
instructed curriculum.

On the micro level, these portfolios can be used to educate all stakeholders on the standards and
requirements for success and can provide the additional monitoring that NCLB was designed to bring. Using the
portfolio system, school staff will be able to closely monitor student progress based on GSE. (see Appendix N)
Adding portfolio assessment results to school achievement data allows stakeholders a more comprehensive view
of the system as a whole. The student reflective piece, and ability of the portfolio to be accessed easily by parents,
students, and staff, not only provides the student with direct information on their progress but also provides
parents (see Appendix O) with a way to also assess their child’s learning and progress based on state standards
(Goodwin et al., 2006). Furthermore, the portfolio will give the state and districts an additional tool to measure
teacher quality (Baker, 1982). (see Appendix M)

Conclusion

Our reform initiative is highly beneficial by extending beyond the theoretical and creating practical
impacts. This initiative allows all schools to report student progress and achievement using a comprehensive
measurement with minimal fiscal impact (see Appendix P) (Popham, 1993). Using the portfolio as a “high-stakes”
assessment tool not only ensures that students are effectively meeting GSE, but also incentivizes the necessity to
perform at a high level. Students are given a formal opportunity to display their knowledge in ways that are
culturally relevant to them and more importantly are able to have their progress monitored more thoroughly
(Brown et al., 2007; Goodwin et al., 2006). ** The portfolios can also add increased accountability for teachers by
providing another method to determine how well teachers are meeting the needs of students. The long-term
benefits of the program not only out-weigh the cost to the state and districts, but also contribute to the
development of the student and the increase of quality in the education the students receive. Implementing this
assessment model will also be the first step in adopting the recommendations of the Urban Education Task Force
(Annenberg Institute for School Reform, 2009) by creating multiple pathways for students to show proficiency,
developing additional evaluation measures for educator quality, allowing more fluent innovative curriculum to
spread through the use of student work validating the practice, and enhanced educator collaboration since
teachers will have more access to more student information and data.

“If the only tool you have is a hammer, everything begins to resemble a nail.” — Abraham Maslow
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Appendix B - NECAP Participating States Census Data

Maine New Hampshire Vermont Rhode Island
~ Total Population 1,316,456 i3580 | | edigyo. v 1056788
% White 96.4 “ites s 96.4 88.5
i - i : - . % e
% Nat. American* 6 3 4 6
Rt M 2 e o _ 2

_ %Asian 9 19 11 2.8
% Hispanic/Latino 13 26 1.4 11.6

% Multiracial o A 1.1 12 e 1ih

% White Non-Latino 1 95.3 93.1 = Ay 78.8
~ % Foreign Born L O e RO 3.8 o114
 %Under18 - 223 e
Population Disabled 237,910 - 193,893 97187 195,806
O g S o e s
% 4yr College Grad 22.9 28.7 29.4 25.6
___orhigher " s
AL iy - - — -

% Non-English 7.8 8.3 5.9 20.0
Speakers at Home ) . ) EEa— O
‘Median Income  $45,832 $ 62,048 ShgleeR e eE
Per Capita Income $ 19,533 $ 23,844 $ 20, 625 $ 21,688

* 9 Native American also includes Alaskan Natives; ** % Native Hawaiian also includes Pacific Islanders; Hispanics
may be of any race, so are also included in applicable race categories; Z = a value greater than zero but less than
one half the unit of measurement shown (Census, 2000)



Appendix C. Rl Disaggregated Census Data

Prov. Pawtucket Central Newport Woonsocket Providence Rhode
(City) Falls County Island
Total Population 173,618 72,958 18,928 26475 43,224 621,602 1,050,788
% White 54.5 75.4 57.2 84.1 83.1 78.4 88.5
% Black 14.5 7.3 5.8 7.8 4.4 6.5 6.4
% Nat. American* 1.1 3 .6 .8 i3 5 .6
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% White Non- 45.8 69.1 40.0 81.7 79.8 73.8 78.8
Latino
% Foreign Born 25.3 23.4 35.1 5.6 7.5 15.6 114
% Under 18 AR R T 1292 R v e
% Population 10.2/ 12.1/271 1357/ 8.1/157 13.0/27.5 10.1/22.3 195,806
Disabled + 25.3 32.4
%< HS.orGED  34.2 338 50.9 129 36.0 R iy
% H.S./GED Grad  65.8 66.2 49.1 87.0 64.0 725 78.0
or higher
% 4yr College 24.4 14.3 5.7 41.5 10.1 213 256
Grad or higher EERe S _
% Grandparents 36.7 25.1 30.0 29.8
as Caregivers
% < Poverty (7} 343/ 227/295 345/ 224/ 268/343  190/241 142/186
__________________________________________ 39.2 40.9 34.6 e
% < Poverty (A1) 55.8/ 49.8/60.7 60.6/ 459/ 54.6 /72.5 45.6/60.2  40.1/55.4
66.7 70.5 68.0
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Speakers(a) - - e
Median Income $26,867 $31,775 $22,628 540,699 $30,819 $ 36,950 $52,755
(b)
s e @ 19.7 26.7 aaa e
% Public 10.2 6.7 13.2 6.2 9.1 6.0 4.6
Assistance (c)
% Unemployed 423 36.8 44.2 299 37.8 37.8 3.6
(d) '
Per Capita $15,525 $17,008 $10,825 525,441 $16,223 $ 19,255 $21,688
Income

* % Native American also includes Alaskan Natives; ** % Pac. Islander also includes native Hawaiian; Hispanics may
be of any race, so are also included in applicable race categories; *** Statistic for % Households report income of
$14,999 or less for the year 1999; Z = a value greater than zero but less than one half the unit of measurement
shown; 4 cities represent % families below poverty with related children under 18 and under 5; A percent families
with female householder, no husband present with related children under 18 and under 5; + population disabled
reported as percent 5 — 20 yrs old & percent 21 — 64 yrs old for individual; (a) % of population over 5 years old that
speaks a language other than English at Home; (b) Median of Household Income; (c) % of population with income
from Public Assistance; (d) % of population 16 years of age and older that is not in the labor force (Census, 2000)



Appendix D: Alignment of Standards from NECAP to State to District to School

ool Follows
All GSE

ool Follows

NECAP GSE

New Hampshire

Due to the latitude given to the individual States from the NECAP agreement, states are allowed to choose which
GSE they instruct and what GSE they will add in addition to NECAP agreement. The State then passes down this
level of autonomy to its 36 districts, all of which are given the latitude to design curricula around some or all of the
GSE. At the individual school level the local leaders must make decisions based on the best interest(s) of the
students with how to progress through the curriculum to maximize student performance.

These degrees of freedom within the hierarchical framework create inherent validity issues for the NECAP
“standardized” assessment. By the time the test is implemented at the school level, the degree of alignment
between what is tested and what is taught has been substantially compromised. In the case of urban schools, the
lack of cultural relevance in the test (Helms, 1992; Boaler, 2003) and the necessity to teach students
basic/rudimentary skills prior to teaching discrete pieces of knowledge outweighs the push to increase scores at
the cost of instruction time for necessary fundamental skills. As each of these districts are given more autonomy,
the degree to which the test can accurately measure what is actually taught and learned is severely compromised
and does not truly reflect the knowledge that students are learning in practice compared to what they are thought

to be taught in theory.



Appendix E: Sample of Existing GSE with New Rubric

This column lists
each standard and
describes the
indicators for the
task. Each row will
measure a portion of
the task to be
scored.

This column clearly
describes the
indicators that will
significantly exceed
the standard and will
measure a five

EXCEEDS

This column clearly
describes the
indicators that will
meet and exceed the
standard, should
also include
indicators that
should not be
present, and will
measure a four

This column clea‘r{\lr
describes the
indicators that will
only meet the
minimum proficient
standard, will
include indicators
that should not be
present by
precedence of
developmental
deficiencies, and will
measure a three

This column
describes indicators
needed for
proficiency,
indicators that
should not be
present by
precedence of
developmental
deficiencies, and will
measure a two

This column suggest

that student is off-
task or has shown no
evidence of
completing the task;
indicators for
proficiencies should
still be present,
indicators of
developmental
deficiencies, and will
measure a one

Student showing
high levels of
proficiency; Student
can be empowered if
used to peer-mentor
classmates

Student has
surpassed the
minimum standard;
They have an
understanding of the
material but have
not “mastered” the
concepts

Student has met the
minimum standard;
Student shows the
understanding
deemed necessary
by RIDE

Student has not met
the minimum
standard, but is not
showing significant
problems; Student
should receive
additional
coaching/re-
teaching

Student is not able
to meet the
standard at all;
Suggest re-teaching,
coaching, and
supplemental
educational supports
to provide students
with the necessary
tools to meet
proficiency

EXAMPLE:

R-2-16 — Generates a
personal response to
what is read through
a variety of means
by...R-2-16.2
Comparing Stories or
other texts to

related personal
experience, prior
knowledge, or to
other texts (Local)
(RIDE, 2009)

Student can identify
significant events,
respond to the
reading, use many
secondary sources,
and creates accurate
connections to
secondary sources

Student can identify
significant events,
respond to the
reading
appropriately, and
uses multiple
secondary sources;
The connection
between secondary
sources is vague or
underdeveloped

Student can identify
significant events in
the reading and can
respond to the
reading with little or
no connection to
secondary sources;
The response is
vaguely connected
and the connection
between secondary
sources is inaccurate

Student is able to
identify significant
events in the
reading; Student
summarizes reading
but does not provide
critique or other
personal response(s)

Student has some
trouble identifying
significant events in
the reading; Student
is unable to respond
or summarize the
reading with
accuracy




Appendix F: Portfolio Requirements & Implementation Diagram
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Appendix G: International Baccalaureate Assessment Model and Merger with Portfolio Assessment Model

Mediums used to assess student learning under the International Baccalaureate Program
e Test /Examinations

Investigations

Analysis and reflection

Organized debates

Open-ended problem solving activities

Hands-on experimentation / Laboratory work

Essays

Structured Problems

Questions (short-response, data-response, text-response, case-study)

Multiple-choice questions

Oral work

Fieldwork

Artistic performances

® ¢ ® @ @ © © @ © o o ®

heory of
Knowledge

Exhibition  Investigations

Using the current portfolio framework, as developed by RIDE and the Education Alliance (2005), the
student reflective piece will be used to assess: (1) What content area(s) the work shows proficiency in? (2) How
did the work meet the performance standards for that GSE? and (3) What did the student learn from the portfolio
piece and the reflection on the work?

Answering the first question empowers the student to take active control over their assessment, what
they are being assessed on, and allows them the most opportunities to prove proficiency in a manner suitable to
them. Merging this with the Theory of Knowledge framework, students will be able to show higher order skills
when they are able to connect individual pieces to several content areas. Students are then asked to describe how
they met performance standards which not only will develop an understanding of what is expected of them, but
will help them to develop critical self-assessment skills. Most importantly, when the student articulates the
knowledge gained and their learning process(es) used to gain it, educators will gain more access to understanding
individual students’ learning habits and can use this to more carefully target teaching and intervention strategies.



Appendix H: Model Description as a Whole
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This diagram describes the processes involved in our policy proposal. As mentioned previously, the
fragmentation of the districts in Rhode Island, and subsequently the misalignment created between the
assessment tool (NECAP) and the curriculum, can be successfully mitigated by using a multiple-measures system
that not only includes standardized testing but also includes qualitative sampling of student work. Through the
process the performance assessment (portfolio) and formative assessments (classroom level assessments) have
inherent alignment with the taught curriculum and can strengthen and supplement students’ abilities to show
proficiency and provide an additional measurement beyond the standardized assessment. Using an assessment
methodology such as this provides students with additional opportunity to show proficiency, direct measurement
of the learning based on what is being taught (and therefore assumed to be learned), account for the diversity of
the student population and their multiple learning methods, and provide increased accountability for schools and
districts with more qualitative evidence.

Abraham Maslow once said, “If the only tool you have is a hammer, everything begins to resemble a nail.”
As we know that multiple measures can provide a more reliable and accurate measurement it is necessary to
adopt policy that will allow multiple measures to be taken. However, if the multiple measures are consistently
assessing students on what they are assumed to have learned rather than what they have learned, the educational
system will consistently fail to create the appropriate supports and interventions necessary for all students to learn
and achieve high levels of academic success.



Appendix |: Proposed Assessment Timeline
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The first major change that we advocate for is moving the test period of the NECAP to the end of the
school year. As James Kim (2006) has noted, students from lower socio-economic backgrounds are at increased
risk for losing literacy skills gained through the school year. An abundance of literature in child development
supports the argument when correlating the link between access to reading materials and
instructional/educational games in the home and later academic success. Therefore, when the testing occurs in
the fall following the assessed grade level, students in the urban core of Rhode Island are placed at increase risk of
failure to show proficiency. While it may not be the place of the Rhode Island Department of Education, which
would not have the capacity, to implement policy to alleviate poverty they are not only have the capacity to
determine the testing schedule, but create the policy that determines this. With a substantial proportion of R
students attending schools in the Urban Core, it would not only be in the best interests of the students to assess
them in a more appropriate manner, but it would benefit the schools, districts, and state as well.

We suggest using the portfolio to assess progress on a semester basis. This will not only provide
educators with more measurement, but will also serve to monitor student progress towards end of year goals.
Pairing the portfolio assessment with teacher grades will also prevent scenarios where a teacher could pass a
student in order to simply move them out of the class. Creating a transparent system of assessment, where
students, parents, teachers, and administrators all have access to the assessed material will provide the necessary
monitoring to ensure student success. If the only measurement to determine student academic achievement is a
grade span level standardized test the results will not affect the students’ abilities to get the additional support,
services, and interventions necessary to attain high levels of academic achievement.



Appendix J: Portfolio Access Flow Chart
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One of the benefits of using portfolio assessment is the transparency in the assessment process. Items
from standardized tests are protected and only small samples of discarded items are available to the public.
Although this was done to prevent the corruption of test data (since very directed teaching to the test could occur
if all items were released) it also obscures the assessment process and removes the public from gaining access to
the knowledge of the process. However, the use of a portfolio creates an assessment methodology that can be
used to display to parents, other teachers, and administrators.

The diagram above shows how all these different stakeholders all have access to the assessment tool, the
assessed materials, and the standards used to determine how the material is viewed and can be validated. The
access provided to parents affords them to opportunity to view the material that their children were assessed on
and have more direct access to the educational process. Administrators can also use the tool for the monitoring of
children, but they can also use the portfolio to monitor and access the quality of the teacher. Since the students
are given the opportunity to show proficiency in a content area and the portfolio only contains pieces directly tied
to GSE, administrators can not only determine if teachers are getting their students to demonstrate proficiency in
the content, but also have the opportunity to validate the score (administrator could assess the work based on the
rubric).



