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The Challenge of Assessing ELLs in Education Settings

The increasing demand for evaluation, assessment, and accountability at all levels
of education comes at a time when the fasting growing student population in the country
is children whose home language is not English. This presents several challenges to
practitioners and school systems generally who may be unfamiliar with important
concepts such as multilingual development, second language acquisition, acculturation,
and the role of socioeconomic background as they relate to test development,
administration, and interpretation. Because assessment is crtical in developing and
implementing effective curricular and instructional strategies that promote student
learning, English language learner (ELL) children have the right to be assessed. Through
individual assessments, teachers can personalize instruction, make adjustments to
classroom activities, assign children to appropriate program placements, and have more
informed communication with parents. And systems need to know how ELLs are
performing in order to make proper adjustments and policy changes. However, there is a
lack of adequate instruments to use with ELLs, especially considering the hundreds of
languages represented in the United States. Some tests exist in Spanish, but most lack the
technical qualities of a high-quality assessment tools. Additionally, there is a shortage of
bilingual professionals with the skills necessary to evaluate these children, and
conceptual and empirical work systematically linking context with student learning. The
intent of this testimony is to deal with these challenges/practices, and to review
important principles associated with high-quality assessments for ELLs. This testimony
attempts to sound a very critical tone for the use of any “high stakes” assessment in

the Race to the Top efforts, but, instead recommends using this effort to develop,



enhance and expand needed reliable and valid assessments and systems of
assessment for this important population of US students that are aligned with the

purposes of the assessments.

English Language Learners: Who Are They?

Assessing the development of ELLs demands an understanding of who these
children are in terms of their linguistic and cognitive development, as well as the social
and cultural contexts in which they are raised. The key distinguishing feature of these
children is their non-English language background. In addition to linguistic background,
other important attributes of ELL children include their ethnic, immigrant, and
socioeconomic histories (Abedi, Hofstetter, & Lord, 2004; Capps et al., 2005; Figueroa
& Hernandez, 2000; Hernandez, 2006). Though diverse in their origins, ELL students, on
average, are more likely than their native English-speaking peers to have an immigrant
parent, to live in low-income families, and to be raised in cultural contexts that do not
reflect mainstream norms in the US (Capps et al., 2005; Hernandez, 2006).

English language learners represent diverse ethnic backgrounds. In the 2000-
2001 school year, approximately four in five ELLs were from Spanish-speaking homes,
followed by Vietnamese (2%), Hmong (1.6%), Cantonese (1%), Korean (1%), and many
more native and foreign languages. While a majority of Hispanic ELLs are of Mexican
origin (approximately 7 in 10), substantial proportions have origins in Puerto Rico,
Central America, South America, Cuba, and the Dominican Republic (Hernandez, 2006).
Within and among these groups, ELL children represent diverse social and cultural

customs and histories, which are essential to consider thoroughly when assessing the



child’s linguistic, cognitive, social, and emotional development within home and school
contexts.

Finally, it is important to consider the socioeconomic status of English language
learners, including family income as well as the amount of educational capital (i.e.,
parental education) in the home. In 2000, 68 percent of ELLs in PK to grade 5 were in
low-income families (defined as family income below 185 percent of the federal poverty
level), compared to 36 percent of English proficient children in the same grades (Capps
et al., 2005). Moreover, nearly half of ELL children in elementary school had parents
with less than high school educations in 2000, compared to 9 percent of parents of
English proficient children. A quarter of ELL elementary school students had parents
less than 9™ grade educations, compared to 2 percent of parents of English proficient
students (Capps et al., 2005). Parent education levels are important indices as they
influence language and educational practices in the home, and, therefore, the

development of skills valued in US schools.

Assessment Issues

ELLs have the right to benefit from the potential advantages of assessment. The
current empirical knowledge-base and the legal and ethical standards are limited yet
sufficient to improve ways in which ELLs are assessed. Improvements will require
commitments from policymakers and practitioners to implement appropriate assessment
tools and procedures, to link assessment results to improved practices, and to utilize
trained staff capable of carrying out these tasks. This is the substantive challenge in Race

to the Top efforts. Assessments of contextual processes will be necessary if current



assessment strategies, which largely focus on the individual, are to improve classroom
instruction, curricular content, and, therefore, student learning (Rueda, 2007; Rueda &

Yaden, 2006).

Purpose of Assessment

Sensing an increase in demands for greater accountability and enhanced
educational performance of children, the National Education Goals Panel developed a
list of principles to guide early educators through appropriate and scientifically-sound
assessment practices (Shepard, Kagan, & Wurtz, 1998). Moreover, the panel presented
four purposes for assessing children. Pertinent as well to the assessment of ELL children,
the purposes were a) to promote children’s learning and development, b) to identify
children for health and special services, ¢) to monitor trends and evaluate programs and
services, and d) to assess academic achievement to hold individual students, teachers,
and schools accountable (i.e., high stakes testing) (Shepard, Kagan, & Wurtz, 1998).
Embedded within each of these purposes are important considerations for practice so as
to preserve assessment accuracy and support interpretations of results that lead to
increased educational opportunity for the student. The foundation for educational

assessment set for by this effort as paramount for ELL student assessment.

Legal and ethical precedent
The impetus for appropriate and responsive assessment practices of ELLS is
supported by a number of legal requirements and ethical guidelines, which have

developed over time. Case law, public law, and ethical codes from professional



organizations support the use of sound assessment tools, practices, and test
interpretations. A widely cited set of testing standards are found in a recent publication
from the American Psychological Association (APA), the American Educational
Research Association (AERA), and National Council on Measurement in Education
(NCME) entitled Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (1999). Revised
from the 1985 version, in its fourth edition, this volume offers a number of ethical
standards for assessing the psychological and educational development of children in
schools, including guidelines on test development and application. Included is a chapter
on testing children from diverse linguistic backgrounds, which discusses the irrelevance
of many psychoeducational tests developed for and normed with monolingual, English-
speaking children. Caution is given to parties involved in translating such tests without
evaluating construct and content validity and developing norms with new and relevant
samples. It also discusses accommodation recommendations, linguistic and cultural
factors important in testing, and important attributes of the tester. Similar, though less
detailed provisions exist in the Professional Conduct Manual published by the National
Association of School Psychologists (2000).

It has been argued that the standards presented by APA, AERA and NCME have
outpaced present policy, practice, and test development (Figueroa & Hernandez, 2000).
However, the federal Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA 2004) does
provide particular requirements related to the assessment of ELLSs. It requires, for
example, the involvement of parents/guardians in the assessment process as well as a
consideration of the child’s native language in assessment. Unlike ethical guidelines,

which often represent professional aspirations and are not necessarily enforceable, public



law requires compliance. The Office of Civil Right (OCR) is given the charge to evaluate
compliance to federal law and, where necessary, audit public programs engaged in

assessment practices and interpretations of ELLs and other minority children.

Assessment practice: use and misuse

In addition to the concerns that afflict the assessment of all children, there are
central issues inherent in the assessment of children from non-English language
backgrounds. Implementation research suggests that assessment practices with ELLS
continue to lag behind established legal requirement and ethical standards set forth by
APA, AERA and NCME. In part, this is because of a lack of available instruments
normed on representative samples of English language learners, because of inadequate
professional development and training, and partly because of insufficient research to
inform best practice.

The academic achievement (or performance) of ELLs in Race to the Top may be
assessed for several reasons. Assessments for accountability purposes tend to rely on
criterion-references tests developed by state departments of education (Abedi, Hofstetter,
& Lord, 2004; Abedi, Lord, Hofstetter, & Baker, 2000; Hakuta & Beatty, 2000). Debates
have continued over the past decades regarding the inclusion if ELLs in large-scale
student assessment programs. Due to antidiscrimination laws, court cases, and standards-
based legislation, there has been a push to include all students in state assessments,
including ELLs. This has led to the appropriation of accommodations—changes in the
test process, in the test itself, and/or in the test response format—to more accurately

portray the performance of ELLs and not discriminate against language background



(Abedi, Hofstetter, & Lord, 2004). Currently, however, decisions about which
accommodations to use, for whom, and under what conditions are based on little
empirical evidence.

Assessments of academic achievement are also used to improve student learning
and for special service identification. For children in early education, these tend to assess
early literacy (e.g., sound and letter recognition, sight words) and numeracy (e.g.,
numbers, shapes, relative size, ordinality) skills. A larger variety of tools and practices
are used for these purposes, which can be categorized by two general types of
performance assessment. First, commercial (mostly norm-referenced) tests are used.
Some of the same concerns with regard to normative cognitive assessment are relevant to
normative academic assessment. That is, many of the tests have been developed
essentially as back translations or adaptations of existing English language measures,
without evaluating their construct and content validity. Moreover, the normative samples
often do not reflect the ethnic, socioeconomic, and linguistic backgrounds of ELL
students.

Even when these obstacles are overcome, and where bilingual achievement tests
have been produced with representative samples, the argument is made that the content
of standardized tests does not necessarily predict success in the curriculum. The base
case for this argument is that test content often does not reflect classroom content, and
that academic outcomes do not inform, per se, instructional and/or curricular
interventions. For these reasons, a second option for the achievement assessment to
improve student learning and to determine special service identification, known as

curriculum-based measurement (CBM), has accumulated evidence and attention over the



past few decades (Fuchs, 2004; Rhodes, Ochoa & Ortiz, 2005). Conceptualized initially
as an approach to student progress monitoring (Deno, 1985), CBM tasks are used to
assess student performance in the curriculum on a weekly basis. Results are used
simultaneously to monitor student progress and to inform instructional and/or curricular
interventions. The slope of scores over time is used to monitor progress and the rate of
growth toward a determined goal or standard. IDEA 2004 allows CBM approaches to
replace traditional testing approaches (i.e., normative testing) of academic achievement
to determine special education eligibility for learning disabilities.

Professional development and training. A number of problems arise when school
personnel are engaged in the assessment of English language learners without the
necessary competence, tools, and, therefore, practices. The literature on disproportional
representation of language minority children in special education programs, for example,
has pointed to culturally and linguistically unresponsive referral, assessment, and
eligibility determination practices in schools as causes of disproportionality (Coutinho, &
Oswald, 2000; Rhodes, Ochoa & Ortiz, 2005). Moreover, though the research and legal
and ethical declarations mandate responsive practice, several studies have documented
referral, assessment, and interpretation practices that are below standard. These studies
have highlighted language barriers and low expectations of teachers (McCardle, Mele-
McCarthy, & Leos, 2005), questionable intellectual assessment practices (Bainter, &
Tollefson, 2003), questionable language assessment practices (Ochoa, Galarza & Amado,
1996; Yzquierdo, Blalock & Torres-Velasquez, 2004), invalid and/or irrelevant

interpretations (Harry & Klingler, 2006), and inappropriate translation and interpretation



practices (Hakuta & Beatty, 2000; Ochoa, Gonzalez, Galarza & Guillemard, 1996;
Paredes Scribner, 2002; Santos, Lee, Valdivia & Zhang, 2001).

This has several implications for ongoing implementation research in the area
professional development and training for assessing ELLSs. This research will need to
focus on strategies to improve staff competencies necessary to work as a part of a
professional team, to work with interpreters, and to choose and administer appropriate
assessment batteries. Moreover, implementation research should highlight strategies to
train practitioners to develop their competence in second language acquisition,

acculturation, and the evaluation of educational interventions.