Appendix K: Advantages and Disadvantages of Proposed System for the State

currently tested

No need to dvelop additional tests in subjects not = Initial costs of developing cross-district portfolio

system

Can provide annual assessments in all grades

Cost of professional development to increase inter-
rater reliability

Student assessment results can be tracked from year-
to-year

Additional assessment requirement layered onto the
status-quo

Additional measurement of teacher quality

Implementation and monitoring of an additional
system

Assesses all core academic subjects

Cost of designing a series of assessment rubrics and
providing the training for their proper implementation

More comprehensive reporting of AYP

Assessment directly aligned with GSE

These are observations generated by the research team based on the literature, general knowledge of
current circumstance, and derivations of evidence and context using a logic-based model.



Appendix L: Advantages and Disadvantages of Proposed System for the Districts

Clearer standards for student achievement

Districts will be held accountable for ensuring their
curriculum is aligned with the state mandated GSE

More accurate data on individual school/grade progress

Districts will be held accountable for attendance at all
professional development workshops

Increased data sharing between schools and districts to
mitigate the impact of high student mobility

Cost of teachers attending additional professional
development

These are observations generated by the research team based on the literature, general knowledge of
current circumstance, and derivations of evidence and context using a logic-based model.




Appendix M: Advantages and Disadvantages of Proposed System for the Schools and Teachers

Teachers can use the professional development to fulfill
additional learning requirements for re-certification

Teachers will need more time to provide constructive
criticism and feedback to students

Immediate feedback on student performance

Cost of maintaining and protecting student portfolio data

Mare comprehensive earlier indicators of students
needing educational interventions

Less autonomy in implementing individual curriculum
varying from the GSE

More school-based accountability for teacher
performance

Possibility for teachers to inflate student results if pieces
are assessed in the same school/district

Teacher assessments are based on multiple measures,
rather than relying solely on the NECAP results

Inconsistent reliability during the initial implementation of
the portfolio system

More data for guidance councilors, school psychologists,
and educational specialists

Transition from well-established practices may increase
anxiety

Schools are able to accommodate the needs of transfer
students

Need to ensure all parents are made aware of the
portfolio requirements

Clarity in what is expected (GSE) and what indicators must
be and cannot be present to show proficiency

Less reason to “teach-to-the-test”

These are observations generated by the research team based on the literature, general knowledge of
current circumstance, and derivations of evidence and context using a logic-based model.




Appendix N: Advantages and Disadvantages of Proposed System for the Students and Parents

More opportunities for students to demonstrate
proficiency

Students unable to produce adequate amounts and

quality of work may not advance in grade

Wider range of student interests are assessed using the
portfolio system

Students and parents have increased responsibilities to
meet proficiency requirements of the portfolio

Students are assessed without losing time for learning
opportunities due to test preparation

Moving NECAP testing to the end of the school year will
control for summer skills loss

Better instructional consistency for students moving
between/within districts

Parents have more opportunity to see student progress,
become engaged, and hold teachers directly accountable

The use of the Theory of Knowledge and Extended Essay
components of IB will help to develop critical skills

Students are empowered to take control of their learning
opportunities and can determine how the classroom is
meeting GSE

The portfolio system allows for more careful monitoring,
better developmental outcomes, and a more
comprehensive examination of student academic
achievement

These are observations generated by the research team based on the literature, general knowledge of
current circumstance, and derivations of evidence and context using a logic-based model.




Appendix O: Merging the Portfolio Assessment Model with NECAP to Create a Weighted Double Score
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The above diagram is representative of the work of Caffrey (2009), which addressed these concernsin a
Congressional Research Service report. Assuming that the portfolio can be designed to address these factors, the
assessment methodology will meet the government requirements/concerns. The primary concern for portfolio
assessment is in inter-rater reliability. However, in Rhode Island portfolios have been and are still used in formal
assessment. These teachers (as “experts”) could serve to train the other teachers the assessment strategies. The
transparency in the system also serves to be a controlling factor for inter-rater reliability since work could be
assesses numerous times.

Creating a weighted score system will allow more data to be reported and will provide a more accurate
assessment of how students are performing. The assessment happening semi-annually will also allow for a better
plot of educational achievement and will fine-tune the results. The benefit of reporting these scores will also
provide students with official recognition in cultural variance in learning and educational outputs. Scores can also
be converted to z-scores in order to provide accurate comparisons across city, district, and state lines if adopted.

Authentic Standardized Authentic Standardized
Assessment Assessment Assessment Assessment




Notes:

1. While multiple choice is frequently touted as an objective form of test, the famous “Lake Wobegon” results of
the late 1980s (Cannell, 1988), where most states reported themselves as “above average” demonstrated quite
vividly that the multiple choice test-design is not impervious to gaming, calling into question the format’s
perceived objectivity for communicating clear and direct information to the public.

2. Despite sincerest of efforts by test-makers, there is no way to separate assessment of basic skills from the
knowledge content of a test [note], as factors such as cultural differences and weak learning-reinforcement
outside of school (due to home-life issues, language, poverty, etc.) will all affect the level of familiarity a student
has with the breadth of content that appears on a specific instance of a test. Gipps (1999) and Hirsch (2006)
highlight this when analyzing the history of standardized assessment and its socio-cultural impacts:

“White middle classes are more intelligent or better able to acquire intelligence; rather, intelligence is
defined by them and measured according to their characteristics. In the case of examinations, the critique
has essentially similar underpinnings. Performance at school may be affected by social and cultural
background factors. Among these factors are poverty, poor resources at home and/or at school,
absenteeism owing to work or domestic duties, mismatch between the language and culture of the home
and the school, gender bias, and ethnic discrimination. As a result, examinations may be biased, and
furthermore, because of their role in certification, they may institutionalize and legitimate social
stratification.” (p. 361) Gipps, 1999

Some have argued that these supposedly neutral tests are culturally biased, which is certainly true. While
the test-makers attempt to be fair by making the tests knowledge-neutral, the do not succeed in this aim.
Language comprehension can never be knowledge neutral. A more accurate way of perceiving the
inherent unfairness of these tests is to concede although they cannot possibly be knowledge neutral and
therefore fair to students who don’t have needed knowledge, there are perfectly appropriate as tests of
reading ability. That is, their unfairness resides in the pretense that formal reading skills are being tested
when in fact relevant background knowledge is being tested. Ultimately, the unfairness resides in the
failure of schools to impart to all children the background knowledge they need to understand the
passages on the test and similar passages in real life. (p. 98) (Hirsch, 2006)

3. “Researchers have reached similar conclusions about the validity of standardized testing in the public schools. In
a 1993 study, Teresa A. Dais of the University of lllinois commented: "Minorities and students with disabilities, in
particular, are suffering as a result of traditional assessment practices, which have proven to be inaccurate and
inconsistent, yet continue to be used in prediction, decision-making, and inferences about student performance
and lifelong success." (pp. 26) (Sacks, 1997)

4. First, | think professionals need to make a concerted effort, as Alfie Kohn has told us, to stand up and be counted
in opposition to the standardized testing movement.31 We should do so not just for all the reasons we know and
for what the data tell us, but because using these tests and pretending to believe in their educational significance
de means us. The tests put the emphasis in education not on what is important but on what is diminishing for
students' learning and their overall growth. Instead of raising academic standards, these tests do much to lower
them. Be yond just subverting the tests in various ways, perhaps we should all stand up and "Just say no." No, we
won't do this anymore. What if they gave a test and nobody came?” (Wasserman, 2001; pp. 36).

6. States such as Vermont and Kentucky attempted statewide portfolio evaluation during the 1990s, but were
unable to demonstrate that they had created reliable systems for specifying and grading portfolios. Koretz and
Barron (1998) found that score increases in a Kentucky assessment system that included open-ended questions,
performance elements and portfolio elements were not reflected in the NAEP scores in the corresponding subject



areas. In analyzing the scoring of mathematics portfolios in Vermont, Klein et al. (1995) found that the degree of
agreement between different graders of the same pieces “may be much lower than what is often found with other
types of open-ended measures”.

7. Goals 2000 envisioned a systemic reform which calls for the creation of systems marked by strong and
consistent standards, coherent guidance for instruction, strong consensus about goals, and greater equality in
educational achievement (Cohen, 1996). However, while Goals 2000 created the systemic standards reform No
Child Left Behind (NCLB) mandated a test-based approach to accountability.

8. However, like the GSE the additional graduation requirements allow for substantial latitude amongst the
individual districts. Individual districts are able to choose which method will be implemented in their area of
operation. Coupled with the choice of which GSE to adopt into curriculum practice, the only logical result is the
diminished capacity for individual districts to meet all the requirements of the GSE and provide all Rl students with
the thorough knowledge base necessary to be competitive citizens in the post secondary world. Since reliability of
the measurement tool is inherently linked to its ability to measure the specified outcome, with the degree of
freedom that states, and subsequently individual districts, have in implementing the test measurement tool. As
not each state and each district is required to teach all the GSE, there is no way for students to have an adequate
grasp on the tested material due to the misalignment between the measurement tool and the GSE used to develop

curriculum.

9. James Kim (2006), amongst others, has written about the summer skills loss phenomenon. Measuring what “has
been learned” in the year following instruction is more a measure of how well students are able to mitigate the
effects of summer skills loss than a measure of what has been learned. This has also been historically
documented, when Coleman (1966) discussed the external environmental effects on student academic
achievement and was subsequently corroborated by studies such as Kim (2006) and others. By moving test dates
to the end of the academic year, and implementing the portfolio requirement through all grades, the policy can
more effectively capture and report what students know, how well they know it, and the multiple ways they are
able to display the knowledge.

10. With the state leading the reform effort and implementing the changes, students in all districts will benefit.
Requiring the portfolio, requiring the amount of pieces per content area per semester, requiring the minimum
rubric score, and requiring student reflective pieces will benefit students’ ability to learn more efficiently, teachers
to provide more effective instruction, and administrators to monitor student progress using multiple measures
both long- and short-term. The ability that the state has to create or remove restriction makes it the most
appropriate change agent for this type of reform and is the only agency that has the power to affect all RI districts
simultaneously.

11. “Educational assessment does not take place in a vacuum. Generally, assessments are designed with a specific
purpose in mind, and the results should be used for the intended purpose. It is possible that a test was designed
for multiple purposes, and results can be interpreted and used in multiple ways. Often, however, test results are
used for multiple purposes when the test itself was designed for only one. This “over-purposing” of tests is a major
issue in education and can undermine test validity...NCLB allows states to develop individualized state standards
and individualized assessments that appropriately measure these standards. Results from the state assessments
are used in the determination of AYP within the NCLB accountability system. Although state assessments may be
individualized, they are subject to several legislative requirements. NCLB requires that state assessments be used
for the purposes for which they are valid and reliable, and they must meet professionally recognized technical
standards. Assessments must be aligned with challenging academic content and academic achievement standards.
They must produce coherent results that report whether students attained the achievement standards.
Achievement standards must include, at a minimum, three levels. In a three-level system, these achievement



levels are often referred to as basic, proficient, and advanced. The proficient and advanced levels denote “high
achievement” while the basic level denotes a lack of proficiency.” Caffrey, 2009

12. Merging the IB framework with the existing framework allows students to reflect critically on their work, show
how the work in one subject is connected to one or more other standards, and provide the creative outlet
necessary for whole student development. The writing of reflective papers, showing how the content of their
portfolio pieces relates to the grade span expectations, empowers the student to be responsible for what is being
taught, making them aware of what they should be learning, and encouraging students to think deeper in
knowledge domains where they have already developed some familiarity in the classroom.

13. A paper examining three different high stakes mathematical assessment methods (International Baccalaureate
Diploma Programme, Danish Upper Secondary A levels and UK A levels examination board) found that “the
operation of an assessment system can influence teacher behavior and what the students consider to be
important.” (Roger Brown, 2001). A study examining different studio art assessment methods found that an
important aspect of the IB assessment is its sociological, historical, and contextual understanding unlike other
forms of assessment such as the AP exam and Arts PROPEL (Blaikie, 1994).
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I am pleased to have this opportunity to offer some brief comments on the design and
development of a high quality summative assessment system that can be used by consortia of
states to measure college and career readiness. The College Board will submit more detailed
written comments by the December 2™ deadline.

Today | will restrict my comments to a few essential concepts concerning the high school
assessment.

First, I recommend that the Department of Education formally recognize the Standards for
Educational and Psychological Testing (AERA, APA, NCME, 1999) as providing definitive
professional guidance on the development and use of any assessments related to this initiative. In
the request for input, the Department has called for “high quality summative assessments” that
are based on “best practices in assessment.” In addition, the request appropriately requires such
assessments provide evidence relating to their validity, reliability, and fairness. The Standards
for Educational and Psychological Testing have served as the definitive source for assessment
professionals across a variety of applications (e.g., education, employment, licensure,
psychological) and delineate the appropriate types of evidence that are required to support
statements by test publishers and users concerning these and other claims (e.g., comparability,
use of cut scores). The Department of Education should ensure that any proposed summative
assessment appropriate addresses these standards and that a technical oversight group is in place
to review the proposed use(s) and evidence.

The Department encourages assessments that are innovative. Some parties may claim that
adhering to established standards for psychometric quality, validity and fairness will prevent
innovation. This argument is specious and suggests that innovation is inconsistent with quality
and best practice. The Standards address this issue and note that “the applicability of the
Standards to an evaluation device or method is not altered by the label applied to it...the degree
to which stimulus materials are standardized...or the type of response format (p. 3).” Itis
essential thzit the Department provide support and resources to ensure high quality assessments
are in place™.

The Standards recognize that new assessments may not initially have all the documentation and
evidence required to support inferences about validity. However, such evidence can be gathered
overtime and should be equally required of any assessment or accountability system.

Second, the goals and intended purposes of this new assessment will be best served through an
integrated assessment system that includes summative, interim and formative elements.
Summative assessments can best provide useful information to students, parents, and schools on
college and career readiness. Valid and reliable inferences can be produced for student and
school level decisions. This information may also inform other decisions such as course
placement, teaching and learning, and student growth or changes in achievement if additional
information is incorporated into the system beyond that collected during a single summative
assessment. For example, a math test administered in 11" grade may not be the more precise




way to predict how well a student will perform in a college math class some 18 months into the
future. This is especially true when students score close to the cut point or when they fail to
continue to take a math course in their senior year. Interim assessments can provide snapshots of
how students are doing in mastering skills or providing more in-depth analysis of student
weaknesses at a point in time. The formative components of such an integrated system can
complement the summative and interim assessments and provide instructionally actionable
information to schools and districts. A carefully designed integrated system is needed to ensure
all components are complementary and consistent. Formative and interim assessments could
utilize a common bank of assessment tasks and scoring rubrics available for teacher use.