Principles in the Assessment of ELLs in Early Education Settings, Pre/K-4

Hence, the gap between current practice in the assessment of English language learners
in the US and the standards set forth through research, policy, and ethics is largely a
function of the gap between practical and optimal realities. Due to the many demands
and constraints placed on teachers and schools from local, state, and federal governments,
including budgeting responsibilities and the many programs implemented each school
year, it can be extremely challenging to keep pace with best practices and ethical
standards. However, given the large and increasing size of the young ELL child
population in the US, the current focus on testing and accountability, and the
documented deficits in current assessment practices, improvements are critical. These
improvements are necessary at all phases of the assessment process, including pre-

assessment and assessment planning, conducting the assessment, analyzing interpreting
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the results, reporting the results (in written and oral format), and determining eligbility
and monitoring.

Researchers and organizational bodies have offered principles for practitioners
engaged in the assessment of young ELLs (Clifford et al., 2005). Clifford et al. present
seven detailed recommendations “to increase the probability that all young English
language learners will have the benefit of appropriate, effective assessment of their
learning and development” (p.1). Because these recommendations—presented here as
principles—materialized as a collaborative effort from a committee comprised of over a
dozen researchers in the field, they are quite representative of recommendations found in
the literature.

First, screening and assessment instruments and procedures are used for
appropriate purposes. Screening tools should result in needed supports and services and,
if necessary, further assessment. Assessments should be used fundamentally to support
learning, including language and academic learning. For evaluation and accountability
purposes, young ELLs should be included in assessments and provided with appropriate
tests and accommodations.

Second, screenings and assessments should be linguistically and culturally
appropriate. This means assessment tools and procedures should be aligned with cultural
and linguistic characteristics of the child. When tests are translated from its original
language to that of the native language of the ELL child, they should be culturally and
linguistically validated to verify the relevance of the content (i.e., content validity) and

the construct purported to be measured (i.e., construct validity). Moreover, in the case of
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normed-based tests, the characteristics of children included in the normative sample
should reflect the linguistic, ethnic, and socioeconomic characteristics of the child.

Third, the primary purpose of assessment should be to improve instruction. The
assessment of student outcomes using appropriate tools and procedures should be linked
closely to classroom processes. This means relying on multiple methods and measures,
evaluating outcomes over time, and using collaborative assessment teams, including the
teacher, who is a critical agent for improved learning and development. Assessment that
systematically informs improved curriculum and instruction is the most useful.

Fourth, caution ought to be used when developing and interpreting standardized
formal assessments. As discussed, standardized assessments are used for at least three
purposes—to identify disabilities and determine program eligibility, to monitor and
improve learning, and for accountability purposes. It is important young ELLSs are
included in large-scale assessments, and that these instruments continue to be used to
improve educational practices and placements. However, those administering and
interpreting these tests ought to use caution. Test development issues—including
equivalence, translation, and norming—must be scrutinized, and evidence-based
accommodations ought to be provided during accountability assessments.

Fifth, those administering assessments should have cultural and linguistic
competence. This may be the most challenging of the recommendations. Professional
development and training of teachers, school psychologists, speech pathologists, and
school administrators constitutes a long-term goal which will demand ongoing funding
and implementation research. Those assessing young ELLs should be bicultural,

bilingual, and be knowledgeable about second language acquisition. In many cases,
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consultants and interpreters are used where the supply of school personnel possessing
these qualifications is limited. Implementation research is needed to understand best
practices in working with consultants and interpreters through the pre-assessment and
assessment planning, conducting the assessment, analyzing interpreting the results,
reporting the results (in written and oral format), and determining eligibility and
monitoring.

Finally, families should play critical roles in the assessment process. Under
federal law, parents have the right to be included in the decision making process
regarding the educational placement for their child. Moreover, the educational benefit of
the assessment process for a given child is optimal when parents’ wishes are voiced and
considered throughout. Although family members should not administer formal
assessments, they are encouraged to be involved in selecting, conducting, and
interpreting assessments. The process and results of assessment should be explained to

parents in a way that is meaningful and easily understandable.

Directions for Practice within the Context of Race to the Top

As mentioned, there is a gap between current assessment practice of ELLs and
what the research and the legal and ethical standards suggest is best practice. It is
important, therefore, that new practices are developed to improve this scenario.

First, the field needs more assessments developed and normed especially for
young English language learners. This will require a bottom-up approach, meaning
assessment tools, procedures, and factor analytic structures are aligned with cultural and

linguistic characteristics of ELL children, as opposed to top-down approaches where, for
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example, assessment tools and practices are simply translated from their original
language to the native languages of ELLs. Assessments must also take into account
important characteristics of the child, including their linguistic, ethnic, and
socioeconomic histories.

Second, it is time conceptual and empirical work on student assessment move
beyond the individual level. That is, the majority of the discussion in this testimony
reflects the extent literature which has focused heavily on the assessment of processes
and outcomes within the individual—assessing language, cognitive development,
academic learning, and so forth. With this knowledge-base teachers and schools are
expected to adjust aspects of the environment to improve learning. | has become clear
that processes outside the individual—including within the classroom (e.g., teacher-
student interactions, peer to peer interactions), the home (e.g., frequency of words
spoken, amount of books), and within the school (e.g., language instruction policies)—
affect learning, the field presently lacks conceptual frameworks and the measures
necessary to move this research forward to systematically improve student learning.
Preliminary research on the role of context in learning suggests that variations
environmental factors can increase student engagement and participation (Christenson,
2004; Goldenberg, Rueda, & August, 2006), which, in turn can lead to increased
learning—and that the influence of contextual contingencies on learning outcomes is
mediated by children’s motivation to learn (Rueda, 2007; Rueda, MacGillivray, Monzé
& Arzubiaga, 2001; Rueda & Yaden, 2006). Conceptual frameworks should account for
the multilevel nature of contexts, including the nesting of individuals within classrooms

and families, classrooms within schools, and schools within school districts,
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communities, and institutions. Moreover, the role of culture and the feasibility of cultural
congruence across within- and out-of-school contexts will be important to this work.
Meaningful empirical work in this area will require the convergence of research methods
(e.g., multi-level statistics and the mixing of qualitative approaches with quasi-
experimental designs) and social science disciplines (e.g., cognitive psychology,
educational anthropology, sociology of education).

Finally, more efforts documenting the current scenario of the assessment of
young ELLSs across the country is needed. As the population of ELLSs continues to grow
and disperse to states with historically low representations of ELL students, more work is
needed to evaluate assessment practices in their localities. Observational approaches will
be needed to document practices in pre-assessment and assessment planning, conducting
the assessment, analyzing interpreting the results, reporting the results (in written and
oral format), and determining eligibility and monitoring. This work will aid the
development of strategies to train professionals with the skills necessary to serve young

ELL children.
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General Assessments — Cost and Implementation Issues

The current slate of initiatives in progress to reform and upgrade the educational system in the
United States represents a generational opportunity to improve public education in this country.
The Race to the Top Assessment program and development of common core standards are two
of the more important initiatives in this effort. It is critical, therefore, that these initiatives are
formulated and implemented in a way that maximizes their chances for successful adoption by
states and educators. Doing so will require policy makers to keep several things in mind
throughout the process. Some are obvious (and are being done) and relatively easy to accomplish
such as maintaining transparency throughout the process and involving constituents in both the
formulation and implementation aspects of policies. Others such as designing the most effective
and efficient assessment systems, determining the proper type of technology initiatives to
implement, and ensuring that proper funding is available to sustain new initiatives into the future
are more difficult. We will briefly address the latter areas in this paper.

We believe that new assessment systems should be balanced in their nature and include not only
summative tests but interim/benchmark and formative assessments as well. A more
comprehensive and unified assessment system will provide teachers with important information
on how students are doing and allow for intervention strategies to be developed for those
students needing additional help during the school year. Additional constructed response items
and new item types including performance events, performance tasks and, possibly, portfolio and
other types of performance exhibitions should be part of a new assessment system. Constructed
response items and new item types will enable evaluation of the higher level critical thinking
skills required of our students in the 21% century. The development of a new assessment system
must be inclusive of all students and address the needs of students with disabilities and English
language learners. The assessments need to be universally designed. Accommaodations that
improve access to the test for both SWD and ELL, as well as alternate assessments for students
with disabilities and English language proficiency tests for ELLs that don’t yet understand
English should be an important part of a new system. New, online, methods for providing
accommodations and increasing accessibility to the test material are being developed and will
soon be affordable for all states. Finally, any new assessment system must also include
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professional development opportunities for teachers, not only in assessment, but as importantly,
in the underlying curricula and instructional design and use of materials.

There is probably not a tremendous amount of controversy around the ideas mentioned above.
However, we must be mindful of how any new assessment system will be funded and be
sustainable into the future. Past efforts at developing new, common standards and assessments
have failed because states did not have the money and staff resources to implement the
innovative approaches to assessment on an ongoing basis. With the current financial situation in
states likely to persist for several more years, it is critical that the costs for the ongoing
administration of any new assessment system be no greater than that currently incurred by a
state. In fact, with the many budget cuts states are experiencing and still more planned for next
year, costs may need to be less than in current state budgets. The current funding issues would
indicate that new assessment systems should be developed with the idea, and be accommodative
to the fact, that some states may need to implement changes to their current systems over time.

Given the funding constraints, several key questions arise. How does one best develop and
implement an improved assessment system under these conditions? What are appropriate costs
for developing new assessments based on common standards across a large number of states?
How can this work be done most efficiently and at the lowest cost possible, without sacrificing
quality? How can effective and efficient assessment services be delivered to states by testing
vendors? Given that vendors will “bid” on consortium work more or less “sole source,” what
controls will the consortia have to avoid 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?

We believe that it is imperative to have a solid understanding of costs for both development and
implementation/administration as new assessment system requirements are being developed and
proposed. The USED and states must have access to good cost models (not based on NAEP) to
understand state assessment features, benefits and costs so that trade-offs can be made and costs
evaluated before the development process unfolds. State consortia looking to implement a
common assessment must understand all their future ongoing administration and maintenance
costs prior to submitting a proposal for potential award. Expected costs, per state, versus current
costs should be compared and included in any proposal, as well as plans to address any
shortfalls. Furthermore, the USED and states must be able to objectively evaluate the cost quotes
from vendors to ensure they are competitively priced, based on established benchmarks for fair

pricing.

Assessment costs will rise with the inclusion of improved or additional constructed response
items, new item types and new assessment components. There are several important strategies to
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consider in order to hold down the cost of the new assessments. Consortia of states will be able
to spread out the overhead for item development, project management, IT, QA/QC etc. over the
consortia. This will result in a decrease in costs which will likely be offset, somewhat, by the
requirements of increased security resulting from using a consortia. Teacher scoring of
constructed response items may also be significant in driving down costs, although the extent of
this benefit is related to the number of such items used, the extent to which all local educators
can be called on to do the scoring and the amount, if any, to be paid to them.

The move to state consortia should also bring about an environment where greater
standardization and use of best practices in assessment development and administration is
possible. Today, while assessment functions are similar in all states, the operational manner in
which these functions are carried out varies tremendously across states, driving inefficiency and
higher cost. A group of states should be able to implement a set of standard development and
administration activities that will reduce costs and improve quality. The combination of these
factors will bring down the cost of new assessments, but by how much? It is important to be able
to evaluate the impact of these strategies on assessment cost in order to design the most efficient
and effective system.

Technology and Innovation Input

The use of technology in assessment administration will also be a key factor in the affordability
of any new assessment system. Using the appropriate technologies and testing systems from the
right vendors will result in dramatic reductions in assessment cost. Therefore, the move to state
online testing is of critical importance. A key factor in the slow implementation of state online
testing has been the high ratio of students to PCs and the resultant impact on the required length
of testing windows. Therefore, we feel that an excellent use of federal money and efforts is to
assist states in procuring additional PCs and to convene industry and expert groups to develop
and define interoperability standards, features and functionality for testing systems.

Once states have enough PCs and the testing standards, features and functionality are mutually
defined, the market will enable the innovation of new software systems, methods and
technologies to bring testing into the 21° century. Efforts to develop a single platform will likely
not be successful and/or not result in the best product as innovation is generally stifled in such
situations. Ultimately, the ability to create and manage items electronically, administer tests on
PCs and score constructed responses online will enable better and less expensive assessments.
Competition among online test vendors should be encouraged so this happens as soon as
practical and at the lowest cost.
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General Assessment Input

In light of the above, we believe it will be important for the USED, individual states, and state
consortia to have access to assessment cost models that can determine the development and
administration costs of new assessment systems, including online assessments. Scenarios need to
be run to estimate the impact of the strategies mentioned above on state assessment cost. States
cannot afford to go blindly into the process of developing new assessments.

The development of state consortia to implement common assessment based on the common
core standards should be encouraged. It is, however, our belief that multiple consortia of multiple
sizes should be encouraged. Differences in state testing calendars, budgets, online capabilities,
designs, instruments, etc. may make it difficult to form large (> 25 states) consortia. Instead, the
goal should be the number of states able to adopt the common core standards and not the size of
state consortia.

In conclusion, we would recommend that the USED and states do the following:
e Develop new assessment systems that are cost-effective and flexible enough so as not to

require states to find new funding in order to begin implementation of the new systems
and to maintain the systems in the future

e Design assessment systems that include summative, interim benchmark, and formative
assessments and include a variety of performance-based test items

e Create assessments that are universally designed and inclusive of all students, including
students with disabilities and English language learners

e Allow states to implement new assessment systems over time

e Encourage teacher professional development as part of this effort to measure the common
standards

e Gain access to assessment cost models that yield comprehensive cost data so both the
USED and states can understand the cost and feature/functionality trade-offs of potential
new assessment systems as they are being developed

e Conduct 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. The data from this type of study should be compared to “fair and
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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.

e 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.

e Stimulate the development of online testing technology by helping states improve their
student to PC ratios and form standard setting committees to help define testing system
requirements.

e Take steps to encourage the market to develop next generation testing systems

Statement of Involvement in the State Assessment Process
The Assessment Solutions Group (ASG) is a consulting organization with a mission of assisting

state departments of education in adding value throughout assessment costing, procurement and
management functions. ASG senior consultants and technical advisors have more than 100 years
combined experience in the assessment industry and expertise in all areas of the assessment
function, making ASG unique in the industry in being able to provide states with services in test
development, psychometrics, IT, production and manufacturing, quality assurance, scoring
operations, and logistics. ASG makes extensive use of its proprietary costing model in providing
services to its customers in the areas of cost-effective and efficient assessment program design.
The company’s other product offerings include RFP preparation and analysis, technical and cost
proposal reviews, ongoing assessment program evaluation, and program management services.
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Improving Education Through Computer-Dynamic Assessment
(Response to General Assessment Questions 1 and 2)

Good afternoon. My name is Christopher Camacho and | am the Director of Research
at Children’s Progress. Children’s Progress is an educational technology company
devoted to helping schools foster learning for students in the early grades. Through over
ten years of research in educational psychology and computer-dynamic assessments,
Children’s Progress has developed insights into how assessments can be designed and
implemented to improve student learning. Based on our work, we believe there are
several core principles of learning and assessment that the Department should consider
as fundamental to achieving progress in your initiatives, some of which I'd like to share
with you today.

1) A dynamic approach to assessment (providing scaffolding after incorrect
responses) allows educators to better understand students’ learning potential.

It is important to distinguish a dynamic approach to assessment from more traditional,
static methods of assessment. Static assessments primarily only gauge a child’s state of
pre-existing knowledge; they are able to reveal two polar states of understanding:
unaided success and unaided failure. However, dynamic assessments are identified by
the objective to quantify a child’s learning potential by presenting students with
scaffolding after incorrect responses to dissociate what they can do independently from
what they are able to do with guided assistance. This approach allows dynamic
assessments to provide more valuable information for individualizing instruction to build
upon a child’s strengths and correct weaknesses.

2) Assessment must have formative value with content built upon a
developmental model.

As we look toward a common set of learning standards, it is essential that educators
know where children’s skills fall within the developmental sequence of skills required for
attaining proficiency. With this knowledge, educators are able to provide the most
effective instruction. Further, assessment should not be a conclusion to a school year,
but an integral component of the educational process. Frequently administered
assessments - as often as three times a year - can be used to evaluate whether
instruction is adequately addressing students’ needs, particularly students who are
identified as “at-risk.” For younger children, assessment should take place with even
greater frequency during the critical periods of development when measurement error
and developmental lag have the greatest potential to impact instructional decisions.

3) Innovative technology should be used to create interactive assessment

environments to engage students and to provide teachers with immediately
available and actionable data.
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As we explore new types of assessments, the manner in which these assessments are
delivered must also be reconsidered. Assessment material specifically designed for and
enabled by multimedia allows for the creation of engaging interactive environments that
are capable of delivering much richer content and collecting more information within an
assessment in a much shorter amount of time. More capable technology platforms also
allow for immediate results, providing teachers and administrators with immediately
interpretable and pedagogically useable information. An assessment taken this morning
should impact instruction in the classroom this afternoon.

The Children’s Progress Academic Assessment: Computer-Dynamic Assessment
for Early Childhood

The kind of innovation that | have described here is not a far-off prospect. These
principles are currently being implemented in districts and states across the country
through their use of the Children’s Progress Academic Assessment (CPAA) - a
technology-driven, low-cost scalable assessment solution. The CPAA is a language arts
and mathematics computer-dynamic assessment for children in pre-kindergarten
through third grade. Assessment items feature encouraging audio feedback and
interactive features to accommodate all young learners and is independently completed
by a child in a typical class period. The content contained in the assessment is built
upon a developmental model and designed to be used at least three times throughout
the school year (developed with three discrete banks of content). The CPAA provides
immediately generated graphical, narrative, and progress reports for teachers,
administrators, and parents to help all educators individualized instruction. Moreover,
the CPAA addresses early identification of potential academic problems. As the
Department considers new approaches to assessment, special attention needs to be
paid in the younger grades where early identification and intervention can have
significant impact for the future success of children in school and life.

Additional information about the Children’s Progress Academic Assessment can be
found online at www.childrensprogress.com and in the included appendix.
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Appendix A: Sample Assessment ltem

The Children’s Progress has developed an assessment approach whereby incorrect
responses are followed-up with scaffolded questions. The type of scaffolding presented
to the child depends upon the child’s incorrect response. The example presented in
Figure 1 is a screenshot from a sample rhyming question.

Figure 1. A rhyming question from the CPAA. In these
questions, the child is asked to identify a word that
rhymes with a target word. If the child answers the
Independent Question incorrectly, then the child is
presented with the Scaffolded Question.

2‘ Independent Question Audio Script: “Click on the
- icture that rhmyes with the word ‘fan.”
BN s
Scaffolded Question Audio Script: [presented when

the child incorrectly clicks on “fox”]. “Fox. Fan. They
sound the same at the beginning, but not at the end.
Fan rhymes with can and pan. Click on the picture

that rhymes with the word 'fan.

Questions like this one were presented to children in kindergarten in the fall. All these
questions began with the Independent presentation of the question and followed up by
the Scaffolded presentation of the question only if the child answered the question
incorrectly. The data from these rhyming questions is presented below.

2c. Data Collapsed From the

2a. Independent 2b. Scaffolded Independent and Scaffolded
Rhyming Questions Rhyming Questions Rhyming Questions
© Scaffolded Correct
| . Incorrect ‘ Correct | . Scaffolded Incorrect
@ Independent Correct

Figure 2a-c. Data collected from Independent and Scaffolded questions on rhyming from children in
kindergarten. Figure 2a (left) presents the data collected from all the Independent rhyming questions.
Figure 2b (center) presents the data collected from all the Scaffolded rhyming questions (children only
see the rhyming questions after an incorrect response to the Independent question). Figure 2c presents
the data collapsed from the Independent and Scaffolded questions. By presenting data with three
different outcomes (as in Figure 2c), we can gain a deeper insight into the children’s understanding of the
content. Certainly, children who answer correctly independently are different from children who answer
scaffolded question correctly from children who answer scaffolded question incorrectly.
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Appendix B: Sample Children’s Progress Online Teacher Reports

The CPAA generates user-friendly reports for teachers, administrators and instructional
specialists. All reports are available instantly (as soon as students complete the assessment).
Below are a few examples of the reports available to teachers.

Fig 1. Class Summary Report
An overview of a classroom’s latest assessment, with colorful charts representing performance levels by
concept

~ Teacher Tools ok FallGr2 4% Winter Gr1'07-08 = Show All
Recent Assessments

Edit My Profile
Print version
Dov/nload Softv/are ;{;S—« Alexander Johnson's Class Report &
View Help g .
oY/
IManage Roster [Add] D Wlnter Grz
|
- Proctor: Alexander Johnson Legend:
Print All Full Reports Above expectation (3.5 - 4.0)
Date: 01/18/09 ) A
My Class || At expectstion (2.5 - 3.5)
Assessment: CPAA Grade 2 Winter : .
» Grades / Classes Approaching expectation
(1.5-2.5)

Alexander Johnson
. Below expectation (1 -1.5)

[ Reportpreas
Ar
Abati, Trinity S P

Axon, Yoshike Report Card Class Roll  Activities Progress
Bennick. Resario
Bernacchi, Oliver Click on conceptto see details.

Brown. Samantha
Copeland. Velma

Dahlberg, Buffy Language Arts - Class's Concept Scores Score scales 1to 4

Debraga. Lizeth

Enix. Jed Concept Graph Level Class Avg. School Avg.

Greenleaf, Fred Phonemic Awareness ) At Expectation 26 22

cest Uhsses Reading _ _ At Expectation 25 27

Tz Writing At Expectation 29 25

Niwa, Genia

Schellhase, Leda

Schrantz, Damian Mathematics - Class's Concept Scores Score scales 1to 4

Storte. Frederic

Strejcek, Shalanda Concept Graph Level Class Avg. School Avg.

Trumbull. Gavin Measurement Approaching Expectation 23 24

Wesner, Sherell . . = :

ke, Hima Numeracy Approaching Expectation 24 24
Operations At Expectation 27 26
Patterns and Functions Approaching Expectation 21 22
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Fig 2. Class Roster

An interactive roster, sortable and printable by performance in any concept.

v Teacher Tools

Edit My Profile
Download Software
View Help

IManage Roster [Add]
This Report
Print All Full Reports

My Class

» Grades / Classes

*  Alexander Johnsen

v A-L

Abati, Trini
Axon, Yoshike

:

Bennick. Rosario

)

ahlberg. Buf:
Debraga. Lizeth
Enix, Jed
Greenleaf. Fred
ocsin, Ulvsse:
ym-zZ
Niwa, Genia

E

& Fall Gr2
Recent Assessments

-)

4¢ Winter Gr1°'07-08  Show All

&b Printversion

!.'/«' Alexander Johnson's Class Report
% Winter Gr2
Proctor: Alexander Johnson Eeaerc

. Above expectation (3.5-4.0)
Pate: oene B At expecistion (2.5 - 3.5)
Assessment: CPAA Grade 2 Winter

Report Areas
Report Card

View: ® Language Arts

Class Roll

Approsching expectstion
(1.5-25)

. Below expectstion (1 -1.5)

Activities Progress

O Wathematics

Language Arts - Concept Scores Per Student

Click on the concept headers to sort by that concept.
Click on the student name to see that student's individual report.