Third, specifying the intended purposes of the summative assessment is the first step in
designing a quality assessment. At least nine purposes have initially been mentioned in the
Department’s call for inputs for the summative assessment:

To inform teaching and learning

To determine school effectiveness

To determine teacher and principle effectiveness

To determine student readiness for college and careers

To determine if a student is on track for college and career readiness

To measure student growth or change in achievement

To determine high school graduation

To determine college course placements

To inform college admissions

©CoNooA~WNE

A single summative assessment or assessment system cannot possibly serve all of these uses
equally well. There are tensions between many of these uses and constraints that impose
significant operational requirements for other uses. For example, summative assessments are not
designed to provide instructionally rich and actionable information. Typically results are not
available till the end of a school year while diagnostic information is needed throughout the year.
Another constraint and conflict exists between the desire for innovative assessments that take
advantage of technology and the use of the same assessments for very high stakes individual
decisions. Many state assessments are delivered by computer, but they have done so by
permitting schools to administer the same form (and or items) over an extended testing window.
There are simply not enough computers in schools to administer the same test to all 8" graders in
a state on a single date (or 3-4 different dates). School calendars also vary greatly within a state
and flexibility in administration is required to accommodate local demands. Contrast this
requirement with the security demands placed on tests used for college admissions, college credit
and college placement. National testing programs have extensive procedures to ensure the
security of test content and results for such high stakes programs. The same items and forms
cannot be administered over an extended window without greatly compromising security. In
addition, the number of item pools and items required to maintain security of adaptive programs
that offer the same level of flexibility for administrative dates would be cost prohibitive. These
and other trade-offs need to be considered in determining the final requirements and purposes for
an assessment system. The Department of Education should identify a limited number of desired
uses for a summative assessment system. In each instance, the consortium of states should then
describe the types of evidence that will be used to support the validity of inferences that will be
made for each purpose.



Fourth, the system is designed to provide students and schools with valid and reliable indicators
on college and career readiness. These as other educational outcomes, are best measured with
multiple measures. In a forth coming research report, the College Board will propose a method to
estimate college readiness of students in a school or state based on three academic metrics: (1)
SAT scores; (2) high school grades; and (3) a new measure of high school academic intensity
that considers the number of courses completed, the highest level of courses completed and the
rigor of course taken (e.g., honors, dual enrollment, AP). David Conley and others have noted
that there are other relevant factors in determining college readiness, yet any accountability
system that is based solely on test scores would ignore consistent findings from research that
demonstrate the importance of examining the rigor of courses taken and student achievement in
those courses. Ultimately, the validity evidence to support college readiness assessments must
include predictive evidence of the relationship between the assessment results and essential
outcomes of college success (e.g., college going, placement into credit bearing courses without
remediation, academic grades, time to degree, persistence). Current state assessment systems
primarily rely on content validity evidence with little focus on their relationship to future
performance. Expert judgment of content is an important form of evidence, yet predictive and
statistical evidence is essential in evaluating the efficacy of assessments used to determine
college and career readiness.

The final topic that will be discussed is innovation in assessment and the College Board’s written
testimony will discuss this issue and propose more specific models for a high quality assessment
system. Innovation can be realized most efficiently in a large scale testing program if it is
delivered exclusively on computer. Innovative item types, extended performances and different
response formats can be more efficiently captured and scored with the use of technology.
Innovation in large scale assessment has been hampered by the requirement to produce
comparable forms on paper. If the assessment is administered solely on computer (with the
exception of paper administration as a special accommodation) it will be easier to introduce new
item types such as simulations, scenario-based tasks, or performance tasks. Ideally such tasks in
the summative assessment can largely be scored by computer to increase efficiency and reduce
turnaround time. Teacher scoring of formative and/or interim assessments can be best utilized in
a distributed scoring network or through an audit function.

Many of the emerging skills contained in the draft common core college and career readiness
standards can likely not be measured with paper based assessments alone. Maintaining parallel
paper and computer systems would likely limit innovation and the range of emerging skills that
could be measured. This is another example of the trade-offs that must be considered in the final
design of assessment systems that will be proposed by state consortiums.

Another option is to incorporate results from interim assessments or actual student performances
that occur throughout the year into the summative assessment score. Currently, summative
assessments are based on what a student does at the end of the year on a single test date, while
some high performing nations have incorporated student performance at several different points
in time into their summative assessment. Results from interim assessments or tasks completed
during the year or student performance on a highly structured in-class or out-of-class assignment
(e.g., research paper, literary report, laboratory report, presentation) that is scored by teachers



using a detailed scoring rubric could be incorporated into the results of summative assessments.
Clearly such models present operational challenges in terms of security and when students
transfer into a school midway through the year, yet such models could increase the instructional
relevance of assessments and work for the vast majority of students. These are other elements
will be discussed more fully in the final written comments due next month.

In closing, having a common core assessment component that is employed across states is
essential to having comparable results and indicators of students college and career readiness.
States may be expected to augment the common core summative assessment with additional
items and tasks that supplement the core assessment. In addition, separate proficiency levels may
be developed at the state and national level, but maintaining common components of an
assessment is essential if we desire to increase the level of objective and comparable data on
student and school performance.



Optimizing an Approach to Measuring

College and Career Readiness

Input for Race to the Top High School Assessment Program Design: 11/13/09
Jan Clinard, Director of Academic Initiatives, Montana University System
2500 Broadway, Helena, MT 59620 (406) 444-0652 jclinard@montana.edu

How would you demonstrate that high school students are on track to college and
career readiness, and at what points throughout high school would you recom-
mend measuring this?

e Make strategic use of established assessments, such as ACT’s Educational Planning and
Assessment System (EPAS) or the College Board’s PSAT and SAT, testing students at

. . . k Visit our website :
grades 8, 10, & 11, with the choice of retesting at grade 12. Train counselors and http//mus.edu/writingproficiency/
index.htm

teachers to examine individuals’ academic performance, college readiness bench-
marks, and student aspirations in order to adjust curriculum and instruction.

e Provide some avenues for state-developed and locally- implemented assessments that bring high school
and college faculty together and that improve teaching and learning.

¢ Develop performance assessments requiring constructed responses and sampling the higher-order skills
essential for college and career readiness with the following features:

Performance Assessments that Build Ownership and Ensure Sustainability
e Prompts and/or problems are developed by teachers, college instructors, and employers
e Scoring rubrics and protocols are developed by teachers and college instructors
e Student responses are scored by teachers and college instructors collaboratively at various
sites throughout each state, with instructors serving as leaders

Performance Assessments that Are Embedded into Classroom Instruction
e Each test is administered in a high school class period during the junior year
e Schools are allowed (and encouraged) to use the technology to which students are accustomed
(such as word-processors) and submit tests electronically
e Formative assessments, scored using the same protocols at the classroom or school level, are
administered as needed for practice

Performance Assessments that Nurture a Culture of Standards and Evidence

e Readiness thresholds are set in advance

e Results, which include more than just numerical scores, are returned to schools and teachers
as soon as possible so that teachers can begin targeting weaknesses and students can schedule
courses they will need to be college or career ready by graduation

e Students have the opportunity to retake test(s) if readiness threshold was not met

e Scores are used in conjunction with other college entrance exams, rigorous curriculum require-
ments, and GPA to admit and appropriately place students into college or workforce training
programs



Optimizing an Approach: Experience from Montana

This approach has been used by the Montana University System since 2001 to allow students to demonstrate
readiness for College Composition. In my role as the developer and director of the Montana University System
Writing Assessment (MUSWA), | have witnessed a steady growth in student achievement, as well as growth in
voluntary school participation. Using this approach for assessing other disciplines could result in the same
powerful outcomes that Montana has achieved:

e High school teachers own the assessment process, believing it is fair, valid, and reliable;

e College instructors trust that the results can be used for the accurate placement of students;

e Participants have learned to use an online testing system and in doing so, have increased their capacities
to use technology;

e High school teachers know what kind and level of skills colleges expect in their incoming freshmen;

e High school and college instructors engage in learning communities, discussing in detail the actual work of

students;
e Teachers, counselors, school administrators adopt a Montana University System's Remediation
y . . . . Rates in Composition
culture of evidence,” in which they use previous test 16.0%
results to prepare students, approach the tests as op- 14.0% \
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portunities , voluntarily participate as leaders and as 10.0%
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scorers, and eagerly await test results; 6.0%
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e Readiness levels of students increase, with more stu- > 0%
dents achieving at the highest levels and fewer need- 0.0%
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ing remediation; and

e Costs are shared among partners because they value the professional development, collegiality, and as-
sessment results that are useful.

Discuss your recommendations on the use of end-of-course assessments versus comprehensive
assessments of college and career readiness.

e A comprehensive assessment system requires the use of a variety of measures, some of which may be end-
of-course assessments administered at the school district level. Results from these tests can be used to
inform curriculum and instruction and ensure rigor in those courses.

e College and career readiness assessments, however, should measure the skills acquired through a planned
educational program, consisting of several courses or a series of courses in a developmental continuum.
Teachers and curriculum directors within their schools and districts negotiate the sequence and emphasis
of courses to develop a program of study that most effectively and efficiently uses the resources available.

e Comprehensive assessments can sample topics and skills that have been touched throughout the curricu-
lum and upon which students will rely when they enter college or the workforce.

e Too much reliance on end-of-course assessments could have the effect of discouraging powerful and effec-
tive interdisciplinary programs and approaches such as writing-across-the-curriculum.



Input for High School Assessment Design:

DI EYES

Optimizing an Approach to Measuring College and Career Readiness: The Montana Experience

Both ACT’s EPAS (Educational Planning and Assessment System) and the College Board’s
PSAT and SAT provide good, general information about college readiness and are univer-
sally accepted throughout the higher education system. We recommend that Montana’s
high schools use PLAN at the sophomore level and encourage students to take the ACT as
juniors and again as seniors, if necessary, to demonstrate, in part, that they are on track

. . Visit our website :
to college readiness. We also recommend that ACT and SAT provide more teacher and http//mus.edu/writingproficiency/

counselor training in using results to improve learning. index.htm

However, in Montana we do not believe that those tests are adequate because their use

does not include the desired characteristics of involving teachers in scoring constructed responses to measure
higher-order skills and to build teacher expertise and understanding of performance expectations. We recom-
mend that ACT or SAT products be supplemented by performance assessments scored collaboratively by high
school and college faculty.

Since 2001, In Montana, we have supplemented ACT and SAT scores with an essay scored by teachers. The
Montana University System Writing Assessment (MUSWA), which allows students to demonstrate their readi-
ness for college composition in a non-threatening setting, using the technologies to which they are accus-
tomed. High school teachers have learned what skills they must teach and at what level students must per-
form in order to meet the expectations of our universities and two-year colleges. College faculty members
have collaborated extensively with high school staff and pre-service teachers have practiced what they must
teach and how to assess writing. Student writing has improved steadily and our remediation rates are declin-
ing. At present, participants contribute their time, nearly 80% of Montana’s high school juniors are tested, and
costs are minimal because schools and teachers value the assessment as integral to improving instruction.

We recommend that the Race to the Top Assessment Program priorities encourage and extend these types
of criterion-referenced, performance assessments of college and career readiness as a critical component of
a comprehensive assessment system.

Because the project has proven to be so engaging for teachers, the high schools themselves contribute travel,
substitute teachers, and other costs associated with the MUSWA's scoring and professional development ac-
tivities. A Training of Trainers model brings together high school and college faculty each year to engage in
what the Trainers call a “treasure hunt” to assemble the best sample essays and prepare for regional scoring
workshops throughout the state. Providing subgrants to local LEAs would further enhance assessments mod-
eled after the MUSWA, ensuring increased engagement of teachers, enhancing cultures of evidence, and build-
ing learning communities.

The Montana University System Writing Assessment (MUSWA) includes several components which could be
effectively replicated and extended beyond Montana and to other subject areas. Most importantly, the
MUSWA has designed a state-wide system that supports and enables effective and consistent teacher scoring,
provides professional development, and embeds college-readiness standards (aligned with the draft Common
Core State Standards) into classroom instruction.



Input Detail: Required Characteristics in Practice & Recommendations

We are encouraged by the Department of Education’s “Required Characteristics” for the design of these as-
sessment systems, because our MUSWA, as part of Montana’s college readiness standards that include ACT or
SAT test scores and a Rigorous College Preparatory Curriculum, reflects these characteristics. Below, we de-
scribe how the MUSWA currently demonstrates these characteristics and how we see this model program in-
forming the Race to the Top Assessment Program’s criteria.

Reflect and support good instructional practice by eliciting complex responses and demonstrations
of knowledge and skills consistent with the goal of being college and career ready by the time of
high school completion.

e Montana uses the MUSWA, which elicits complex responses to demonstrate writing skill for ad-
missions and placement..

e Montana is currently exploring the development of a performance assessment for mathematics
which would require that students solve a complex problem and explain the methods they used
to arrive at the solution. As with the MUSWA, a group of trainers would develop the scoring pro-
tocol, teach others to score, and regional scoring and professional development sessions would
involve both high school and college instructors.

We recommend that the Assessment Program encourage the development of testing and scoring protocols
that encourage teachers to examine, in depth, student responses that demonstrate how college
readiness looks for basic core college courses: mathematics, composition, and science.

Be accessible to the broadest possible range of students, with appropriate accommodations for stu-
dents with disabilities and English language learners.

e The MUSWA provides accommodations for students with disabilities and other such assessments
should follow this protocol.

e With the MUSWA, writing prompts are developed and field-tested in Montana and every student
has a choice of prompts to further accommodate the range of student interests.

e Inthe MUSWA'’s Training of Trainers, sample essays are carefully selected to reflect a broad
range of responses, to ensure that this assessment does not encourage formulaic writing.

We recommend that performance assessments develop problems or prompts that are sensitive
to each state or region’s culture and provide choices for students.

Contain varied and unpredictable item types and content sampling, so as not to create incentives for inap-
propriate test preparation and curriculum narrowing.

e Because the MUSWA samples a genre of writing reflective of K-12 Writing Content Standards,
the College and Career Readiness Standards, and the demands of freshman composition, teach-
ing students to produce persuasive and expository essays does not constitute inappropriate test
preparation but informs teachers of at least one genre that must be taught, in addition to a
broader curriculum.

e The MUSWA develops some new prompts and updates training materials yearly.

We recommend that performance assessments sample critical portions of the curriculum for which
students cannot adequately demonstrate their skills through multiple choice tests,
maintaining a broad curriculum through a comprehensive assessment system.




Input Detail: Required Characteristics in Practice & Recommendations

Produce results that can be aggregated at the classroom, school, LEA, and State levels
e The MUSWA reports student, classroom, teacher, school and state scores, using distribution ta-
bles and individual strength and weakness data.

We recommend that performance assessments provide data that can be examined through a
variety of lenses in order to inform school improvement.

Produce reports that are relevant, actionable, timely, accurate, and displayed in ways that are clear and un-
derstandable for target audiences, including teachers, students and their families, schools, LEAs, commu-
nities, States, institutions of higher education, policymakers, researchers, and others.

e The MUSWA uses a variety of reports, including newsletters that analyze each year’s data, disag-
gregating scores by gender, ethnicity, etc., and showing growth over time. See http://mus.edu/
writingproficiency/index.asp for these reports since 2001.

e The MUSWA is administered in February of each year, scored in March, and test scores are re-
turned to schools and students in April.

We recommend that performance assessments adopt a tight timetable and that reports,
including graphic displays, are made available to all stakeholders.

Make effective and appropriate use of technology.
e Ofthe 7,753 students who took the MUSWA in 2008, 7,221 used computers and 5,137 submitted
their essays online.

We recommend that when technology is part of the students’ classroom approach to problems
or assignments, that they use that same technology in the testing environment.

Be valid, reliable, and fair.
e The MUSWA allows students to word process and prompts are developed for Montana students,
making this test a valid measure of their own curricula.
e The MUSWA posts a reliability coefficient of .873 every year (using Cronbach’s Alpha) and our
high schools attest to its fairness.

We recommend the performance assessments reflect classroom practices and that
rigorous training be given at every scoring session to ensure reliability.

Be appropriately secure for the intended purposes.
e Test security is an important component of MUSWA.
e When teachers value an assessment instrument, feel that they have played a significant role in
its development, scheduling, and scoring, they help ensure test security.

We recommend security measures for any performance assessment and
believe that teachers who are enthusiastic participants in an assessment system
in which they feel ownership can be trusted to maintain security.
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Input Detail: Required Characteristics in Practice & Recommendations

Have the fastest possible turnaround time on scoring, without forcing the use of lower-quality assessment
items.
e MUSWA scores are returned to schools by April 25, after testing in February and scoring in March
each year.

We recommend that scores be returned to schools within the same school year in which
students were tested so that teachers can use the scores for instructional purposes.

Be maintained, administered, and scored at a cost that is sustainable over time.

e The MUSWA has kept costs at a minimum by relying on volunteerism and rewarding teachers
who participate with engaging work, collaborative experiences, knowledge that they can use in
the classroom, and college credits.

e The total cost, including maintenance of an online testing site, data collection and reporting, ma-
terials, lunches, salaries for regional scoring site directors, and ongoing professional develop-
ment is approximately $15 per test.

We recommend that performance assessments be funded at higher levels than the MUSWA,
but that expenses, not stipends, be paid to participants.

A Model that Optimizes Other Priorities of the Department

Teachers are involved in scoring of constructed responses and performance tasks in order to measure effec-
tively students' mastery of higher-order content and skills and to build teacher expertise and under-
standing of performance expectations.

e  MUSWA trains over 300 teachers (about 30% of Montana’s high school English teachers) each
year and has trained over 75% of its teachers of writing during the past few years.
e Training of Trainers develops assessment experts, whose leadership skills build enthusiasm.

The assessment approach can be easily adapted to include summative assessments in other
content areas (e.g., science, social studies) in the future.
e Montana has already begun exploring a similar assessment model for mathematics

The technology ““platform" created for summative assessments supports assessment and item development,
administration, scoring, and reporting that increases the quality and cost-effectiveness of assessments.
e MUSWA is online and sends reports electronically
e MUSWA'’s online feature has a cost of about $1 per student tested
e This platform, developed by Apperson Data Collection Service Group, can be applied to other
situations.

The technology infrastructure created for summative assessments can be easily adapted to support practitio-
ners and professionals in the development, administration, and/or scoring of high-quality interim as-
sessments.

e MUSWA also provides WEBWRITERS where students submit practice essays that are scored
online by trained teachers.

The Montana University System finds merit in the priorities found in the notice requesting technical
input and encourages the Department to set requirements and criteria for the Assessment Program

that will define successful and innovative programs such as the MUSWA. 6
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Dr. Clinard taught in public schools in Montana and Colorado for 15 years and directed a
Writing Assessment Program for grades 5, 7 & 9 for the Helena, Montana, School District for
three years. She joined the Montana Office of Public Instruction in 1989, where she first served
as the Language Arts Specialist and then as the Curriculum and Assessment Specialist. In 1987,
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and provide professional development to help teachers better prepare students for college
composition. She has directed this project, Montana GEAR UP, the Mathematics Proficiency
Initiative, and the development of policies related to admissions standards and developmental
education. In addition, she is the chair of the Montana ACT State Council.

For publications and more information, go to http://mus.edu/writingproficiency/index.asp.
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How TO DEMONSTRATE READINESS

Make strategic use of widely accepted
college entrance exams

Provide avenues for state-developed and
locally-administered assessments

Develop performance assessments to
measure higher-order skills




How TO DEMONSTRATE READINESS

Develop performance assessments that:

*Build Ownership and Ensure Sustainability

eAre Embedded into Classroom Instruction

*Nurture a Culture of Standards and Evidence




MONTANA’S POWERFUL OUTCOMES

Teachers OWN the assessment

Colleges trust the results

Technology is used extensively
Expectations are clear

Learning communities are strengthened
A Culture of Evidence is nurtured
Readiness levels increase

Costs are shared




FEWER STUDENTS NEED REMEDIATION

Montana University System's Remediation Rates in Composition
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Teachers own the assessment, know the expectations, engage in
learning communities, adopt a culture of evidence....
The result¢ Remediation rates are declining.




THANK YOU!

The Montana University System

finds merit in the priorities found in the notice
requesting technical input and
encourages the Department to set requirements
and criteria for the Assessment Program
that will encourage successful and innovative
state programs such as

the Montana University System Writing Assessment.
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Robert P. Dolan, Ph.D.
184 N Leverett
Leverett, MA 01054
413-367-6199
bob.dolan@pearson.com

Thank you for this opportunity to speak. My name is Robert Dolan and I live in Leverett,
MA. I am a neuroscientist, software engineer, and educational technology researcher and
designer. I am currently a Senior Research Scientist with Pearson Education. I have two

school aged children, one of whom has specific learning disabilities in reading and math.

I"d like to speak to the first question on technology and innovation in assessment, namely
recommendations on how different innovative technologies should be deployed, and why.
As we’ve already heard, the innovative use of digital technologies have tremendous
potential for revolutionizing the ways in which we assess students. I'd now like to
emphasize that this potential is most relevant to accurate assessment of a wider range of
students demonstrating broader definitions of knowledge and skills than we can currently
handle with traditional testing methodologies. New technologies provide unprecedented
opportunities for flexibility in the ways we assess. This {lexibility will allow us to
minimize the assumptions we currently make about the most appropriate ways for
students to demonstrate their knowledge and skills.

What I’'m talking about goes beyond serving students with disabilities, because for every
student diagnosed with a learning disability in reading, there are many for whom reading
is simply not the best way to understand a question in science. For every student who
qualifies as an English language learner there are many for whom writing an explanation
of how they solved a geometry problem is just not the best means for demonstrating their
knowledge and skills in geometry.

And what I’m talking about goes beyond accommodations. Accommodations remain,
largely, an afterthought in educational assessment. Yes, we need to provide students with
the supports that we currently rely on accommodations to provide. However we need to
consider this process from the outset, during initial item and test design. We must think
not in terms of which accommodations can be applied during test administration to “fix”
an item but rather what construct-irrelevant barriers individual students might face when
exposed to the item. This includes a grounded understanding of how students interpret
items and what is expected of them, how they strategize answering items, and finally how
they respond to items.
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My name is Tom Hoffman, from Providence, Rhode Island. I am a technology consultant, specializing in
student information and assessment systems. I am project manager of SchoolTool, an open source
administrative platform for schools. I also work with the CanDo project, which is an open source
competency tracking application used by Career and Technical Centers in Virginia. I am a former English
teacher in the Providence Public Schools with a Masters in Teaching English from Brown University.

Tile: /nome/hoffman/Desktop/RttT-spiel.txt

I would like to recommend some specific facets of the technology platform for assessment, particularly in
reference to:

Final Selection Criteria

B.(C)(2) Accessing and using State data: ...support decision-makers in the continuous improvement of
efforts in such areas as policy, instruction, operations, management, resource allocation, and overall
effectiveness.

B.(C)(3)(iii) Make the data from instructional improvement systems, together with statewide longitudinal
data system data, available and accessible to researchers...

These requirements suggest a high degree of data portability, interoperability, and integration, with
aspirations for complex data warehousing, business intelligence and inferencing expert systems.

One of the technical foundations of this type of platform is the development of ontologies, defined as "a
formal representation of a set of concepts within a domain and the relationships between those
concepts.” (1)

The potential role of ontologies in educational research and throughout the implementation of educational
technologies and data systems parallels to their growing role in biomedical research.

I would specifically propose funding the creation of a National Center for Educational Ontology, modelled
on the National Center for Biomedical Ontology, which is funded by the National Institutes of Health
(NIH) and is part of the network of National Centers for Biomedical Computing.

"The goal of the Center is to support biomedical researchers in their knowledge-intensive work, by
providing online tools and a Web portal enabling them to access, review, and integrate disparate
ontological resources in all aspects of biomedical investigation and clinical practice." (2)

The Center is funded by the NIH Roadmap for Biomedical Research's Bioinformatics and Computational
Biology initiative. The Roadmap "was launched in September, 2004, to address roadblocks to research and
to transform the way biomedical research is conducted by overcoming specific hurdles or filling defined
knowledge gaps... These are programs that might not otherwise be supported by the NIH ICs because of

their scope or because they are inherently risky." (3)

With a consistent, ongoing commitment to the development and use of ontologies, the National Institute of
Health's Recovery Act fund is already supporting 61 current research projects using or contributing to
biomedical ontologies. (4)

By comparison in education, despite contributions from a disparate set of actors including the National
Center for Research on Evaluation, Standards, & Student Testing (CRESST) at UCLA and Jes and Co., a
publicly funded 501c3 education research organization, there is no central hub for research and
development of and using ontologies, individual projects tend to emerge and disappear, and in particular
there is no commitment to the kind of open and collaborative environment that now typifies biomedical
ontology.

For example, the National Forum on Educational Statistics at the Department of Education's Institute of
Education Sciences has created a National Educational Data Model. It is similar to an ontology, but the
data model is more constrained and potentially much less rich and powerful than an ontological approach.
However, it would be an obvious foundation for development of a subsequent set of educational ontologies.

CRESST has developed several detailed domain ontologies for specific subjects such as Algebra as part of
their research, however, unlike their peers in biomedical research, publishing, collaborating and
promoting those ontologies does not seem to be a priority, which limits their influence and impact.

Similarly, I can see from their presentations that CRESST have developed a tool called CRESST Knowledge
Mapper that looks quite useful, but does not seem to be publicly available, either commercially or for
free, and thus does not contribute to or promote further development of domain ontologies in education.
In contrast, the National Center for Biomedical Ontology's Protege editor is an active and prosperous
open source software project that has become an industry standard application in the field.
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As was the case in the biomedical field, an investment in educational ontology is relatively high risk
and does not fit obviously into existing programs. If we don't start the process while we have this
unique stimulus windfall, I don't know when we will.

Be assured, however, that this is essential foundational research. Given the vast ambition for
educational data systems, ontologies will become as integral to educational research as they have become

in the biomedical field, and sooner or later the value of our solutions will be bottlenecked by the
quality of our ontologies.

(1) http://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=0ntology (information science)&oldid=324836821
(2) http://www.bioontology.org/about-ncho
(3) http://nihroadmap.nih.gov/about.asp

(4) http://projectreporter.nih.gov/reporter SearchResults.cfm
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The Knowledge, Skills and Talents We Need to Successfully Assess to Broaden and
Deepen STEM Education in our High Schools.
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Jonathan King, Prof of Molecular Biology, MIT, Cambridge, MA 02139

Good afternoon, and thank you for the opportunity to testify. | am a longtime Prof of
Molecular Biology at MIT where | teach and carry out federally funded biomedical research. |
also have been involved for decades in high school science education, through both state
organizations and federal programs. The former include Citizens for Public Schools, Mass
Academy of Sciences, Mass Association of Biology Teachers, the Mass Darwin Bicentennial
Project, and TERC. This afternoon | will be focusing on one of the President’s national
education priorities - broadening and deepening STEM education for US high school students.

My colleagues and | who teach at research universities have the responsibility to
prepare undergraduates and graduate students in a manner that will maximize their likelihood of
contributing productively to society. In Biology and Biochemistry we educate students who
become: biomedical scientists and process engineers in the biotechnology and pharmaceutical
industries; medical school faculty and researchers; physicians and surgeons; effective high
school and college science teachers; and staff for federal and state environmental protection
and public health agencies. In recent years alternative energy sources has also been added to
the career goals of biology and biochemistry students.

In teaching introductory biology courses and biology laboratory courses we are working
with recent high school graduates. Their prior education and preparation sets the starting line for
their college studies.

The Executive Summary poses well-defined questions with respect to the development
and design of certain narrow classes of student assessment. However, the fundamental
question of what kinds of knowledge, skills, and leaming needs to be assessed are not clearly
addressed. If we are to succeed in educating the next generation for the highly scientific and
technological society they will be entering, those questions need to be answered wisely and
correctly. - j

It is possible to assess in an efficient manner the ability of high school students to name
the parts of a light microscope, which is useful knowledge. However, this is of limited value in
assessing the critical capacities, their ability to focus a light microscope and observe and
describe the resulting images, particularly if they depart from standard or expected
appearances. That requires assessment of their actual performance in such tasks by well
trained and supported teachers. Even the simpler question and answer test will not be fair and
equitable for students whose schools lacked modern microscopes or teachers trained to use
them.

In the post World War Il period the US led the world in scientific and engineering
productivity. Our scientific community has deep knowledge of how to produce creative,
innovative and productive scientists and engineers. The backgrounds and education of our
scientific and engineering workforce is well documented for the period of roughly 1970 - 2000.
They came from every state in the union, were educated in predominantly public high schools,
rural and urban, large and small. They went on to study in colleges and universities large and
small, public and private. Those that obtained masters and PhD degrees obtained them from
more than 100 major US research universities.
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“"Tﬁe’ education and preparation of these creative and innovative individuals were not
driven by standardized curriculum or standardized tests. If you examine the investments
financed by the National Defense Education Act that led to the great expansion of STEM
education after Sputnik, you will find investment in: laboratory equipment; hands-on laboratory
experience; better designed experimentation; improved textbooks; teacher training and
fellowships; enhanced experience by students and teachers in research and development
facilities. In general the movement was to replace rote learning with authentic encounters with
the natural world and its underlying processes. This was well summarized in the AAAS report
Science for All Americans’.

The technological advances produced by this workforce have raised the standard of
living for hundreds of millions of people. They have depended on an extraordinary diversity of
scientific, engineering, and mathematical disciplines. Consider the cell phone. The design of the
chips depended on advances by solid-state physicists and electrical engineers. The
manufacture of the chips required processes developed by inorganic chemists, coordination
chemists, and materials scientists. The longer-lived batteries arose from progress by
metallurgical engineers and electrochemists. The improved encoding of the signals emerged
from the work of mathematicians, computer scientists, and physicists. The dispersion of the heat
generated and the internal electrical insulation was the result of progress by polymer chemists
and fabrication engineers.

The scientific diversity required for progress increases by an order of magnitude if we
consider biomedical devices that depend-on many different areas of biomedical science,
biochemistry, physiology, and neuroscience. Similarly, understanding and predicting climate
change requires progress in geochemistry, fluid dynamics, astronomy, atmospheric chemistry,
political economy, and other highly diverse fields.