Score scales 110 4

Students
Strejcek, Shalanda
Zike, Hilma

Abati, Trinity
Copeland, Velma
Enix, Jed

Niwa, Genia
Schrantz, Damian
Trumbull, Gavin
Wesner, Sherell
Axon, Yoshiko
Bennick, Rosario
Bernacchi, Oliver
Brown, Samantha
Greenleaf, Fred
Schellhase, Leda
Storto, Frederic
Dahlberg, Buffy
Debraga, Lizeth
Locsin, Ulysses

eadng wning
. ;
D ;
2 3 3
2 1 3
2 3 3
2 4 3
2 1 4
2 4 2
2 4 4
e - z
- e ;
- :
- = z
- = 4
- = :
- ;
- = :
- ;
= :
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Fig 3. Class Activity List

A list of recommended activities for a classroom (generated based on assessment performance). Each
activity can be opened and printed, complete with a list of suggested participants. Activity lists can also be
viewed for individual students.

v Teacher Tools

Edit My Profile

o FallGr2 4% Winter Gr1'07-'08

Recent Assessments

Show All

B Printversion

Download Software ;g,e‘“ Alexander Johnson's Class Report
View Help HEY .
oY/
IManage Roster [Add] P Winter Gr2
This Report >
- Proctor: Alexander Johnson EETEnE
Print All Full Reports Above expectstion (3.5 - 4.0)
Date: 1118/
My Class Dl [ At expectstion (2.5 - 3.5)
Assessment: CPAA Grade 2 Winter . ; .
» Grades / Classes Approaching expectation

(1.5-2.5)
Alexander Johnson
- Below expectstion (1 -1.5)

v A-L
Abati, Trinity SENENIEAEas

Axon, Yoshike ReportCard Class Roll  Activities Progress
Bennick. Rosarie
Bernacchi, Oliver
Brown. Samantha
Copeland. Velma

Dahlberqg. Buffy

Click on each of the activities to see recommended participants.

Language Arts - Recommended Activities

Debraga. Lizeth Phonemic Awareness  Reading Writing
Enix, Jed Building Words Active Reading Dear Pen Pal

Greenleaf. Fred
Locsin, Ulvsses

Dissecting and Creating Beaginning. Middle and Editing Scavenger Hunt

YM-Z Words End Fill-in-the-Blank
Niwa. Genia Singing Words Boring Word Pit Capitalization

Schellhase, Leda
Schrantz. Damian

Syllable Steps
Vowel Changes

Can You Argue With That? Fix the Mistakes

Complete the Sentence

Grammar Reinforcer

Storto. Frederic
Strejcek. Shalanda
Wesner, Sherell

Dice Roll

Does It Belong?
How Are We Alike?

Word Jumble
Word Shuffle

Guess My Word
Invent-a-Poem
Missing Vowels

| Wonder? Mistakes Galore
Let's Make a Poem/Song Period Hunt

Listen To This Sentence Stumpers
One Sentence Spelling Bee

Who's At Bat?

Summaries
Personal Dictionaries
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Fig 4. Student Detailed Report

A detailed, state standards-referencing narrative, outlining an individual student’'s assessment experience
and highlighting specific strengths and weaknesses. Recommended activities are included based on

concept-specific performance

+ Teacher Tools Winter Gr2 & FallGr2 = 4% Winter Gr1°'07-'08 = Show All
Recent Assessments

Edit My Profile

Dowmiond Software v« Fred Greenleaf's Report
View Help N
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Manage Roster [Add]
This Report
Print All Full Reports

Proctor: Alexander Johnson EETR

Assessment: CPAA Grade 2 Winter

My Class At expectation (2.5 - 3.5)
Date/Time: 01/18/09 7:11pm . ) ;
» Grades / Classes Approaching expectstion

(1.5-2.5)

Alexander Jehnsen

Above expectation (3.5-4.0)

- Below expectation (1 -1.5)

B Printversion
&> Go to class report

v A-L
= Report Areas
Abati. Trinity
Axon, Yoshike Report Card FullReport  Activities Progress
Bennick. Resarie
Bernacchi, Oliver view: @ Language Ats O Mathematics
Brown, Samantha
oo Language Arts Reading _Wiriing
Dahlberg. Buffy
Debraga. Lizeth . .
Enix. Jed Phonemic Awareness At Expectation
* Greenleaf, Fred Open all sub concepts (details view) | Close all sub concepts

Locsin, Ulvsses

[1]Fred added a phoneme to an existing word to create a new word
containing a blend. [3]In the following section, Fred decoded a nonsense
Niwa, Genia word containing a complex rime and a digraph without assistance.
Schellhase, Leda

Schrantz, Damian

ym-z

 Correctanswer
</ Correct answer with hint
X Incorrect answer

Storto. Frederic ¥ Phonemic Addition
EEW Fred Greenleaf was able to: = Fred Greenleaf should be able to: Recommended Activities:
rrumeull, Gavin
Wesner, Sherell Fred added a phoneme to Fred should blend sounds using knowledge of
Zike, Hima an existing word to create a | letter-sound correspondences in order to
new word containing a decode unfamiliar, but decodable, multisyllabic | Building Words

blend. (FA10.1.3|PA10.1.h  grade-level words (NY Learning Standard
| PA10.3.3) Reading 1-4).

</ Ifyou add the sound /b/ to the beginning of ring”, what new word do you get?

+ [fyou add the sound /s/ to the beginning of "pot’, what new word do you get?
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Fig 5. Student Progress
An individual student’s progress in literacy and mathematics, sortable by concept and time period
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Appendix C: Sample Children’s Progress Print Reports

Any Children’s Progress report can be printed. Below are some examples of commonly printed
reports

Fig 1. Student Detailed (Narrative) Report
A list of the concepts the student was tested in, the corresponding state learning standard, and how the

student responded (correctly, correctly after seeing a hint, or incorrectly)

«RF]IIIIIYO normalview | B} Prin this page
Student Narrative Report:

Amelia Bedelia's Report Full Details View
CPAA-K-Fall )
This report provides teachers with
an additional level of detail. They
Proctos: Teacher Prev ew <an identify exactly which
Assessment: CRa4 IKnderganen Fall questions each student saw, the
Date and Time: 10021008 5 26em corresponding CALIFORNIA
CONTENT STANDARD, and how

the student responded (correctly,
correctly after seeing a hint, or
incorrectly).

Viewr OSummsry  [EFulDatsils

Language Arts
Writing
Amelia was acked 10 find some letters. She identified 2 of 3 latters on the first try.

i ' Correct answer

She moved on 1o the letter-sound section. On the first ry, Amelia was not able to
match either of two presented letters 1o its respective sound, Correct answer with hint

X Incorrect answer

Approaching Expectation

T Leller ID
Ameclia Bedelia was able to: Amclia Bedclia should be able to: Recommended Activities
Amelia should recognize and name all
Amelia idenlified 2 of 3 kllers on Llhe uppercase and lowercase letters of the Leller Hunl
firsl bry. alphabet (CA ELA Content Standard for K | Malching Memwory
Reading 1.6)
X Click on the letter "g".
& Gl on he sllar "S°
& Clicx on the lettar "I".
T Letter-Sound: Single Letter
Amelia Bedelia was able to: Amelia Bedelia should be able to: Recommended Activities
Om Iha [irsl Iry, Amelia was nol able o - 1d h all consonant and
: _ ) ) short-vowel sounds to appropriate Alphabel Tabao
rmalch sither of two presantaed lellers o letters (CA ELA Content Standard for K — Toss a Letter
s respective sound. Reading 1.14)
Whal lelter makes the sound &7 as in dog?
What letter makes the sound ! as In top?
Phonemic Awareness Approaching Expectation
Arncla rmalched two words with the same inilial leller sound wilhwoul assislance.
She had difficully with the rhyming seclion and was nol able to thyme a ' Correcl answer
one-syiahle word, aven with guidance. Currecl answer wilh hind

X Incorrecl answer
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Fig 2. Student Recommended Activities
A sampling of the activities recommended for a particular student based on his or her assessment

performance, organized by subject and concept.

4w Retum to normal view | =} Prirtt this page
Student Narrative Report:

Amelia Bedella's Report Recommended Activities

CPAA-K-Fall
This report includes a sampling of

the activities recommended for 3

Proctor: Teacher Presaw
particular student based on his or
Assessment: CRAAKIndergarten Fall her assessment performan
ce.
Date and Time:  * (2708 6.23am Activities are organized by subject

and concept,

Mathematice > Measurement

Long and Longer

Langth Companson Instructional Activity: Have tha class el In a circle that Includes you. Name an objact that Is
not very u‘tu.u E:‘u: cip. | hen ?u around the crcle and hawve cach person renc an obpect {or distance once
YOu have exhausied objeets) hal & longer than the previous onc. In the scoond round, p \:;cn, have W name
an object that is shorter Than the fast Make sure you will make It arouns the circle by drewing aftention to and
praventing excessively large jJumps in size. For example. a echool bus i5 longer than a paper clip, but that may
cnd the game, Challenge students o tunk of something just @ Wbe it longer o shorler than the previous objecl

Making Shapee
Shape 1D Instructional Activily. Cut shapes oul of fell. Divide the class up mbo groups. Give cach group one of the
felt shapes and chalienge each group 1o lie on the 1ioor and use thelr bodies 1o meke that shape \ilmn me qroup
of shudents is done wilhi their shape, lake a pichre of them Then make & book of shapes wlh all of the [:nc'tnreq

More Letiers

Quantity Comparison instructional Activity: Divide the students Info pairs. Ask them o write their names on a
coo of paper. i they strupg bwlllllm? cncourage them to copy their name rom an alrcady printed place.
ﬂexl,tme the students count the letlers in Ineir name and compare the quantiies. Whoever hes more proceeds
10 tha child with tha lcngest name In a nearby palr. Continua with the comparisone until the chiid(ran) with tha
longest name in the class has been determined.

Shocbox and A Ball

Pusiums Fbeleleﬂoe lnsllu(.bund A(.lmlv Give une ol your sludenlx 4 shosbox and a ball. Tell hem lo anrange
you use (| put the hall Inskda the shoshox) Make this activity more

mmanglng ny asklng amuema to mmambu the sr of pnallms usad Simllany, youi can hava ten endents

alternatc in thenking of arrangements.