The challenge in training the next generation of scientists and engineers is to develop
students’ abilities to ask questions, to challenge existing paradigms, to cross traditional
boundaries and integrate data and knowledge from different sources in new ways. The
necessary skill sets are not the mastery of lists of procedures, but higher-order skills, such as
the ability to see patterns among complex data, to recognize inconsistencies and inadequacies
in existing theories and models, and to construct models that incorporate diverse observations.
It also depends on researchers understanding the need to work cooperatively, taking advantage
of the skills of others and sharing information and procedures.

We need to teach students not the names of the parts of the microscope, but how to
actually focus the microscope and to observe carefully and interpret intelligently what they see.
This requires performance based assessments; presentations and reports of projects and
experiments; demonstration of new designs and devices; accounts of field trips documented by
photos and graphics.

This leaming requires laboratory courses that are designed to develop our students’
ability to pose questions-and solve problems on the path to discovery. Of course, the students
need to master experimental procedures and protocols. However, more important, and much
more difficult to impart, is the ability to recognize what the key questions are, even more than
the answers, which may not yet be available. Inquiry-based instruction produces productive
scientists and engineers and places the scientific method—experiments, data gathering,
observation and interpretation—at the heart of instruction.



The evaluation needs to be teacher based and local. The teachers have to well
educated and supported, not overworked or harassed, and functional in schools with the
resources for authentic STEM education. Excellent teachers remain the most productive method
human societies have developed for educating the next generation.

Standardized testing undermines the development and assessment of such teaching
and learning. It replaces direct experience, observation, and performance with drill-and-kill
instructional methodologies. Extending the standardized testing now permeating K-12 schools
through No Child Left Behind—almost exclusively multiple-choice paper and pencil tests—to
provide national “accountability” will narrow and limit the content of every STEM discipline
tested. Faculty will be forced to teach to the test, to avoid being labeled as failing to meet the
“standards.” That will hamstring creative instruction and snuff out innovation. The outcome will
be the absolute opposite of the creativity, innovation, and diverse solutions for different
problems that our society needs.

Certainly science and technology programs at many institutions need to be
strengthened. But the road to raising standards is to increase overall investment in education—
not to spend precious funds on standardized assessments. Extending state standardized tests
to nationally standardized tests will take our nation backward and undermine our scientific and
technological creativity.

As every scientist and engineer who trains successful young people knows, the key is to
ensure that the student takes possession of the project, views it as theirs, and bring their own
experience, their own skills sets, their own juices to the project. Thus authentic and effective
STEM teaching needs to engage the actual interests and experiences of students. These differ
between the city and the country, the shoreline and the mountains, the well to do and the
impoverished. Our school science and engineering laboratories need to relate to problems that
are locally relevant, and therefore diverse. Dedicated, experienced and well-supported teachers
remain the key to these educational processes.

Since different students will develop different skills, effective assessment will not be fully
standardized. Authentic assessment of the laboratory experiences requires laboratory reports,
which capture individual experiences and the real variation of experimentation. Such reports can
only be evaluated and graded by teachers who are familiar with the actual work. In engineering,
students need design and construction projects, and then demonstrations of them. In Earth
science they need to produce and present field trip reports. We assess the quality of carpenters
not through written tests on tools and fasteners, but through their actual work; the same is true
of science and engineering students.

The US Dept of Education should follow the model of the National Science Foundation
programs post Sputnik: foster best practices in performance assessment; finance the equipping
of modern laboratories; support summer institutes for teachers and for advanced students;
provide guidelines for student demonstrations and project documentation; insure that schools
and school districts are providing the resources and support STEM teachers need.

Proponents of standardized tests complain — how will we rank the students if we don’t
have a common standards and standardized tests? Well you can order all soldiers in a Division
by measuring their height or weight; such variables will give you a clear ranking. But if you need
to know who can repair a tank engine, and who can lead a platoon, those rankings are empty
and deeply misleading. ;



In fact ranking according to a limited set of variables has almost no utility in the real
world of scientific and engineering productivity. A 95th percentile top ranked organic chemist will
be useless on a project whose goal is encoding wireless signals, and vice versa.

We want the students on the coast to become knowledgeable of the complexity of salt
marsh ecosystems and coastal processes. We need students inland to penetrate the
complexities of river habitats and stratified lakes and ponds. It is neither possible, feasible or
desirable to try to capture this diversity of knowledge in a single one size fits all standardized
test. Though we need to maximize critical thinking and working skills of our high school
graduates, there is no requirement that they be distributed according to a Gaussian or other
well-defined standard curve. We don't need standardized minds in the United States; we need
creative, innovative, critical minds.

This does not mean there is no role for standardized tests. But the contribution of such
tests to an overall assessment needs to be sharply limited, perhaps to 25% of an overall grade
for example. This allows for comparison among those administrative structures that may require
them, either by statute or as one component of oversight. But such test scores should never be
used as the major assessment?, if we are to continue to educate creative, innovative and
productive scientific and technical workers, as well as generating an informed and educated
citizenry.

Thank you for your time.

!Science for all Americans, Project 2061, American Association for the Advancement of Science,
Washington DC 1989.

2High Stakes: Testing for Tracking, Promotion and Graduation, (Edited by Jay P. Heubert and
Robert M. Hauser), National Research Council (1999).
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It would not be in the best interest of anyone in this room today or in the
educational community abroad to embrace new strategies or assessment
programs without incorporating some key fundamentals about assessment
literacy and terminology. We need to begin any dialogue with regard to
high school assessment with what I deem as “teacher voice”. That is, the
ability for teachers to be trained so they will be able to create authentic
assessments for their classrooms that has “real world” application. This
does not happen overnight. It has taken the majority of twenty plus years to
have the term “rubric” become a norm for school districts. Thisis a
painstaking process that involves realizing the value of assessment, its role
in education, its functionality in a classroom and most importantly, its
lasting effects on student achievement.

The assessments being touted today are more accountability driven and not
student centered. These assessment types offer compliance within the
district and satisfies the policy-makers, however what happens to the
students, teachers and parents who are the real stakeholders?

The kind of assessments that ought to be considered, particularly at the high
school level are the variety that provide information and insight about what a
student has learned over the course of a school year. They should be based
upon standards based assessments and should praise teachers, not position
them in a “Gotcha” moment by manipulating the data accordingly.

Some of the best types of assessment tools promote learning and at the same
time, raise standards. We need to insure that our teachers have participated
in meaningful and challenging professional development opportunities that
center around assessment. The American Federation of Teachers offers two
such courses that deal directly with Data and Assessment. For teachers to
have ownership and feel empowered, as well as be an authority on



assessment, they need to participate in understanding Assessment literacy,
this is an area of weakness in all college preparatory programs. There also
needs to be that safety net within a school district to give teachers back
control of their classrooms. We can no longer use the “top down theory” to
“get results”. This method is dictatorial and encourages contempt. Instead,
we must adopt a model that is inclusive, that brings together all of the
needed stakeholders, including parents so that we may focus on assessment
literacy for teachers, students and parents. Teachers need to be at the
forefront driving assessment to exhibit demonstrable results.

Another component that should not be left out of the high school category is
that notion that students can offer a self-assessment on a given discipline or
subject matter. By making students more accountable to the process of
assessment, they have a greater “buy in” and investment. For years, I would
have my students develop the rubric for which they would be assessed. 1
wanted them to gather and present evidence that they had located. Each
student would make a presentation to the class on their findings. The other
students offered a critique that focused on strengths and weaknesses. As a
result, I saw the efficacy of my students increase and their motivation for
future projects were set in motion. I also found that those students who did
not fair well improved greatly on the next task due in large part that they
were informed, eager to learn and reflected more which enabled them to
predict a better outcome for themselves.

I will leave you with a quote from Dr. Douglas Reeves, author of From the
Bell Curve to the Mountain: A New Vision for Achievement, Assessment,
and Equity (Reeves 2007)

“As educators, school leaders and policymakers, we exist in a world where
too often assessment equals high-stakes tests. This is a very limited view of
assessment...we call for a redirection of assessment to its fundamental
purpose: the improvement of student achievement, teaching practice, and
leadership decision-making. The stakes could not be higher. We have two
alternatives before us: Either we heed the clarion call of Schmoker (2006)
that there is an unprecedented opportunity for achieving results now, or we
succumb to the complaints of those who claim that schools, educators, and
leaders are impotent compared to the magnitude of the challenge before
them.”
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Bruce Lewolt

45 Rincon Drive Building 103-3B
Camarillo Ca. 93012
(805)384-1001

Thank you for hearing my testimony today. My name is Bruce Lewolt and I am the CEO of
BrainX. I'm going to tell you a little bit about our technology to illustrate an important point

The BrainX online assessment and learning platform is used to assess adults and students across
a broad spectrum of assessment and learning needs. In addition to assessing knowledge and
skills, we also assess key emotional and belief factors that affect academic performance along
with the all important personal forgetting curve. After the initial assessment our system produces
an individual education plan for each student and class group plans for teachers, then tracks
student progress through both teacher input and dynamically generated periodic re-assessment.
The assessment is also used to personalize the instructional strategy. For example different
learning strategies are suggested to fit the unique needs of English Learners and special
education students.

My point for telling you this is that the technology we use today would have seemed
inconceivable just a few years ago and the technology we are already working on for the future
will make today’s technology seem like VHS tapes in a world of High Definition Blue ray disks.
Therefore if you make the mistake of having the consortiums try to develop their own
assessment platform or even just write a specification today for the technology they want a
vendor to provide in an assessment platform, by the time the award is made and the technology is
developed it will be grossly outdated on the day of arrival.-

Why not instead have the educators in the consortium do what they are great at doing which is
developing the standards and the test items. Limit the initial technology platform requirements to
standard and item creation only. Then make the items available to any technology company who
wants to use them in order to provide the states with an innovative technology platform for
delivering the actual assessments with the option of providing value added services.

If you do this companies like mine will compete with one another to provide schools with the
most innovative and useful technology at the lowest possible cost. In addition we will have an
incentive to continually improve our technology and lower our costs in order to stay competitive.

If you separate the standards and assessment item development from the technology you save
time and you can have systems up and running years earlier than if you had forced the
consortiums to figure out what technology to build or to specify for a third party to provide. You
also eliminate the technology risk because if one company goes out of business another company
can step right in their place because everyone has access to the same assessment items.

The huge amount of money you save by separating the standard and item creation from the
technology can be given to the states to purchase the best technology available at the time.

Bruce Lewolt (805)384-1001 1



Now I recognize that there might be political reasons that get in the way of this common sense
approach. If so, at a minimum I recommend that you force the consortiums to develop items
separately from technology. If you have one organization develop both or they outsource both to
one company, the technology always gets diluted because there is no competitive advantage in
spending the money to be innovative with the technology. Insisting on separation also ensures
that the big publishers don’t use their massive content creation advantage to crush innovative
technology.

Finally I would like to point your attention to my written comments where I discuss the
important concept of Student First Assessments. This means that all assessments should be
designed to serve the needs of the individual student first and the needs of teachers and
administrators second.

For example I site research by Dr. Richland at UC Irvine and others who have shown that any
assessment can be a rich learning experience for each individual student if it is delivered in the

right way.

Given that assessments can be rich learning experiences I believe it is your moral obligation to
ensure that if a student is asked to spend 8 hours in testing that in addition providing information
to teachers and administrators the test should also be a personal learning benefit to that student.

Thank you
Additional Testimony:

As reported recently in Science and replicated broadly, answering assessment questions correctly
strengthens memory for the tested items, and answering questions incorrectly can be beneficial
for learning as well, as long as those answers are followed by an opportunity to (re)learn that
content. This could be accomplished by developing technology-enhanced assessments that could
provide fairly immediate feedback by question, rather than only being available in aggregate
after a long delay. Alternatively, using smaller, directed assessments throughout the school year
would allow teachers to follow these assessments with another opportunity to study the key
content as a step toward the next curriculum topic, something that is beneficial for students even
if test scores were not yet available. This would 1) enable students to profit from the assessment
time as part of their curriculum versus days away from instruction, 2) decrease forgetting after
test-taking, and 3) increase alignment between curriculum and assessment. The benefits for
student learning outweigh the administrative costs associated with either system, and
measurement accuracy would be unaffected if developed appropriately.

Brief References:

Bangert-Drowns, R. L., Kulik, C.-L. C., Kulik, J. A., & Morgan, M. (1991). The instructional
effect of feedback in test-like events. Review of Educational Research, 61,213-238.

Karpicke, J. D., & Roediger, H. L. (2008). The critical importance of retrieval for learning.
Science, 319, 966-968.

Richland, L.E., Kornell, N., Kao, S.L. (2009). The Pretesting Effect: Do Unsuccessful Retrieval
Attempts Enhance Learning? Journal of Experimental Psychology: Applied, 15(3), 243-257.
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For more information on this line of research please contact:
Lindsey E. Richland, Ph.D

Department of Education

University of California, Irvine

2001 Berkeley Place

Irvine, CA 92697-5500

(949) 824-8729

http://www.gse.uci.edu/richland

A Student-First approach should also be used to address the Department of Education's required
assessment point #5 to "produce reports that are relevant, actionable, timely, accurate, and
displayed in ways that are clear and understandable for target audiences":

Student-first means that that assessment results are reported to students and their parents in real
world terms that are aligned with the goals of American families and the stated goals of the
Department of Education which are to measure individual student achievement against standards
that build toward college and career readiness.

In my work I am privileged to interact with thousands of 9™ graders at all levels of academic
achievement. What I find is that over 90 percent of these students and their parents believe that
their student is on a trajectory to succeed in college. Yet, according to a study conducted by the
Relevance in Education Foundation, only 20 percent of students in California who entered the 9
grade in 1999 succeeded in earning 4-year degrees.

The disconnect between a student’s actual trajectory and thé trajectory the students and their
parents believe they are on has devastating consequences. First of all, parents are not as involved
in their student’s education as they should be because they think everything is going fine.
Secondly, students do not work as hard as they could because they think that at the end of the
road they are still going to be able to get a college degree.

Therefore today I am advocating the end of Education-babble terms like Pass and Proficiency.
To students, parents, the press and the general public, these terms are misleading.

Instead, reporting terminology must be relevant to real world goals. Thus my recommendation is
that starting in the 9" grade, assessment results are reported by the following paths.

Currently you are not on a path to graduate high school.

Currently you are on a path to graduate from High School and succeed in an entry level
job in retail or the service sector.

Currently you are on a path to graduate high school and succeed at the community
college level or in a trade school program or an apprenticeship.

Currently you are on a path to graduate high school and succeed at an average 4-year
university. ‘
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5. Currently you are on a path to graduate high school and succeed at a Top 50 4-year
university.

The word succeed is used instead of enter because according to the same study close to half of
the students who have the grades to gain entrance into college do not have the knowledge and
skills to succeed and therefore drop out prior to earning a 4-year degree.

Individual students and their parents should receive a report showing which path the student is
on. Also crucial to this report is a strong statement that everyone is capable of improving their
performance through hard work and that the school is ready to help the student get on the path
they want to be on. Of course the specific wording and the way the results are reported should
be pilot tested to ensure that students don’t view these results as pronouncements about their
potential, but instead develop a growth mindset and recognize that they can change their path.