Mathematice > Numeracy

Matching Carde
Number 1D Instructional Actwity: Create a set of cards. Stwmdlgl'lonumcadandmc matchang number of
dols on the second card. Make & pair of cards foe the digils 1 - 10. Children then use the deck o inalch the digil
wilh the conesponding pictures.

mnizing O £
Ing n['mu Ional Activity” Giva chiliran 8 a1 number of emall circular objects such as marbles or checkers
plecas. Ask the sludents to %mm thae objects Into difterent snTes such as Into a 1 g, a house, or a
reclungle. Ask the sludents winch shape makes il casies| o iden ly Lhe: quumly Then show (hem Nlash cads of
different amount of clrcles and s8a who can guess Iha quantity of ea

Sequential Surpries

Carrect Order Instructional Actraty: Writs the numbars 125 on indvidual piaces of paper. Have the students writa
fowr Bank lines on a sheed - Then peck a number and call it cul The sludenls have o
dedide where 1o place the nllmﬂ Tor ex mtsmpla I The number 25 was called, the student sheuld place it last; the
number four firsd Once the number i pul down,' It cannot be maved Wnen you ere finkshed calling out all four
numbere, 588 Who has the runners In tha cotrsct ordar from smabsst to largeet. Taka this opportunity to Introduce
probabiiy concepts It you fael It is appropriats, for Instanca, by asking It most of tha numbers In the 1-25 are
above or bekow 5. How aboul 10, 207

Switch Seata
Oldlnahly Sq.n:llm. M.Iml Ask the Rwup 1o 5t in one long ne, and alow one sludenl volunteer o stand
Mxplain mym he playing a game where te chikiren will have 10 switch their seats You
will be ca.\g out difterent crdinal numbers for the children to switch with, one at a time. Tall your voluntser to tap
the third person i line. The third chikd Ihcu slands up und gives his seal Lo the original voluntees. Then c:u call
cut another orcinal numbar, "Tap the tenth peraon in ling” - and the tapping and switching continues Switch vour
wording nmm 1o reinforce ditferent wsw of crdenng numbers Instead of seying twenty seventh, say st Instead
of gaying twenty shdh, say sacond 10 last. For cider children, you could ask them to 1ap the child exactly in the
mikkiie.
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Public Hearing, Tuesday, December 1, 2009
Denver, CO

TOPIC AREA: General Assessment

Presenter: Lindy Crawford, PhD
Associate Dean
College of Education
University of Colorado at Colorado Springs
PH: 719-255-4308
Email: mcrawfor@uccs.edu

My name is Dr. Lindy Crawford and | am offering comments today on behalf of the National
Center for Learning Disabilities (NCLD). NCLD is a not-for-profit organization founded in 1977
working to ensure that the nation’s 15 million children, adolescents and adults with learning

disabilities (LD) have every opportunity to succeed in school, work and life.

Currently, two and a half million school-age students receive special education due to learning
disabilities. Many of these students are also English language learners. Ensuring that these
students can participate in large-scale assessments that produce valid and reliable results is a
top priority for NCLD. Our organization supports the accountability components of the current
ESEA, particularly the expanded assessment and accountability provisions it contains. To that
end, we have produced several reports designed to inform parents, educators, policymakers and
other stakeholders of the positive impact of these accountability provisions for students with
disabilities. Two of these reports are titled Rewards and Roadblocks and Challenging Change.
Additionally, NCLD produced a detailed report examining the current situation regarding testing
accommodations for students with disabilities. This report revealed substantial variance across
states, in the area of allowable test accommodations, compromising the validity of what can be
inferred from state test data. As author of that report, | am keenly interested in the issue of
testing accommodations in the context of a new assessment system. Thank you for the

opportunity to provide comments on the Department’s proposed assessment initiative.



The development of common, high-quality assessments aligned with a common set of K-12
standards provides an unprecedented opportunity for equity among diverse learners, including
students with disabilities and English language learners, the topic of your hearing tomorrow. The
next generation of summative assessments must not nibble around the edges of innovation.
They must, given our knowledge and expertise and the flexibility provided by technology,

facilitate the full and equal participation of all learners.

To that end, on the behalf of NCLD, | offer the following six recommendations to guide the Race

to the Top Assessment Program.

1. Require assessments to be designed within innovative test delivery models, particularly
online delivery systems. Some advantages of online assessment include:
o immediate score reporting so test results can guide instruction
o decreased administrative burdens on school personnel
o increased security of testing materials, and

o more flexibility in test scheduling.

Additionally, online assessment environments allow maximum flexibility for any additional

individual accommodations required by students with disabilities or English language learners.

2. Require a “Universal Design” (UD) approach to test development. Test development
procedures must employ UD principles from the beginning to provide a more accurate
measure of student achievement and eliminate many of the barriers that exist in traditional
tests. A UD approach will eliminate the need for many test accommodations required in

traditional testing situations, allowing for diverse learners to show what they know.

3. Require assessments that embed individual student accommodations and allow student
control over the test environment. Researchers have developed systems of online testing
environments that provide accommodations that adjust to individual student preferences
on demand (such as those developed by Nimble Assessment Systems) as well as online
accommodation decision-making tools (such as STELLA developed by Rebecca Kopriva and

colleagues at the University of Wisconsin) that increase test validity. Research shows that



accommodations delivered within a computer-based testing environment increase the
consistency and integrity of accommodations and result in improved utilization by the
student. Students should be provided with an optimal testing environment that allows

maximum student engagement and persistence.

Require states to accept only research-based testing accommodations considered as non-
standard. By non-standard accommodations we mean accommodations that influence the
target skill, or measured construct, as opposed to standard accommodations that influence
an access skill or non-measured construct. Any accommodation that influences the target
skill or the skill measured by the test must be supported by rigorous research evidence. My
report, published by NCLD, highlights the fact that many states are currently implementing
test accommodation guidelines that are not defensible through research. While universally
designed tests delivered within online testing environments are sure to eliminate the need
for many test accommodations required in traditional tests, some accommodations will
continue to be needed by certain students. Common assessments based on a common set
of standards provide for the development of a common set of test accommodations across
states. The standardization of test accommodations across states will dramatically improve
both the validity and comparability of test results, making test data more useful to

educators, parents and policymakers.

Require that any “adaptive testing” be aligned with grade-level standards. While online
testing environments hold great promise, they also offer opportunity to lower student
expectations through “adaptive” approaches that adjust item difficulty based on student
responses. Such approaches are not appropriate for summative assessments used for
system accountability. While computer adaptive testing might be useful for formative
assessment, its use in summative assessment would surely lead to decreased challenge for
some students and a lowering of academic expectations for those students. The current
ESEA testing requirements do not allow for “out-of-level” testing. This standard has resulted
in the demise of a heretofore-widespread practice for students with disabilities. Today,
schools are being held accountable for the performance of students with disabilities on
general assessments with only limited exceptions. This advancement has resulted in

improved access to the general curriculum, expanded learning opportunities and



heightened expectations for millions of students. Therefore, any computer adaptive testing
developed under this assessment program initiative for use as a summative assessment
must be aligned to grade-level academic and performance standards. No exceptions for
diverse learners such as students with disabilities and English language learners should be

permitted.

6. Require empirical analyses of test items including the study of interactions between
specific items and specific student populations. ltems should be analyzed to ensure that
they do not disadvantage certain populations of students in their format and/or linguistic
complexity. Research studies, such as cognitive labs, should be designed to investigate the
interaction between students and test items. Interactions will differ within one broadly
defined population of students (for example students with LD); therefore reviewing items in
the absence of their specific interactions with students is insufficient. For assessments to
provide useful results, all learners and their specific needs must be included in test
development procedures, the field-testing of items, and post-hoc analyses of item by

student interactions.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this important initiative. | would be happy

to answer any questions.
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Good morning/afternoon, and welcome to Denver, Colorado. I am Randy DeHoff, Vice
Chairman of the State Board of Education. I am grateful for this opportunity to testify regarding
the proposed assessment grant.

Colorado is in the midst of updating our standards and assessments to meet the demands of post-
secondary and workforce readiness and the 21* Century, an effort that was initiated by
legislation in 2008. Over the past twelve months drafts of revised content area standards have
been developed, and are scheduled for the State Board to vote on them next week.

Design of a new assessment system aligned with the revised standards is also underway, and is
scheduled to be completed by next December. From the very beginning this was envisioned as
more than just a replacement for the current state assessment (CSAP). Some of us went so far as
to hope that the new system would include components that would allow it to lead to the
development and use of effective formative classroom assessments that directly led to improved
instruction.

A National Association of State Boards of Education study group spent much of last year
studying the issue of 21% Century Assessments, and they expressed that same hope. Their report,
Reform at a Crossroads: A Call for Balanced Systems of Assessment and Accountability, issued
just last month, calls for states to move to a comprehensive assessment system that extends down
to the classroom level. I will refer to that report as I address some of the questions you have
posed today, and I encourage you to refer to it frequently as you continue to define and refine the
Race to the Top Assessment Program.

1) Propose an assessment system (that is, a series of one or more assessments) that you would
recommend and that meels the general requirements and required characteristics described in
the notice. Describe how this assessment system would address the tensions or tradeoffs in
meeting all of the general requirements and required characteristics. Describe the strengths and
limitations of your recommended system, including the extent to which it is able to validly meet
each of the requirements described in the notice. Where possible, provide specific illustrative
examples.

I would like to address your first question by quoting from the NASBE report: “Assessments
should measure applied knowledge and skills with the goal of all students passing rather than
constructing measures that describe differences in student’s abilities. The system must ensure
scalability so that more students are brought to high levels of performance.”

An assessment system designed with the goal of all students passing is, in fact, the type of
assessment system most compatible with increasingly sophisticated growth models. Such an
assessment system must be designed to not just measure student learning, but to improve student
learning. Summative assessment may do a reasonable job of the former; they contribute little to
the latter. If our goal as education policy makers, and the goal of this assessment program, is to
bring the level of assessment up to what is required in the 21% century, to develop assessment
systems that complement 21% century standards, then those assessment systems must include
more than summative assessments and the resulting data and reports.




The NASBE report outlines what the development of such a system will require: first, shifting
investments in research and development from a single-point focus on large-scale assessment
toward classroom assessment where teaching occurs; second, incorporating multiple assessments
into a system of curriculum, instruction, and educator development that focuses on effective
instructional practice; third, defining a clear set of learning goals. (In the Colorado process,
defining Post-secondary and workforce readiness was the first step before beginning the revision
of the content standards.); fourth, the system design must ensure that the resulting information
from the assessment system has maximum utility for guiding instruction in relation to the
learning goals.

3) ARRA requires that States award at least 50 percent of their Race to the Top funds to LEAS.
The section of the notice entitled Design of Assessment Systems — LEA -Level Activities, describes
how LEAs might be required to use these funds. What activities at the LEA level would best
advance the transition to and implementation of the consortium’s common, college and career
ready standards and assessments?

The LEA’s will play a key role in the development of this system. The NASBE report points out
that local in-school performance assessments serve as the dominant mode of testing in most of
the high-achieving countries around the world (e.g. Hong Kong, Singapore, Finland, and
Sweden). At the high school level, these countries often use a combination of centralized,
national exams (with primarily open-ended and essay items) and locally developed tests.
Countries and jurisdictions such as Finland and Hong Kong create banks of tasks that teachers
can draw from that include rich assessment tasks for classroom use for formative or benchmark
purposes.

The role of LEA’s would thus include a voice in the development of the state level assessments,
piloting those assessments, and the development and piloting of lower level formative and
benchmark assessments at the district, school and classroom level. If the goal is to develop an
assessment system that provides an accurate picture of the learning that is taking place, from the
individual student in the classroom up to an aggregated picture at the state level, the LEA role in
that development is critical to ensure the system is aligned from bottom to top.

4) If a goal is that teachers are involved in the scoring of constructed responses and
performance tasks in order to measure effectively students’ maslery of higher-order content and
skills and to build teacher expertise and understanding of performance expectations, how can
such assessments be administered and scored in the most time-efficient and cost-effective ways?

If we accept this premise of the role of the LEA, then the role of the teacher goes well beyond
involvement in the scoring of constructed responses. Teachers are central to the process of
developing, administering, and scoring school-based classroom assessments as well. the
development and deployment of in-class performance measures can serve as robust teacher
development that fosters teacher-buy-in and readiness to adopt new instructional practices.
Teachers should be trained to administer and evaluate student work using collaboratively
determined criteria specified through standardized rubrics and scoring guides, all of which
should be vertically aligned with the higher level assessments, content standards, and ultimate

learning goals.



3) How would you recommend organizing a consortium to achieve success in developing and
implementing the proposed assessment system? What role(s) do you recommend for third parties
(e.g., conveners, project managers, assessment developers/partners, intermediaries)? What
would you recommend that a consortium demonstrate to show that it has the capacity to
implement the proposed plan?

The New England Common Assessment Program (NECAP) provides one of the only models of
multi-state collaboration to develop an assessment. As such, there are several issues that must be
considered and resolved before a successful consortium is possible. I don’t have time to go over
them here, but they are covered in the NASBE report.

Finally I would offer a strong admonition. Do not, as federal agencies are wont to do, be overly
prescriptive in the requirements for this grant. No one has yet developed and implemented a 219
Century assessment system. I believe Colorado is on the way to doing that, and I believe that this
grant program could provide a significant leverage to that effort. But while the general guidelines
of such an assessment system may be clearly stated in the NASBE report and in the grant
guidelines, the details of that system are still undefined. I encourage you to leave enough
flexibility in the grant requirements to encourage proposals for different approaches to solving
this problem.



From: John D. Forester [john.forester@wsaa.org]

Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2009 4:43 PM
To: Race To The Top Assessment Input
Subject: Race to the Top Assessment Program

Office of Elementary and Secondary Education

Attention: Race to the Top Assessment Program--Public Input Meetings
U.S. Department of Education

400 Maryland Avenue, SW., Room 3E108, Washington, DC 20202

On October 26, 2009, the Department of Education requested input on a possible Race to the Top
program for the development of and implementation of high quality assessments based on
common standards.

The Department’s notice stated: If the Secretary determines that it is not feasible to conduct this
second program, the $350 million designated for this program will revert to fund additional
grants under the general Race to the Top program.

On behalf of the Association of Wisconsin School Administrators, the Wisconsin Association of
School District Administrators, the Wisconsin Association of School Business Officials, and the
Wisconsin Council of Administrators of Special Services | am emailing to strongly encourage
the Department to maintain this second program focused on high quality state assessment

systems and not to allow these funds to revert to the general Race to the Top program.

In Wisconsin, leaders at the school, district and state levels are prepared to transform our current
state assessments into a high quality system that builds toward college and career readiness by
the time our students’ complete high school.

Federal support will be critical for Wisconsin to provide a system of world-class assessments for
our students. The goal of developing high quality assessments based upon common standards is
worthy of a second distinct program.

Thank you for this important opportunity to provide input.

Sincerely,

John D. Forester

Director of Government Relations
School Administrators Alliance (SAA)
4797 Hayes Road

Madison, W1 53704

608-242-1370

608-242-1290 (fax)

WWW.Wsaa.org
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December 1, 2009

Office of Elementary and Secondary Education

Attention: Race to the Top Assessment Program — Public Input Meetings
U.S. Department of Education

400 Maryland Avenue, SW, Room 3E108

Washington, D.C. 20202

RE: Written Transcript of Testimony Provided by Dr. Matt Gianneschi, Senior Policy
Analyst for Education for Bill Ritter, Jr., Governor of Colorado, for the Race to the Top
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Begin Testimony:

On behalf of Bill Ritter, Governor of Colorado, I'd like to thank you, Ms. Weiss and the
members of the assessment expert panel for providing me with this opportunity to share a few
recommendations concerning the direction of Secretary Duncan’s assessment program.
Governor Ritter had hoped to participate in today’s meeting, but was unable to do so as a result
of scheduling conflicts.

My comments will largely draw upon the recent experiences in Colorado related to assessment
reform and, consequently, focus on ways in which the assessment program can support state-
level efforts to align K-12 and higher education policies and ease the implementation of a new
assessment program in participating states.

For Colorado, the Race to the Top Assessment Program could not have come at a better time, as
the state is now commencing on a yearlong process to overhaul its assessments system. For the
past two years, policymakers and educators throughout Colorado have been heavily involved in
the process to reform and align the state’s standards and assessments.

After years of often contentious debate, in 2008, the Colorado General Assembly passed Senate
Bill 08-212, the “Preschool to Postsecondary Alignment Act” (otherwise known as the
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“Colorado Achievement Plan for Kids” or “CAP4K”). This bill that required the full vertical
alignment of state content standards between the PK, K-12 and higher education systems and,
thereafter, the creation of a “new system of assessments” that reflect the content embedded in the
new standards and can be used for the purposes of postsecondary admission and placement
decisions. I am encouraged that the goal of this legislation is consistent with the stated intentions
of the Race to the Top Assessment Program as found in the program’s public notice: to ensure
that all students are ready for postsecondary education or the workforce by the time they exit
school.

To accomplish the goal of preparing all students for successful transitions into postsecondary
education and the workforce, Colorado’s educators and policy leaders have worked together to
shift the emphasis of state assessments from one that focused simply on the achievement of
annual academic benchmarks primarily for purposes of accountability to a more adaptable
system focused on the mastery of specific competencies, alignment of content standards to bona
fide college readiness definitions, and the use of growth as a key criterion of progress. In this
new system, all students will be held to high standards for performance, but progress is
contemplated as the incremental development of specific competencies toward a known
postsecondary and workforce readiness definition, and not the amount of time a student sits in a
classroom or the completion of a set of courses with certain titles.

With this as a backdrop, I offer the following three suggestions to the Department of Education
for its consideration:

1. Provide Waivers to Certain Aspects of NCLB It is our sincere hope that the
Department will assist participating states by considering incentives in the form of
increased administrative flexibility necessary to promote the rapid state-level adoption of
new assessment tools. To this end, we encourage the Department to review all existing
laws related to state assessments and then consider ways to provide waivers to existing
federal policies that could potentially prevent immediate implementation of new systems
of assessments. In this way, the Department could help clear the way for states to make
the transition from old systems to new.

2. Focus Energy on the Development of On-line and Interim/Formative Assessments
The Department’s stated goals of providing “timely” assessments and having “the fastest
possible turnaround time on scoring” should remain a principal priority. We in Colorado
have discussed these same priorities at length and have reached a general understanding
that the preferred way to accomplish them is through the on-line delivery of assessments.
This idea has broad support from educators and policymakers alike in Colorado, but
comes at significant expense and is further complicated by the need to provide universal
access to expanded broadband internet bandwidth in schools. This matter is obviously
beyond the scope of the Race to the Top Assessment Program. Nonetheless, by
providing some waivers to federal requirements on states for the annual administration of
state assessments—such as allowing participating states to alter their state assessment
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plans quickly and without penalty—the Department could help free otherwise
encumbered resources, thereby allowing participating states to make investments in other
priority areas. And, while we strongly support the concept of periodic or interim style
assessments, we would recommend resisting connecting such assessments to specific
courses, as there is no practical way to govern the content of courses.

3. Require Participating States to Adopt a Rigorous Definition of Postsecondary and
Workforce Readiness and Align Assessment Instruments to This Definition The
development of rigorous, internationally benchmarked standards is an important
advancement in education policy. However, in the absence of an equally rigorous
definition of postsecondary and workforce readiness, the standards—regardless of the
thought and care that went into their development—remain somewhat ambiguous.
Creating explicit policy alignment between the K-12 and higher education sectors is a
necessary prerequisite for the full implementation of assessments intended to ensure that
all students are ready for postsecondary education or the workforce by the time they exit
school. And while each state’s system of higher education is different and governed by
widely varying policies, true cross-system alignment may not be fully realized unless
states are able to create functional, standards-based definitions of readiness. Minimally,
this definition should address the skills and competencies required to be placed into a
credit-bearing college-level course. That is, it should be calibrated to a level that ensures
placement above the basic skills or so-called “remedial’ levels.

Again, I thank you for the opportunity to share a few recommendations with you. The Race to
the Top Assessments program provides a tremendous opportunity for reform-oriented states like
Colorado to meaningfully align their systems of education and realize the goal of ensuring that
all students are ready for postsecondary and workforce readiness by the time they exit high
school.
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I’m Stuart Kahl, cofounder and CEO of Measured Progress. I appreciate having the
opportunity to speak here today. Measured Progress is a non-profit company based in
New Hampshire, with locations in three other states. We’ve been a contractor for state
assessment programs for twenty-six years and currently operate programs in over twenty
states, including NECAP (the New England Common Assessment Program) and MCAS
(the Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment 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 assessments that are customized, inclusive,
innovative, non-traditional, and geared toward a variety of student populations — general,
special education, and English language learners. Our states’ assessments have usually
employed a variety of testing approaches, to include not only multiple-choice, but also
extended constructed-response, performance tasks, and portfolios — both paper and
computer-based. We’ve created scoring, standard-setting, and analytic techniques for
these non-traditional formats that are widely used today.

I’ve been involved in large-scale educational assessment for thirty-five years and
specifically in statewide assessments for almost thirty years. Drawing from these many
years in the industry, I, along with my colleagues at Measured Progress, offer comments
on four main areas addressed by the Race to the Top assessment program: consortia,
multiple measures, teacher scoring, and competency-based testing. Generally, let me say
that this program creates a wonderful opportunity. With widespread agreement that state
assessment systems need to change and further agreement about the need for these
systems to incorporate new components to accommodate multiple measures, including
more complex and costly formats, the start-up costs associated with the development and
implementation of new assessment systems would present an enormous challenge to
states. The first year (or two) of any new program is always significantly more expensive
than later, “maintenance” years because of the additional planning, coordination, test
development, logistics and analysis programming efforts required. The need for financial
assistance in implementing a new program is even greater when the former program
continues to operate for data continuity during the early developmental stage of the new
program. The Race to the Top assessment program provides states the opportunity to
secure funding for the start-up years of their new programs.



State Consortia

Near the beginning of the Federal Register announcement, the support of “one or more
consortia” was mentioned. In other documents related to the program, “number of states”
in a consortium was identified as a factor in funding decisions. We commend the
Department for recognizing the benefits of consortia and encouraging their formation.
However, we caution the Department against favoring large consortia for several reasons.

While there have been some relatively large state consortia in the past, they were focused
on a limited population of students (English language learners) or a specific, well-defined
course domain (algebra). NECAP is the only comprehensive assessment program serving
a state consortium. NECAP has been very successful by all standards. However, that
success did not come easily and there were a lot of factors contributing to it.

The original NECAP states were three small, like-minded, geographically compact states.
A fourth recently joined the group. Their savings were substantial, allowing them to
preserve quality, rather than diminish it because of a need to cut back on expenses during
economic hard times. For example, they preserved their significant use of constructed-
response questions requiring human scoring.

For small states, sharing the fixed costs equally, fixed costs being those for such things as
program management, test development, analysis and report programming, was a
tremendous benefit since for them, fixed costs were a large part of their overall program
budget. For very large states, fixed costs are relatively insignificant compared to variable
(per student) costs, thus making consortia-related savings with respect to fixed costs
relatively insignificant for them.

The variable costs (printing, materials handling, shipping/receiving, human scoring) are
those dependent on the number of students in a state. Savings with respect to variable
costs are quite substantial for small states in a consortium because banding together
creates economies of scale. For example, going it alone, a small state’s constructed
response scorers never get up to speed before they finish a question and start from scratch
on the next one — not the case for large states. The large states already have economies of
scale, so joining a consortium would offer more limited variable cost savings.