In addition to ending the damaging disconnect between perceived academic progress and actual
academic progress, our experience shows that if you start reporting test results according to real
world goals, students will treat the tests with more seriousness and therefore you will get a more
accurate picture of student performance. This will happen because the results are understandable
and useful to students at an individual level. Even if the student does not have a personal interest,
they will give the test more attention when they know the test results are going to be used to
provide parents with easy to understand data that is aligned to a real world standard.

Bruce Lewolt (805)384-1001 4
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INTRODUCTION

A recent study by the John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation captures a
growing body of research on education, technology and school-aged youth when it states,
“Digital media and online communication have become pervasive in the lives of youth in the
United States. Social network sites, online games, video-sharing sites, and gadgets such as iPods
and mobile phones are now fixtures of youth culture.”!) While students are growing up in a
world surrounded by digital devices, digital media, and the Internet, they are increasingly stifled
and stymied in the use of the same in traditional schools.””! Technology and innovation are
reshaping the world we live in, yet much of education persists in a mold that was cast over 100
years ago.”” I The Race to the Top Assessment Program is an opportunity to invest in innovation
and technology to transform both the delivery of instruction and the format of assessments.

While there are many technological innovations impacting our world today, I would like
to focus on two that have significant potential to transform education in an affordable and
comprehensive manner. Social Networks and Open Source software are two transformative
developments that are exerting significant influence across the business and entertainment
sectors in particular and our society as a whole.”! Social Networks have the potential to create
communities of learners that truly breakdown classroom walls and district boundaries to open the
teaching and learning process across a broader spectrum of students, teachers and expert
practitioners. The Open Source movement is transforming business practice and has the potential
to do the same for education. Open Source development leverages expertise to produce freely
distributed software that can free dollars for use in service and support as opposed to licensing.
There are many openly available technologies that could be transformed for use in education but
two that have been specifically developed by educators for education are the MOODLE Learning
Management System and the Elgg Social Network Platform.
MOODLE LEARNING MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

MOODLE is an Online Learning Management System that is freely available under the
Open Source software (under the GNU Public License). MOODLE is being used successfully
from elementary education to higher education, in all subject areas including art, language, the
humanities, science and mathematics. MOODLE is a robust system in use around the world, for
example: Universidad de Brasilia has 34,000 users, San Francisco State University has 34,000
active users, The Austrian Federal Ministry of Education has over 110,000 and the UK Open



University has well over 180,000 users.”’ MOODLE enables students and teachers to extend
learning beyond the physical boundaries of the classroom and into a 24/7 secure online
environment that is freely available via the Internet for delivery to a variety of digital devices.
MOODLE has many characteristics that could classify it as a social network platform but the
educational strength of MOODLE is in the ability to deliver curriculum and common
instructional activities, assessments, lessons, presentations and resources. MOODLE also
provides a suite of collaborative tools that allow for collaboration, critique, discussion, and
evaluation between students and teachers across the environment. Since MOODLE is Open
Source the MOODLE code can be customized, integrated and manipulated with other systems to
meet diverse or specific needs of the users who can invest funds in customization as opposed to
licensing.
ELGG SOCIAL NETWORK PLATFORM

Elgg is a social network platform that is also freely available via an Open Source license
(under the GNU Public License). Elgg provides the necessary functionality to allow you to run a
social networking site, whether publicly (like Facebook) or internally on a networked intranet
(like Microsoft Sharepoint). Elgg comes with advanced user management and administration,
social networking components, access control lists, multiple view support, an advanced template
engine, a widget framework and more.' Elgg is a social network framework that can be
integrated with MOODLE and customized to create an ePortfolio assessment environment that
can deliver and document student performance tasks and open the assessment process to a
broader audience such as college educators and business professionals. Like MOODLE the Elgg
code can also be modified and customized to meet the users needs.
CONNECTICUT CAREER CHOICES: A CASE STUDY
One case study of how MOODLE and Elgg have been integrated and leveraged to improve
teaching, learning and assessment is the Connecticut Career Choices program (see,
<http://ctcconline.org>). Connecticut Career Choices (CCC) is a Connecticut Office for
Workforce Competitiveness initiative that currently engages over 1200 high school students and
50 teachers from 12 urban and 28 suburban high schools. CCC is partially funded with a
National Science Foundation Advanced Technologic Education grant as well as Connecticut
State Department of Education funds. CCC is developing new core and elective science and

technology curriculum aligned with the American Competitiveness Initiative to stimulate interest



in and develop STEM skills."”? CCC courses build on students’ inherent interest in the Internet,
digital media, social media and technology to engage and support them in the study of science
and technology.™ CCC uses a customized MOODLE/Elgg environment to deliver courses
designed for use in a “blended” learning mode where teachers and student at local schools access
the online course materials in the classroom and from home or anytime, anywhere. Through a
collaboration with the College of Technology, some CCC courses carry college credit that
articulates into the CT Community College and university system. Throughout the CCC
sequence, students are grounded in science fundamentals and engaged with digital media while
studying a variety of emerging topics in science and technology.

CCC courses utilize a variety of assessment strategies to measure student achievement as
well as ensure the development of academic and 21* century skills such as creativity,
collaboration and problem solving."”! Formative assessment activities such as labs, supplemental
reading, writing assignments, quizzes and tests are integrated into the CCC MOODLE
environment so that students and teachers can gauge the effectiveness of instruction and the
development of student skills over time. A unique advantage of the online environment is that it
allows the leamer to reflect, revisit and self-monitor assignments as they are completed so as to
insure mastery of course content.') It also documents all interactions of students and teachers
with the content so as to provide a robust level of accountability for all. The Elgg platform is
integrated into the CCC MOODLE as an electronic portfolio environment and is used by
students and teachers to document and reflect on the development of knowledge and skills. The
integration of MOODLE and Elgg with formative assessments and performance tasks has
allowed CCC educators to focus on a summative assessment task that engages students in what
Harvard Education Professor Howard Gardner calls a “performance of understanding”.'"

All CCC courses feature a “performance challenge” that requires students to “Research,
Develop, Design, and Present” unique solutions to authentic problems. Challenge-based learning
incorporates the best aspects of problem and project-based learning while making the solving of
real-world problems the center of the assessment.') CCC students have been challenged to:
Create an E-Business that sells “green” products online, create video games to teach
sustainable energy concepts and utilize Biotechnology to solve a global environmental or health
problem. CCC students are required to present their solutions for evaluation by panels of college

faculty and STEM professionals in three venues: online <http://ctexpo.org>, in an exhibition, and



as an oral presentation."”! A recently completed study of CCC alumni indicated that this public
exposition had a significant positive influence on student participants and was a contributing
factor in their decision to pursue a STEM related career.!""
CONCLUSION

Technology and innovation are transforming our world. Students today have access to a
wide range of sophisticated technology that they use primarily for entertainment and
socialization. The Race to the Top Assessment program is an opportunity to leverage the power
of technology for innovation in curriculum, instruction and assessment. If we hope to prepare
students for what Howard Gardner calls “possible worlds of the future” we must move beyond
traditional classroom based instruction and standardized assessment that simply tests for the what
Gardner also calls the “world of the past”. By embracing both Open Source and Social Network
platforms and solutions you can leverage the collective knowledge of educators and experts from
across the country to ensure that the investment of the Race to the Top Funds will continue to

bear fruit long after the last federal dollar has been spent.
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Documenting Learning with
Digital Portfolios

David Niguidula

Portfolios must be part of a purposeful assessment
program with clear learning goals.

Olivia, a sophomore at Ponaganset High School in North Scituate, ‘==

Rhode Island, sat down last June with two of her teachers in front November 2005
of her digital portfolio—a multimedia, Web-based collection of her best schoolwork. A menu listing
the school's nine graduation expectations, including Effective Expression, Research Skills, and
Critical and Creative Thinking, appeared on her portfolio's home page. The school's faculty had
worked for a year developing these expectations and aligning them with the state's standards.

Clicking on the link to Effective Expression, Olivia and her teachers reviewed the list of learning
outcomes associated with this expectation, including the ability to express ideas for various
purposes and audiences and the ability to use communication skills in each subject area. The
screen also contained links to about 20 entries, each showing a sample of Olivia's work that
reflected this graduation expectation. During the last two years, Olivia had entered diverse work
samples into her portfolio, including a sonnet, a solution to an open-ended algebra problem, and
an audio file of her flute performance at the school's winter concert.

For each entry, Olivia had written a summary of how her work met one or more of the school's
graduation expectations. Her teachers had assessed each entry using an online rubric and given
her feedback, so that Olivia could review her work and the comments from her teachers at any
time.

This end-of-year review was a chance to look at the portfolio as a whole. By this time, Olivia's
portfolio contained two to four artifacts for every course. The review focused on a few artifacts
that she had selected, each linked to one of three reflective prompts: Where have you done your
best work? Where have you grown as a learner? What is your academic plan for next year?

Because Olivia's teachers had been able to look at and comment on her selected work online
before meeting with her in person, they used this meeting to discuss with her what she had done
well and what she needed to accomplish during her next two years to meet Ponaganset's
graduation expectations,

Making Digital Portfolios Meaningful

QOlivia's portfolio review is a snapshot of one moment in a well-coordinated digital portfolio
assessment program. Digital portfolios are multimedia collections of student work stored and
reviewed in digital format, Beginning in 1993, I led a team from the Annenberg Institute for
School Reform and the Coalition of Essential Schools, which researched digital portfolios as an
assessment tool and identified a set of essential questions that schools need to address:

® Vision: What skills and content should students master and demonstrate in their portfolios?

11/4/2005




" £
ASCD Page 2 of 4

e Purpose: Why do we collect student work?

o Audience: Who are the audiences for portfolios?

o Assessment: How do the entries in portfolios reflect the school's assessment vision, and
how can we assess the quality of those entries?

e Technology: What hardware, software, networking, and technical support will our school
need to implement a digital portfolio assessment system?

o Logistics: How will students enter their work into digital portfolios?
o Culture: Is discussing student work already part of our school culture?

Although the technology of digital portfolios has changed significantly since the initial research,
these questions still provide a guide for designing a digital portfolio program. As the leader of a
team at Ideas Consulting, when I advise schools on using digital portfolios to enrich assessment
of student work, I find that technology is the least important consideration. The essential element
is integrating digital portfolios into a larger assessment system with clear learning goals. To do
so, schools need to identify the purpose of their portfolios, the kinds of work students should
enter into portfolios, and strategies for assessing portfolios.

What Is the Portfolio's Purpose?

The purpose of the portfolio drives the content. Digital portfolios can serve many purposes:
showcasing students' best products; proving that students have mastered expectations required
for graduation; and communicating with parents and other audiences about what students are
learning. Ponaganset High School is at the forefront of implementing Rhode Island's “graduation
by proficiency” initiative, under which students use their portfolios to show that they are meeting
state standards. Starting with the class of 2008, all Ponaganset students will need to demonstrate
their mastery of standards through a set of rigorous performance assessments—such as portfolios
and senior projects—before they can graduate. The idea is for students to demonstrate that they
can meet standards while also showing who they are as individual learners.

Teachers in the elementary schools of Barrington and Bristol-Warren, Rhode Island, use portfolios
to communicate better with parents. At a parent conference, the teacher calls up the student's
portfolio, which displays samples of the student's work in reading, writing, and math from
kindergarten through 5th grade. Because the goal is to show growth over time, the portfolio
contains only two or three samples in each subject area for each year.

For the reading component of the portfolios, for example, twice a year teachers videotape each
student reading a brief passage and answering comprehension questions posed by another
teacher. A 1st grade teacher can use the portfolio to show parents how their child has progressed
from struggling with a level 5 text in October to confidently reading a level 11 text in April.
Teachers report that the video component enables them to powerfully convey a student's reading
skills; just 60 seconds of video footage can provide the starting point for a rich discussion of the
student's progress over time.

What Kinds of Work Should Portfolios Include?

Once a school determines the primary purpose of its portfolios, it can then decide what kinds of
artifacts students should include. If the portfolio is meant to document how students are meeting
graduation standards, then teachers need to provide opportunities for students to demonstrate
their mastery of standards through work that can be digitally displayed. If the school wants to
show each student's growth over time, students must arrange portfolio samples in a sequence

that shows such progress.

For example, Mr. Sangiuliano, a 4th grade mathematics teacher in Barrington, Rhode Island,
wanted to show student progress in an area his students found difficult: solving open-ended word
problems. He taught students a strategy for dealing with word problems: Students restated the
problem in their own words and wrote an "I need to. . .” statement pinpointing the objective (I
need to figure out how many fish were caught), followed by a strategy for approaching the
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problem (I can make a table showing how many fish each person caught).

To document students' progress at various points during the year, Mr. Sangiuliano recorded each
student on video explaining how he or she applied the strategy to a word problem. Videos shot at
the beginning of the year showed students needing prompting, with the teacher asking, “"What
was your 'I need to. . .’ statement?” and helping students realize that there may be more than
one workable strategy. Videos from later in the year showed that these 4th graders had

internalized the method.

Assembling these video clips into student portfolios enhanced assessment in a few ways. As they
watched their child successfully use the same approach to solve problems involving different
mathematical operations, parents better understood the strategy used in class. Second, because
Mr. Sangiuliano can easily pass these digital clips on to the 5th grade math teacher, work on a
common problem-solving strategy can continue beyond his class. Finally, watching themselves on
video helped students review and reflect on their own growth,

At the secondary level, portfolio-worthy assignments must be clearly linked to the portfolio's
purpose. If the portfolio is a vehicle for demonstrating student progress toward specific
standards, then teachers must give plenty of assignments that tap into the skills and knowledge
represented by each standard. Teachers should plan together how to align their assignments with
the school's overall expectations.

For example, several middle schools and high schools in Rhode Island assign a geometry
scavenger hunt. Teachers give students a list of geometric shapes and concepts—such as parallel
lines with transversals, similar triangles, or complementary adjacent angles—and direct them to
photograph buildings or objects around town that reflect these concepts, When introducing this
assignment, teachers explain that the project meets the school's expectations of understanding
geometric concepts and being able to communicate mathematically. The assignment could also
demonstrate successful time management, skill in using technology to convey an idea, and
aesthetic talent in photography.

How Should Schools Assess Portfolios?

Successful schools assess each student's digital portfolio by evaluating both individual entries and
the portfolio as a whole. The entire faculty needs to develop common strategies so that students
receive consistent feedback.

Develop schoolwide rubrics. As Ponaganset High School developed its learner outcomes, faculty
members found that they needed to agree on how to communicate about those expectations. For
example, teachers agreed that a graduate should be able to write a good lab report; but what
made a lab report “good”? The school's science department created a rubric defining a good lab
report as one that includes a clear statement of purpose and hypothesis; data in an easy -to-read
format, appropriate to the kind of information collected; and a conclusion that is clear and concise
and answers the intent of the purpose. Whether a student takes biology, physics, or chemistry,
he or she has guidelines for creating a lab report that meets the school's standard. Ponaganset's
teachers created similar rubrics for each of the learner outcomes. Outcomes such as
demonstrating “initiative, responsibility, self-discipline, and perseverance” cut across all subject

areas.

Include students’ self-reflections. Students' reflections on their own work are a crucial part of
assessment. Students should include such a reflection for each entry in their digital portfolios and
for the portfolio as a whole. Reflections can be inspired by a prompt, such as “How does this
entry fulfill the school's expectations?” or “What skills did you use in this project?”

The youngest students can reflect on their performances without writing. During a videotaped
reading session, for example, the teacher might ask a student what words he or she found hard,
or what strategies were helpful in figuring out new words.

When a student has to defend why an entry in his or her portfolio fulfills a particular learning

expectation, the student will more thoroughly understand that expectation. When students make
a conceptual link between their work and school standards, those standards become more than
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an abstract document to hang on the wall. As students look through the portfolio and read over
their reflections, they recognize how their skills have grown over time and begin to see where

they can go next.

Generate reports. Teachers and students should regularly create reports summarizing the
contents and implications of students’ portfolios. Digital portfolios offer teachers and students the
advantage of creating reports in any number of ways. For example, a Ponaganset High School
junior clicks on the link for each graduation expectation in his portfolio and instantly reviews how
many entries he has for each expectation, and which expectations he still needs to provide
evidence for. An advisor then helps this student plan how to fill in the gaps.

Reports of the class as a whole tell teachers a great deal. When a teacher can click on a button
and see how all her students did on a particular rubric, she can determine how to adjust
instruction. For example, an elementary teacher might use a report generated by compiling
digital portfolio data to examine a class's performance on a writing rubric. She might see that
certain students earn consistently low scores on word choice, a finding that would allow her to
focus attention on these students.

In the end, the success of a digital portfolio relies on the clarity of a school's learning goals.
Although the technology makes it convenient to organize student work and send that work to
broader audiences, the effectiveness of the portfolio relies on a far more traditional practice: the
ability of students, parents, and teachers to create a common vision.

Author's note: For samples of digital portfolios, visit www.richerpicture.com and www.efoliominnesota.com (click on
Gallery).

David Niguidula is Founder of Ideas Consulting, 15 Houghton St., Barrington, RI 02806; 401-785-0401;
david@ideasconsulting.com.
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Digital Portfolios: An Altemative
Approach to Assessing Progress

Student mastery

Is being tracked
on something

other than tests.

By Jeff Archer

n the not-so-distant past, a paper handed -
back at Rhode Island’s Ponaganset High

School would most likely have gotten shoved

h:anotebonk,nsveragajnba&eetheﬁghtof
day. Once graded, student work was rarely
referred to again. p

How things have changed. Today, students
at the rural secondary achool regularly cull
through their past work and analyze what
they have learned. In annual presentations,
they give tours of their best creations,

What has made the metamorphosis
possible is a digital-portfolio system, a
computer-based method of storing,
organizing, and sharing the fruits-of students’
labor. The school began using the technology

Every week, this school district leader re,

tool in éamast_ about foﬁyears ago.
More than just a fancy filing system, - e

= such portfolios have dramatically changed

teaching and learning, say students and

ions,
“The good thing about the di ital portfoliois

thatitforcesyoutotakea]ookatyuurwork :
almost as a third party,” says Olivia Wolfgang-
Smith, & senior at Ponaganset; who has been
adding to her portfolio since 9th grade,

.. It also lets students show mastery with

something other than test scores. By doing

so, fans say, digital portfolios can help avoid *

what they see as the myopic focus on data to

drive instruction that has become the rage in
many places. 3

Replacing Standardized Tests?

Digital portfolios have flourished in Rhode
Island. Four years ago, when the state called
on districts to enact local high school
graduation rules that include demonstrations
of proficiency other than tests, it cited digital

ads Enucarion Week for the latest news,

trends and events in K-12 education. Why? Becaus .
the timely, pertinent information she needs to make vital district-wide decisions.

In a blind survey of district administr.
the #1 K-12 education publication. To

ators, Epucarion WEEK was chosen as
learn more about why these influential

purchasers depend on us, contact your sales. representative toda

TOTALLY CURRENT

38 ONLINE: www. adweak nrminatsana

TOTALLY TRUSTED

 portfolios as an option.
Since then, more than half the state’s
i mﬁsﬁmhavémvedhmake_snch
portfolios a high school requirement. The

.- state education department coordinates a

network of local educators to share ideas on_
using them, -

“In Rhode Island, these are standing in
place of standardized testing,” says David A.
Niguidula, a consultant based in Providence,
the state capital, who has led the network and
who advises schools dcross the country on the

At Ponaganset; 4 regional, 1,000-student high
school serving the towns of Foster and Glocester,
the portfolio system was built around several
broad student expectations, such as spoken
expréssion and problem-solving.

Students upload completed work to their
pwl:folius—beittext;aeannedanwurk,oraudio
clips—along with narratives saying how the
work demonstrates one of the expectations,
Everything is available online, but is protected
by a password.,

At the end of each school year, students each
give a 15-minute talk on their portfolios to two

 teachefs—one they have had for class and one
they have not. Parents usually attend as well,
The class of 2007 will be the first to have done
four of the talks.

. Changing Teaching Styles

Christopher Stanley, a history teacher at the
school who counted himself an initial skeptic
of digital portfolios, now says they have
changed his teaching style for the better. He
does less lecturing, and more engaging
students in projects.

‘It used to be you showed up and put on a
show each and every day, but you can't really
capture that and put it into a portfolio,” Stanley
saya.“Namthekidaminmanywaysfomedto
get up and put on that show themselves.”

Some teachiers say the transparency of the
portfolios—teachers can view those of one
another’s students—adds incentive to give
high-quality assignments. They also let
teachers gauge student growth looking at real
work, not just grades.

The digital portfolios have posed challenges,
though. Before adoption of a database format
that can be searched in multiple ways,
navigating them was hard, some teachers say.
And not all students see value in linking work
to the expectations and drafting reflections.

“It just seemed like it was kind of redundant,”
says Michael Ricci, a Ponaganset High senior.

. But advocates say digital portfolios are
worth working through the bugs. At a time
when many educators worry that teaching to
the test has become the norm, proponents say,
the portfolios give students more ways to show
what they know. -

“Their best demonstration of problem-solving
or reasoning could be different from someone
else's,” Niguidula says. “They’re showing they
can meet a set of standards, but they're also
showing who they are as individuals” @
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Good morning. I am David Niguidula, and I'd like to focus my comments on digital
portfolios.

I am the Founder of a research and software development firm in Providence, Rhode Island
called lIdeas Consulting. In the early 1990's, | was at the Coalition of Essential Schools at
Brown University, where | led the first research project on digital portfolios in K-12 schools.

I will now attempt to summarize what we've learned in the last two decades of work on
portfolios in the next 5 minutes.

The questions for today asked us to discuss how we can create "better" assessments.

Assessment is a means to an end. If our end result is to improve student achievement, the
"better" assessment system should result in a change in teaching and learning. In school
after school across the country, we've seen digital portfolios — when accompanied by
appropriate professional development — transform the daily practice.

A quick description. Digital Portfolios are multimedia collections of student work. In our
Digital Portfolio system, called Richer Picture®, teachers and students organize that work
around a set of expectations, such as state or district standards, or the 21" Century Skills.
Over the course of the year, a student typically enters 2 to 4 pieces for each subject area.
For each piece of work that the student enters, the teacher can assess the work using an
online rubric linked back to the school and state standards. At certain points, students can
create subsets of their work to display for different audiences, from parent conferences to
graduation committees to potential employers.

Over time, the portfolio provides a powerful platform for students to use their daily
schoolwork to demonstrate standards — while showing their individual strengths and areas
for improvement.

Our work has taken us across the country and through the grade levels.

At an inner city charter elementary school in Los Angeles, the digital portfolio stores brief
video samples of each student's independent reading multiple times each year, creating an
online progress report. Similarly, teachers score digitized writing samples against a common
rubric, providing a different kind of data-driven decision making.

Meantime, in middle schools across New Hampshire, students use portfolios to demonstrate
their technology proficiency. Through the portfolios, students demonstrate that they can
meet the National Educational Technology Standards — but just as importantly, they do so
by applying those skills in the context of other classes.
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And in our home state of Rhode Island, digital portfolios are used by high school students as
part of the Proficiency-based Graduation Requirements. Starting with the class of 2008,
students across the state have demonstrated their skills and knowledge across six subject
areas through the use of portfolios. Before a student crosses the stage to receive a diploma,
they must have a body of evidence that shows what they know and be able to do.

From there, students can prepare tours of their work for a variety of audiences, including
colleges and career. In our conversations with college admissions officers, for example, a
tour could contain 2-minute reviews of student abilities, such as the ability to write beyond
the one page essay, working independently, and showing skills related to their major.

In short, we have viable examples of schools and states implementing portfolios, sometimes
for high stakes decisions.

We are showing, every day, that portfolios can be implemented on a large scale; this is not
a theoretical possibility. We have protocols for creating reliability in scoring performance
tasks, ranging from teachers in a department to colleagues across a state. More
importantly, the portfolios are having an effect in the changing schools.

In Rhode Island, for example, under the new policy, statewide graduation rates improved
(in some districts as much as 6 or 7 percent) while the dropout rate fell. The assessment
policy drove attention to graduation.

There are two key ways that portfolios create better assessments and improve their quality
(Questions 1 and 2).

First, it expands the range of standards that we can assess. Every district's curriculum
guides expects students to give oral presentations; no state has a standardized test for it.
At the same time, this does not mean portfolios have to be huge; the same piece of work
can be assessed on multiple areas.

Second, the portfolios create better assessments where it counts — in the classroom. Since
most entries in the portfolios come from assignments given by teachers, the portfolios also
demonstrate the teacher's work as well.

A great deal of our professional development with schools focuses on helping teachers
generate "portfolio worthy" tasks — assignments that are linked to standards, but also
showcases the type of thinking skills that are at the heart of each subject area.

It is our contention that a digital portfolio can improve the quality of interim classroom
assessments (Question 3) to the point that they can provide the same data that states
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currently get from external assessments. Give teachers the opportunity, and they will rise to
the challenge.

In closing, I am encouraging you to look at digital portfolios as a viable method for large
scale assessment. Through this work, we can move from the snapshot assessments we
have now to the richer picture of student performance throughout the year. To borrow a
phrase from Linda Darling-Hammond, we can help all of our schools achieve standards -
without standardization.

Additional resources:

Sample portfolios available at the Richer Picture® site: http://www.richerpicture.com .

Niguidula, David. “Documenting Learning with Digital Portfolios.” Educational Leadership (63:3). November 2005:
pp 44-47.

Archer, Jeff. “Digital Portfolios: An Alternative Approach to Assessing Progress.” Education Week: Technology
Counts 2007 - A Digital Decade (26:30). March 29, 2007: p. 38.
Also available on line at www.edweek.org/ew/articles/2007/03/29/30dataside.h26.html

U.S. Congress Office of Technology Assessment. Testing in American Schools: Asking the Right Questions (1992).
www.fas.org/ota/reports/9236.pdf
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Members and guests of the Department, | am honored to testify before you today.

| represent MetaMetrics, an educational measurement organization that works in assessment
with states and districts, commercial publishers, and not-for-profits.

Today, | will submit interwoven ideas on what we see as the next generation of assessment—
with the goals of supporting learning and improving outcomes for all students.

First, | will suggest a unified approach to objective measurement that would catalyze
educational assessment and make it more supportive of the needs of educators, students, and
parents. Then, | will give several examples of how this approach can promote more focus on
individual learning needs through technology and innovation in assessment.

Common Metrics

Unfortunately, today’s test results rarely inform instruction. The main problem is not the
reliability of assessments; rather, there are too many scales in educational testing. Instruments
that measure similar constructs do not freely compare information, leading to barriers and
inefficiencies in the utilization of this data by educators and parents.

To address these weaknesses, new common assessments in reading and mathematics should
incorporate two key innovations in their design:

1. Connect the day-to-day with the year-to-year through standard scales that are vertical,
or developmental, in nature; and

2. Report actionable information that supports differentiated instruction. For instance, a
reading measure should inform reading practice across the curriculum and at home.

The measurement scales of the common assessments should be pervasive in education. No
matter the test, results should be expressed in comparable terms when measuring the same
construct. New programs should integrate the same scales of the common assessments, while
equating studies should align other assessments to enable reports in the standard metrics.

To provide actionable utility, the scales also should be used to calibrate content, such as
reading passages or mathematics lessons. Having a common frame of reference will foster
differentiated instruction, because students and content can be matched more efficiently.

Enhanced Reliability

Once the variety of objective instruments report in a standard metric, multiple measures are no
longer a burden, but a strength as data accumulate.



Today, psychometric experts work tirelessly to enhance the reliability of instruments under
external constraints. How long can we test? How many items? Fixed-form or adaptive?

Still, no matter the quality of the test or item type, individual performances may be affected by
unpredictable factors, such as whether a student simply had a bad day.

With common metrics, data systems can be leveraged to refine any given estimate for a
student by incorporating all available information—new and prior, year after year. Bayesian
statistical methods offer such capability and can be deployed as basic computational utilities.

Individual Learning Trajectories

Not only would common metrics provide educators and parents with more and better data, but
they could be used to model informative growth trajectories for individual students.

What does this look like? Take, for example, a graph drawn to predict a hurricane’s path. Over
time, as information is added to the prediction model, uncertainty is reduced and the range of
the expected landfall narrows. Yet, from early on, observations are extended to likely
outcomes to inform appropriate planning and action at a given time.

A similar graph can be produced to illustrate a student’s trajectory toward the penultimate goal
of college and career readiness. With common metrics, the standard to which all students are
driving would be transparent, as would an individual student’s progress toward the goal.

Such learning trajectories should complement, if not supersede, today’s emphasis on periodic,
summative outcomes. Instruction should focus on the data-driven practices that most improve
learning trajectories and growth, rather than arbitrary interim benchmarks.

Blended Assessment and Instruction

Finally, assessment can be more closely integrated with instruction through common metrics
and enabling technologies. No longer must assessment and instruction be seen as competing
priorities. We should pursue blended strategies to enhance student learning.

As students spend more and more time learning online, information from computer-based
instructional activities can produce, over time, highly efficient assessment feedback that can be
used to differentiate instructional practice.

For instance, a Web-based technology deployed in pilot districts today embeds computer-
generated reading items into on-demand periodical content. As students engage wide-ranging



texts—whether teacher-directed or student-directed, at home or at school—they respond to
unobtrusive test items that deliver real-time feedback to students, teachers, and parents.

While these items in small numbers lack the reliability of conventional tests, the many
hundreds—even thousands—of responses a student might produce during a single year lead to
impressively low measurement error when taken altogether. The frequently updated measures
help to keep students matched with appropriately challenging texts every time they read.

Conclusion

In summary, the initiative to develop common assessments should promote the unification of
educational measurement. Scales should be vertical and widely implemented to accumulate
vast, highly useful data over time that can be tied directly to instructional content.