Geographic proximity of the NECAP states offered several advantages also. Management
meetings of contractor and state staffs, test development committee meetings, and item
and bias review meetings could be as often as needed, face-to-face, and low cost. The
success of a consortium is all about relationships — the relationships needed to bear the
larger burdens of reaching agreements, coordination, etc. With larger consortia,
relationships are strained, with any one state’s influence — and “ownership” ~ diminished.
Also, as mentioned earlier, like-mindedness is critical. The more diverse the states in a
larger consortium, the more challenging the task of consensus building. Regarding the
tests themselves, geographic proximity allows a regional flavor and greater relevance for
reading passages and item contexts.



A letter report to Secretary Duncan from the Board on Testing and Assessment of the
National Academies, dated October 5, 2009, makes a good case against the largest
possible consortium (50 states). Decisions about federally mandated accountability
assessments should not be based on a perceived need for comparability across states.
There are too many obstacles to true comparability at both the national and international
levels. Besides, NAEP gives us state comparisons that are as good as they’re going to get.
The problem with the percentages of proficient students being so variable across states
and with many seemingly inconsistent with NAEP is that they show that there are some
states that have set very low performance standards. All states performance standards
should be high, not necessarily comparable. A national test is not needed to fix that.

In summary, we encourage the support of smaller consortia of states, say 3 to 3 states,
because of the “diminishing returns™ associated with larger numbers of states joining
forces, diminishing returns in terms of both cost savings (modest for larger states) and
ease of management, consensus building, ownership.

Multiple Measures

We applaud the Department for its emphasis on multiple measures, a hallmark of good
assessment practice. No testing expert, company, or user manual has ever failed to wamn
consumers that major decisions should not be based on the results of a single test.
Nevertheless, despite the mention of multiple measures in NCLB, few, if any, states have
done justice to the concept. For some, the term meant including two different items types
in the same test. As a result of the costs of testing at all the required grades and the
timelines associated with meeting NCLB requirements, many states have not even gone
that far.

There is considerable discussion across the country of the possibility of additional
interim, perhaps local, curriculum-embedded components being added to states’
accountability assessment systems. We believe this would be an excellent move, and
apparently, so does the Department. However, we believe that the Department should
offer guidance about what various components of accountability assessment should and
should not be expected to accomplish.

Language in the Federal Register announcement about rapid turnaround and informing
instruction can easily be misconstrued, as it often is in campaign rhetoric, to mean having
immediate implications for a classroom teacher while teaching a tested topic. We believe
an on-demand, combined multiple-choice and constructed-response summative test is a
valuable component of an accountability assessment program. However, such a general
achievement measure cannot be expected to serve this more immediate formative
assessment purpose. It could, however, affect teaching and learning through the use of its
results to inform program improvement efforts, a longer term process.

Regarding a curriculum-embedded component of accountability assessment, a component
that we would advocate, we believe the Department should make clear certain properties



such a component should and should not have. A common complaint of local educators
about end-of-year summative assessments is that they include items addressing content
and skills that were taught six months earlier. They argue that tests students take during
the course of instruction in a topic should count toward accountability results. We
strongly disagree with this position. Schools should be accountable for seeing that
students have retained important knowledge and skills. Thus, summative accountability
testing should deal with retention, not short-term memory of students.

Taking this a step farther, we believe interim assessments that count toward
accountability results should not cover material that can be tested via the more traditional
on-demand summative measures. Many states have content standards that are not
measured by their more traditional, on-demand summative tests — e.g., oral
communication, research skills, media usage. These are the kinds of skills that
curriculum-embedded performance assessment components could address effectively.
These assessments, to use the words from the Federal Register announcement, would
elicit “complex responses and demonstrations of knowledge and skills consistent with the
goal of being college and career ready.”

We believe the Department, in its solicitation, should make it clear that for purposes of
accountability, interim assessments using traditional measures of knowledge and skills
recently taught are not desirable since their results would not reflect what the students
ultimately retain. Instead they should tap important skills not readily assessed by the
traditional, on-demand tests. (Note: There is a body of literature on how to conduct such
performance assessments — i.e., how to assure the quality and rigor of the assessment
tasks and how to allow local scoring with centralized auditing to assure scoring
accuracy.)

Teacher Scoring

The Federal Register announcement includes a requirement for assessment systems to
involve teachers in the “scoring of constructed responses and performance tasks in order
to measure effectively students’ mastery of higher-order content and skills and to build
teacher expertise and understanding of performance expectations.” There is no question
that involvement in such scoring constitutes one of the best professional development
activities teachers can experience. Having operated teacher scoring sessions associated
with state testing programs, I can tell you that this is a message that is frequently repeated
at debriefing sessions. We commend the Department for including this requirement.

Given several of the requirements of high stakes, statewide testing, however, we
recommend that teacher scoring not be “overdone.” If, for example, a state’s program
includes an end-of-year on-demand assessment component making use of constructed-
response questions, we recommend the use of the testing contractors’ proven approaches
to scoring — image scoring at contractors’ sites using experienced leadership and
temporary scoring staff. Even though scoring of images of student responses can be done
on a fully distributed basis allowing anyone to participate in scoring from any location,
maintaining scoring accuracy and meeting stringent timelines are more likely



accomplished with the systems testing companies have established and operated for
several years. Having the contractors handle constructed-response scoring for summative,
on-demand testing does not diminish the potential for very effective use of released
items, rubrics, and sample work in professional development activities or local testing.

Occasionally, an article appears in the popular press finding fault with constructed-
response scoring. These are written by individuals who are uninformed about what’s
“under the hood” in these systems and the measurement quality they assure. Oftentimes,
the critics attack the qualifications of the scorers/readers. However, the systems, as they
exist, apply high levels of expertise where it is needed, at the front end of the scoring
process — in the development of the scoring rubrics and the selection of student work
corresponding to different score points for use in training and qualifying materials. This
reduces the task of scoring to simple encoding or categorizing of responses, which many
people can be trained to do effectively. After training, scorers must be qualified to score
responses to each question by demonstrating an acceptable level of agreement between
the scores they award to selected responses and the scores previously awarded by experts.
Of course, scoring accuracy is monitored continuously during a scoring project by
various forms of double scoring. The quality of the contractors’ scoring systems is well
documented in the technical manuals for the assessment programs.

If, on the other hand, an accountability assessment program includes a locally
administered interim component, such as a curriculum-embedded performance
assessment, then clearly teacher scoring would be desirable. The scorable products of
such a component would be scored the same way as on-demand constructed responses,
and in fact, products could include responses to follow-up constructed-response
questions, along with reports, oral presentations, and other demonstrations of learning. A
scoring audit process would also have to be implemented to assure the quality of scoring.
There would still be valuable training and generally the same quality of professional
development experience. Given the demand for multiple measures, including measures
covering the standards not easily assessed by the on-demand tests, such curriculum-
embedded components of a program would provide the ideal opportunity for teacher
scoring addressing the two goals identified in the Federal Register announcement:
measurement of higher-order skills and building of teacher expertise.

We recommend that the guidelines for Race to the Top assessment program funding refer
to the “optimal combination of contractor and teacher scoring to complete scoring
accurately and in a timely manner and to build teachers’ expertise.”

Competency-Based Versus Grade-Level-Based Testing

Rather than close with a recommendation regarding the Race to the Top assessment
program, I will offer a general comment about competency-based versus grade-level
testing, mentioned in the general assessment questions. I am a proponent of the
competency-based testing. However, the full benefit of such testing will never be
achieved as long as so many other aspects of our educational system are dominated by a
grade-level orientation.



We know that in terms of their competencies, kids in a particular grade are far more
variable than their grade-level curriculum. The grade-level focus of our instructional
programs is inappropriate for the kids at the bottom and top of the competency continuum
— too challenging for the first and to limiting for the latter. In this day and age, with the
assistance of technology, individualized instruction is much more feasible, but its
effectiveness, too, would be limited by grade-level shackles.

While it makes sense to group students by approximate age, we need to work with all
kids where they are and get them to where they could be, and neither of those are best
accomplished by our grade-level structures. So as far as competency-based testing is
concerned, I’m for it; but a lot has to change in our schools and school programs to allow
it to play its role in helping us raise achievement levels significantly.
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Grading Teachers and Principals Fairly
Meaningful and Actionable Results
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Demographics-Based
Methodology vs.
Value-Added

ssues
Definition

alue- ed

Value-added assessment, based
on a review of students' test
score gains from previous
grades, can predict the amount
of growth those students are
likely to make in a given year

Demographics-Based

Using demographics based data
corrects school achievement
scores, allowing inter-school
comparisons.

Problems - Time

Data Collection takes years of
scores. Every curriculum and
test change has a 2+ year lag

Demographic data gets
outdated.

No lag.

Problems — Student
Populations

Inner city schools have 30% to
70% turn-over per year,
making longitudinal results
unreliable.

Racial and socioeconomic
homogeneity can skew results.
Implications of self-segregation
into magnet schools not known.

Demographics

Value-added ignores
demographics. Teachers and
principals still can complain that
demographics are ignored.

Multiple regression shows
demographics has impact
on achievement.

Cost

Higher, need to
individualize results

Lower, uses whole school
results

Time to Complete

Longer, years

Shorter, days
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Fair-Ed-Assessment.com

A Superior Methodology for Assessing
Principal and Teacher Performance

LIEasily Accessible School or Census Demographic
Data. Doesn’t require individualizing results.

[Uses Agreed-to Assessment Test Data. Multiple
achievement measures can be used, and weighted.

LImmediate Results — doesn’t depend on previous
years of student test results

LICorrects for student population demographics and
neighborhood obstacles

[IFair to Teachers and Principals

[JCan be completed for a middle-sized district in 24
days or less. This study was completed in 9 days.



Grading Teachers and Principals Fairly

Methodology
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orrelate (multiple regression) with
achievement test scores or
graduation rates

| Median family income
Female head of household
Race

Education

Persons per household
Crime rate, etc.

For each school, select the
surrounding census tracts either in
the average radius or actual census
tracts.

Predict the reading and math scores
for each school, based on their
sociological factors.

If the school performance results
exceed the forecast, reward the
teachers and principal.

If the school is below the forecast,
look at the reasons for the poorer

performance.
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Benefits of Fairness

It is fair to the teachers and principals.

All the counter-arguments posed by the teachers
and principals are answered, and still we have a
meaningful evaluation with good and bad
performers.

A second benefit is that it is cheap and

Immediate. Value-added requires multiple years of
results, meanwhile the demographics and the
teaching staff are changing. Value-added also
hurts schools that over-perform in early years.

This technology was used at Atlantic Richfield Oil
Company, to determine the better gas
stations. Poorer performers were shut down.
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Fairness Methodology
Weaknesses, Strengths

[l Weaknesses

Demographic data gets out of date. _
Not all students in school are from the surrounding

area and visa versa.

[l Strengths

The Fairness Methodology works with any agreed-to
achievement measure or multiple measures.

It is fair to the teachers and principals. Demographics
and disruptive environments are part of the

analysis.

Analyses are quick, easy and understandable. Just 24
Days. This project took nine, including the slides.

Data can be updated using school surveys, nhewspaper
marketing data and census updates.
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Fairness Methodology

Problems and Opportunities

[l Problems

It’s new to education. Teachers are not
statisticians. All the counter-arguments
to teacher evaluations will be posed again
by the teachers and principals.