Such data will be valuable in refining student estimates at a given time, and in developing
individual learning trajectories that show progress toward college and career readiness—which
should be the persistent goals of K-12 education. Moreover, assessment and instruction can be
blended more efficiently to enable teaching and learning based on individual student needs.

History points to the benefits that can be achieved in unifying an objective measurement
construct. Consider time: Where would we be today if each train station still had a local
system for calibrating clocks, as was largely the case during the late 1800s?

Similar unification in educational measurement is an imperative to give more meaning to
assessment and promote widespread technology innovations in learning.
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Further Reading

Smith, M. 111 (2004, April). The Need for Objective Measurement Under the No Child Left Behind
Act. Durham, NC: MetaMetrics.

Smith, M. Il (2009, May). Next-Generation Assessments. Durham, NC: MetaMetrics.

Stenner, A. J. & Stone, M. (2004). Does the reader comprehend the text because the reader is
able or because the text is easy? Durham, NC: MetaMetrics.

Williamson, G. L. (2006, October). Aligning the Journey with a Destination: A model for K-16
reading standards. Durham, NC: MetaMetrics.
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Questions From Federal Register: October 23, 2009 (Volume 74, Number 204)

(1) Propose how you would recommend that different innovative technologies be deployed to create
better assessments, and why. Please include illustrative examples in areas such as novel item types,
constructed response scoring solutions, uses of mobile computing devices, and so on.

The Goal

Assessment is one component of instruction, and indelibly linked to three others: goals, methods and
materials. We propose the development of a digital media assessment based on the framework of
Universal Design for Learning, where students must be provided with 1) multiple means of recognition
of assessment directions and stimuli, 2) multiple means of interaction and expression within assessment
tasks, and 3) multiple means of engagement during the assessment process. With proper design,
implementation and validation, these principles can guide the development of the next generation of
summative evaluation instruments, resulting in a more authentic and accurate measure of the
achievement of all students. This “design it in from the outset” approach will also eliminate 1) costly
retrofits, 2) ad hoc accommodations that may violate test validity, 3) a large portion of “alternate”
assessments, and 4) other interventions that require student failure before interventions can occur.

Current Challenges

What is being tested? In some assessments, reading is the target skill being addressed; in other
assessments, reading is required but the area being assessed may be mathematics, history, science, etc.
In assessment lingo, reading in these assessments is construct irrelevant. For students in the margins —
those with disabilities, English language learners, students from differing cultural backgrounds and
others, these construct-irrelevant demands generate artificially low achievement scores .(Dolan, Rose,
Burling, Harms, & Way, 2007; Rose, Hall, Murray, 2008). Confounding vocabulary introduced in a math
assessment may pose a significant barrier for students in the margins, undermining their test
performance regardless of their proficiency with the subject or skill area being tested. (Clarkson, 1983;
Helwig, Rozek-Tedesco, & Tindal, 2002; Helwig, Rozek-Tedesco, Tindal, & Heath, 1999).



The limits of existing assessment design - “Accommodations” are the preferred means by which
the media and/or methodology of assessments are retrofitted. Realistically, the extent of
“accommodations” required to make a test accessible to a student with a disability is a direct reflection
of the inappropriateness of the instrument for that population. Accommodations should not be touted
as solutions; they are indicators of narrow and non-inclusive assessment design. The solution is not
alternative assessments; the solution is an assessment sufficiently flexible and valid designed with all
students in mind.

The need for continuity -IDEA 2004 notes that “Assessment accommodations should be chosen on
the basis of the individual student’s needs and should generally be consistent with the accommodations
provided during instruction.” This rarely occurs. Computer-based text-to-speech offers independent
text access for students with print disabilities, and is commonly used during instruction but is rarely
available during large-scale testing. (Dawson, Venn, & Gunter, 2000; Farmer, Klein, & Bryson, 1992;
Hebert & Murdock, 1994; Lundberg & Olofsson, 1993; McCullough, 1995; Strangman & Dalton, 2005)

Technology, Innovation and UDL

The true solution is to design assessment systems differently from the start, creating them from the
outset to be accurate for a wide range of students, including those with disabilities. Universal Design for
Learning (UDL), provides the foundation for research-based guidelines for creating flexible and valid
computer-based assessments (see Universal Design for Computer-Based Testing Guidelines referenced
above) building upon prior physical and sensory access-oriented Universal Design for Assessment work
(Thompson, Johnstone, & Thurlow, 2002).

Digital technologies offer a flexible base for representing assessment items in multiple ways and with
which the equivalence of underlying constructs can be maintained (Honey, Pansnik, Fasca, 2007; Rose,
Meyer, & Hitchcock, 2005; Meyer & Rose, 2006). Digital multimedia can present the same underlying
construct in different “surface” representations - text, audio, image, video, etc., thereby reaching a
greater range of student. Further, the ease by which digital tools can discriminate one item from
another can be used to provide each student with customized supports for construct irrelevant items
while simultaneously diminishing those supports for the items actually being assessed.

Digital media can also allow students to express what they know in multiple ways. For response
demands to be equivalent for all students (a prerequisite for test validity), students must be allowed to
respond optimally, employing areas of strength. If students can respond in flexible and customizable
ways, construct-irrelevant barriers can be significantly reduced.

A UDL approach also offers guidance for enhancing student engagement and persistence. Flexibility in
recruiting attention, sustaining effort and supporting self-regulation are all highly individualized and
nearly impossible to address without employing the inherent transformability, discrimination and data
collection of digital media. The proponents of computer adaptive testing often point to the “automatic”
difficulty adjustments of that approach as enhancing student engagement by decreasing the challenge
presented to them. This is the same rationale used to support the simplification of the curriculum for
struggling students, identical to the “out of level” testing that results in moving students with disabilities
further away from the mainstream curriculum. Universal Design for Learning seeks to maintain high
achievement standards for all students through the use of customized scaffolds and supports that
reinforce the importance of maintaining grade-level expectations for all learners.

CAST Technology & Innovation Hearing, Nov. 13, 2009 P.2



(2) We envision the need for a technology platform for assessment development, administration,
scoring, and reporting that increases the quality and cost-effectiveness of the assessments. Describe
your recommendations for the functionality such a platform could and should offer.

The ideal technology platform for creating accurate summative assessments is one that allows for the
separation of content from how it is presented, and from how it is delivered. Content created and
stored in a “media agnostic” format can be subsequently rendered in text, print, audio, image, video, in
a tactile or haptic output —all from a single source file. It can eliminate the need for retrofitting and can
be created aligned to exacting standards. eXtensible Markup Language (XML) , the core format of the
NIMAS, provides this flexibility and is an open-source international standard that can be delivered via
virtually any digital media delivery device.

(3) How would you create this technology platform for summative assessments such that it could be
easily adapted to support practitioners and professionals in the development, administration,
and/or scoring of high-quality interim assessments?

Some states have already established systems of interim assessments (Brown & Coughlin, 2007). For
example, the Pennsylvania 4Sight benchmarking system
(http://www.pattan.net/teachlead/PennsylvaniaBenchmarkinitiativeBasiclnformation.aspx) is designed
to assess student achievement incrementally and as an estimate of future performance on the
summative Pennsylvania System of School Assessment (PSSA). Assessment content stored in an XML
format could be readily re-purposed for interim benchmarking via the creation of custom transforms
designed for classroom, grade, district and or regional use. Student achievement could be sampled at
the point of instruction, and this could avoid the “wait to fail” model that is guaranteed if end-of-
instruction measures are all that are in place.

(4) For the technology “"platform" vision you have proposed, provide estimates of the associated
development and ongoing maintenance costs, including your calculations and assumptions behind
them.

The cost of not creating standards-based UDL assessment systems far outweigh the costs of creating
them. A UDL-based system could obviate the need for separate assessments for the 2% modified
achievement standards currently in place, and provide a more authentic connection to common core
standards for “non-standard” students. Assessment and instruction work reciprocally to shape and
measure progress across all aspects instruction, and the sheer force of inclusive design is far more
economical, efficient and accurate than the labor and expense of retrofitting any aspect of the
curriculum: its goals, methods, assessments and or its materials.

Citations:

Allan, J. M., Bulla, N., and Goodman, S.A. (2003). Test access: Guidelines for computer administered
testing. Louisville, KY: American Printing House for the Blind.

Brown, R.S.; Coughlin, E., (2007) The Predictive Validity of Selected Benchmark Assessments Used in the

Mid-Atlantic Region. Issues & Answers. Regional Educational Laboratory Mid-Atlantic. Pennsylvania
State University, University Park, PA
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PUBLIC COMMENT ON END OF COURSE ASSESSMENT BY
JOHN WINN, CHIEF PROGRAM OFFICER, NAITONAL MATH

AND SCIENCE INITIATIVE
November 13, 2009

High quality end of course assessments can play an important role in the
following ways:

Measuring student mastery of a subject or course

Serve as a piece of an overall profile of college readiness
Serve as a indicator of Teacher effectiveness

Improving instruction

These goals can only be met if there is a coherent plan with supporting
structures and policies in place that guide their use. I believe the
Department wants to invest not just in quality assessment development, but
in making a difference with them. I recommend that the Department
consider requiring plans to address the following:

1.

How end of course assessments will be used in the state’s broader program of
accountability and school improvement. End of course assessments must be high
stakes for someone; student, teacher, school etc.

How end of course assessments should have the capability of use in measuring
teacher effectiveness. The high school years present challenges to using student
assessment in evaluating teacher performance. This function requires support
structures such as data systems, measuring student growth, protocols for
comparing teacher performance, and controlling for student differences.

How states plan to set cut off scores for different levels of achievement. There
should be a commitment to keep standards high. States are mindful of the effects
of too many students failing and need to address how they intend to handle this
potential outcome.

Course standards and assessments developed should be linked with other
components of the state education system such as teacher certification standards,
professional development plans, school accountability, etc.



	Nov 9 to 15
	Ball01
	Diskey01
	Kingsbury01
	Meiksin01
	Mosher01
	Neill01
	Neill02
	Neill03
	Neill04
	Olson01
	Petersen01
	Philip01
	Pritz01
	SegalM01
	Borg01
	Buchanan01
	Camara01
	Clinard01
	Clinard02
	Clinard03
	Optimizing an Approach to Measuring College and Career Readiness
	Picture This
	How to Demonstrate Readiness
	How to Demonstrate Readiness
	Montana’s Powerful Outcomes
	Fewer Students Need Remediation
	Thank you!  

	Dolan01
	Hoffman01
	King01
	LaPierre01
	Lewolt01
	Mino01
	Niguida02
	Niguidula01
	Sandvik01
	Stahl01
	Winn01


<<

  /ASCII85EncodePages false

  /AllowTransparency false

  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true

  /AutoRotatePages /None

  /Binding /Left

  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)

  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)

  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)

  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error

  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4

  /CompressObjects /Tags

  /CompressPages true

  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true

  /PassThroughJPEGImages true

  /CreateJobTicket false

  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default

  /DetectBlends true

  /DetectCurves 0.0000

  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK

  /DoThumbnails false

  /EmbedAllFonts true

  /EmbedOpenType false

  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true

  /EmbedJobOptions true

  /DSCReportingLevel 0

  /EmitDSCWarnings false

  /EndPage -1

  /ImageMemory 1048576

  /LockDistillerParams false

  /MaxSubsetPct 100

  /Optimize true

  /OPM 1

  /ParseDSCComments true

  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true

  /PreserveCopyPage true

  /PreserveDICMYKValues true

  /PreserveEPSInfo true

  /PreserveFlatness true

  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false

  /PreserveOPIComments true

  /PreserveOverprintSettings true

  /StartPage 1

  /SubsetFonts true

  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply

  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve

  /UsePrologue false

  /ColorSettingsFile ()

  /AlwaysEmbed [ true

  ]

  /NeverEmbed [ true

  ]

  /AntiAliasColorImages false

  /CropColorImages true

  /ColorImageMinResolution 300

  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /DownsampleColorImages true

  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /ColorImageResolution 300

  /ColorImageDepth -1

  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1

  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeColorImages true

  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode

  /AutoFilterColorImages true

  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /ColorACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /ColorImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasGrayImages false

  /CropGrayImages true

  /GrayImageMinResolution 300

  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /DownsampleGrayImages true

  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /GrayImageResolution 300

  /GrayImageDepth -1

  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2

  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeGrayImages true

  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode

  /AutoFilterGrayImages true

  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG

  /GrayACSImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /GrayImageDict <<

    /QFactor 0.15

    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<

    /TileWidth 256

    /TileHeight 256

    /Quality 30

  >>

  /AntiAliasMonoImages false

  /CropMonoImages true

  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200

  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK

  /DownsampleMonoImages true

  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic

  /MonoImageResolution 1200

  /MonoImageDepth -1

  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000

  /EncodeMonoImages true

  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode

  /MonoImageDict <<

    /K -1

  >>

  /AllowPSXObjects false

  /CheckCompliance [

    /None

  ]

  /PDFX1aCheck false

  /PDFX3Check false

  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false

  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true

  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true

  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

    0.00000

  ]

  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()

  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()

  /PDFXOutputCondition ()

  /PDFXRegistryName ()

  /PDFXTrapped /False



  /CreateJDFFile false

  /Description <<



    /BGR <>

    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>

    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>

    /CZE <>

    /DAN <>

    /DEU <>

    /ESP <>

    /ETI <>

    /FRA <>

    /GRE <>



    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)

    /HUN <>

    /ITA <>

    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>

    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>

    /LTH <>

    /LVI <>

    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)

    /NOR <>

    /POL <>

    /PTB <>

    /RUM <>

    /RUS <>

    /SKY <>

    /SLV <>

    /SUO <>

    /SVE <>

    /TUR <>

    /UKR <>

    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)

  >>

  /Namespace [

    (Adobe)

    (Common)

    (1.0)

  ]

  /OtherNamespaces [

    <<

      /AsReaderSpreads false

      /CropImagesToFrames true

      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue

      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false

      /IncludeGuidesGrids false

      /IncludeNonPrinting false

      /IncludeSlug false

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (InDesign)

        (4.0)

      ]

      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false

      /OmitPlacedEPS false

      /OmitPlacedPDF false

      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy

    >>

    <<

      /AddBleedMarks false

      /AddColorBars false

      /AddCropMarks false

      /AddPageInfo false

      /AddRegMarks false

      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK

      /DestinationProfileName ()

      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK

      /Downsample16BitImages true

      /FlattenerPreset <<

        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution

      >>

      /FormElements false

      /GenerateStructure false

      /IncludeBookmarks false

      /IncludeHyperlinks false

      /IncludeInteractive false

      /IncludeLayers false

      /IncludeProfiles false

      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings

      /Namespace [

        (Adobe)

        (CreativeSuite)

        (2.0)

      ]

      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK

      /PreserveEditing true

      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged

      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile

      /UseDocumentBleed false

    >>

  ]

>> setdistillerparams

<<

  /HWResolution [2400 2400]

  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]

>> setpagedevice