[l Opportunities

Objections will be answered and we will
have meaningful assessments, with good
performers rewarded and under-
performers identified and dealt with.
Demographics-based approach points to
best practices.
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Fairness Methodology
Implementation Steps

Collect School Test Data

Collect School Service
Boundaries

Identify Included Census Tracts

Collect Census Tract Data

Identify Crime Collection Data
Areas

Collect Crime Data

Store and Manicure the Data In
Excel Spreadsheets

Perform Multiregression
Analysis

List Schools and Grades Above
and Below Expected/Projected
Scores

Reward Schools Above
Expected/Projected Scores

Deal with Schools Below
Expected/Projected Scores

Estimated Days to Complete -
1
5

5
2
5

??77?

P77

24.2 or less
Many of these tasks can be overlapped.
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Fair Assessment Analysis:

Excel Spreadsheet of

Data From 20 High Schools
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Talking Points for Jody Papini, g
Douglas County Federation, CO . 4 (f
On Behalf of the American Federation of Teachers, —— =
To the U.S. Department of Education
Dec. 1, 2009

My name is Jody Papini. I have been teaching for 15 years working with this group of students
and helping them succeed is my passion. I am a member of the Douglas County Federation and
the American Federation of Teachers. I have provided professional development for teachers
through the AFT’s ER&D Thinking Mathematics courses, some of which I have helped develop.
I am currently a math instructional coach in my district.

Today, I speak on behalf of teachers and I ask that as you write the guidelines that will shape the
development of the next generation of assessments. Please consider AFT’s Smart Testing criteria
which starts with strong, grade-specific content standards, and includes a number of interrelated
pieces:

e Well-developed grade-by-grade curricula;

* Assessments aligned to content standards;

e An efficient, valid, and reliable testing system that does not duplicate testing across education
system level;

e Appropriate inclusion of English language learners (ELLs) and students with disabilities in
testing programs;

e Timely provision of user-friendly testing results for teachers and students;

e Supportive professional development, including coverage of what the content standards are
and how they relate to state curricula and assessments, how to teach to the content standards,
and how to use testing data to inform instruction;

* Accountability for results; and,

* Transparency of the system.

Some important pieces of the smart testing criteria have been clearly violated or neglected under
the current system.



* Standards are often so broad and ambitious even in places that have grade-by-grade
curricula the expectations are unrealistic and overwhelming. There is so much material to
cover in a school year; some teachers have expressed concern over not having the time to
take advantage of teachable moments; teachers are at times faced with difficult choices
such as taking an extra day or two or three to re-teach material that they know students
have not mastered, knowing that at the end of the year they will be rushed or simply not
able to cover all of the required material.

e Under the current assessment system, states are mandated to administer summative
assessments once a school year. However, some states and many districts have
developed additional interim and/or benchmark assessments resulting in multiple layers of
testing at the classroom level. During focus groups conducted by the AFT, teachers have
calculated that up to 20-25% of the school year can be consumed by the summative,
interim and benchmark assessments alone. These additional assessments often aim to
emulate the summative assessment such that students are tested and retested on similar
material. In other cases, these assessments do not align to the summative assessment, so
that teachers spend the school year administering assessments and receiving data that
does not align or inform progress toward higher achievement on the summative
assessment currently used to evaluate schools. This practice does not make the best use
of the already scarce instructional time.

In developing the next generation of assessments, require that those overseen the development
and implementation of these assessments develop a system that incorporates aligned standards,
curricula, assessments, and professional development; tests that do not duplicate across
education system levels; user-friendly test results; accountability of results, transparency; and
appropriate inclusion of English language learners and students with disabilities. And, require
that they take into account the impact of such assessments on the day-to-day classroom
experience of our children.
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Executive Director
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PURE believes that a high-quality assessment and accountability system is essential to a
high-qualitypublic education for all children. We support assessment and accountability
systems which are built on high-quality learning standards, incorporate multiple measures
of student progress over time, value local assessment, are transparent to the public, and
demonstrably support improved teaching and learning.

Our specific recommendations for ways the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) can support such
a system are as follows:

@ Specify that state test scores may not to be used alone to make important educational
decisions about children.

@ Require that other measures of student progress beyond standardized tests be included
in student and school assessment.

@ Require publication of significant portions of any annual state standardized tests.

@ Require that states allow parents to opt their children out of any state or local
standardized test.

@ Specify regular public review and revision of state learning standards and related
assessment.

@ Locate the key elements of school evaluation at the local school community level.

Our detailed rationale for these recommendations follows.



@ Specify that state test scores may not to be used alone to make important educational
decisions about children.

Rationale: Since 1996, set cut-off scores on first the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills or the Illinois
Standards Achievement Tests have been used as promotion barriers for Chicago Public Schools
children. This practice violates the test makers' guidelines, sound educational practice, and the
standards of the testing profession. It has led to a higher drop out rate of younger children and a
narrowing of the curriculum to focus on standardized test skill drill. It has waged emotional
warfare on CPS children without improving the overall quality of educational outcomes.

When standardized test scores are the only or the predominant measure of school improvement,
as has happened in most states under the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), the pressure grows
on schools and districts to show increasingly large test score gains. This provides is a powerful
motivation for states, districts, and schools to attach high stakes to individual students’
standardized test scores. We recommend that this not be an option.

Please see addendum detailing the problems with standardized testing in CPS.

@ Require that other measures of student progress beyond standardized tests be included
in student and school assessment.

Rationale: Most state learning standards are a fairly comprehensive list of what students should
know and be able to do. The majority of these standards cannot be assessed using multiple
choice tests, even if they are supplemented by open-ended and essay questions. The pressure to
raise test scores has caused states, including my state of Illinois, to emphasize the skills and
knowledge which can be assessed by paper-and-pencil tests over other, less “testable”
knowledge and skills.

In fact, the Illinois State Board of Education prominently posts “Learning Frameworks” on nits
web site:

http://www.isbe.state.il.us/assessment/[AFIndex.htm

which ISBE describes as “clearly defining those elements of the Illinois Learning Standards that
are suitable for state testing.”

ISBE goes on to state, “They are not designed to replace local curricula and should not be
considered state curricula. ” While the caveat is laudable, it has hardly discouraged teaching to
the test in Illinois.

NCLB must require that state assessment and accountability systems are comprehensive of the
widest range of educational content. This can only be done if the system is required to include
forms of assessment such as portfolios and demonstration, which successfully evaluate critical
areas of learning that cannot be assessed using standardized tests. NCLB must require states to
adhere to assessment best practices including use of multiple measures for assessment and


http://www.isbe.state.il.us/assessment/IAFIndex.htm

accountability; NCLB must define what that means and enforce this provision of the law.
@ Require publication of significant portions of any annual state standardized tests.

Rationale: Many states include a requirement that their testing system be open and transparent.
This is essential if there is to be public trust in standardized tests. There are countless examples
of incorrect, racist, or otherwise bad questions that have appeared on state standardized tests and
have been made public because of transparency laws. This is not the case in Illinois, where bad
questions and inappropriate illustrations, for example, have become public knowledge only
through leaks to the press. The public has a right to know what the tests look like in context, not
just in the outrageous example.

@ Require that states allow parents to opt their children out of any state or local
standardized test.

No one test should carry enough weight for its absence to make a meaningful difference in the
overall evaluation of one child, a school, a district, or a state. Parents must have the ability to
determine their child's best interests as it relates to any assessment or other educational program.
NCLB has always given parental involvement an appropriately key role in many NCLB areas;
student assessment should be included as an area where parental involvement and parents' rights
are important,

@ Specify regular public review and revision of state learning standards and related
assessment.

Rationale: The ISAT and state learning standards are in need of improvement (as per Achieve,
for example). Most parents we work with are quite unaware of the state learning standards and
may or may not agree that they capture the most important things that children should know and
be able to do. These statements should be reviewed and revised by all the stakeholders. Special
emphasis must be given to involving parents (not just one or two token parent representatives, or
other stakeholders who claim to represent parents, too, because they also have children). Parents
have the most at stake in what their children are being taught. We need to know and understand
what is expected of students if we are to support their learning at home. There must also be
greater opportunity for parents and other members of the public to consider how those standards
should be assessed.

@ Locate the key elements of school evaluation at the local school community level.
Rationale: Because so many key areas of state learning standards cannot be effectively assessed
through multiple choice tests, and to increase the involvement of the public in evaluating their
schools, we recommend a return to emphasis on annual on-site school reviews as a key

component of school accountability.

In Chicago, the school improvement plan (SIP) is the central accountability document for each



local school, and the elected local school council (LSC) is the body that oversees the school
review process. Through the SIP process, the LSC brings the school community together to
review the school’s current status, develop focused plans and strategies, monitor and evaluate the
effectiveness of the school’s educational services, and, based on that review, plan for the coming
year's programs. This individualized, qualitative system is fundamental to local school
improvement. We support the return of the local school improvement plan to its position as the
central accountability document for the state, the district, and the local school community. This
gives back the primary role in student assessment to those who know the students best — their
teachers, other school professionals, and families.
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PURE has recommended that Chicago Public Schools implement true

multiple measures of student (and school) performance including high-
quality formative and summative assessments in the various subjects, as well as other indicators
to provide evidence of improved student learning and school quality. These assessments should
be based on state standards and the local curriculum, assess higher order thinking and other 21st
century skills, and provide multiple approaches for students to demonstrate their learning. The
primary use of these assessments should to improve instruction and enable teachers to better
address each student's strengths and needs.

We recommend a balanced combination of measures over time to determine a students'
placement including portfolio reviews, classroom-based assessments, and occasional district-
wide project-based demonstrations such as the ones proposed in 2003 by the CPS Commission
on Curriculum-based Assessments.'

The problem: The way CPS uses standardized tests
to retain students violates accepted standards for test use

CPS uses student scores on the 3", 6", and 8" grade reading and mathematics SAT-10 test, which
is embedded in the ISAT, to determine whether or not a student will be promoted. According to
the test makers themselves as well as state and federal education agencies, this practice is
improper, violates professional testing standards. The policy ignores better, sounder, less
discriminatory means of identifying students who need the most help.

The SAT-10 was not designed to determine student promotion status. Using a test for a purpose
for which it was not designed is considered an improper use by the test makers, the nationally-
accepted standards for the testing profession, the state of Illinois, and the U. S, Department of
Education.



The test makers, Harcourt Assessment, state in their Guide for Organizational Planning,

Another misuse of standardized achievement test scores is making promotion and retention
decisions for individual students solely on the basis of these scores. This is an undesirable
practice for a number of reasons. Perhaps the most important reason is that national standardized
achievement tests are not built to serve this purpose...they cannot provide complete coverage of
any local curriculum.”

In a letter written to PURE on May 11, 2009, Marcilene Dutton, Deputy General Counsel,
Illinois State Board of Education, stated:

Using ISAT scores as the basis for student promotion and retention is not an ISBE policy or
practice.™

A January 27, 2009 e-mail from Judith Steinhauser, representing ISBE, to parent Wade Tillett,
stated:

the purpose of ISAT, its reliability and validity authenticated by a staff of psychometricians, is to
calculate school accountability which is reported to the federal government as Adequate Yearly
Progress. It is not the intention of the state to use the test for anything else.

The USDE manual, “Taking Responsibility for Ending Social Promotion,” states:

When a statewide or districtwide test is being used to determine student promotion, the state or
district must be able to provide professionally acceptable evidence that the test is valid and
reliable for the purpose for which it is being used. If a state or district chooses to use a test as a
principal criterion for decisions about student promotion, the test must be designed for this use
and there must be evidence that it is appropriate to use the test as a sole or principal criterion.”

CPS improperly uses the SAT-10 as a sole criterion for making promotion decisions, a
practice opposed by the test maker, state officials, and national experts.

The makers of the SAT-10 state:

Achievement test scores may certainly enter into a promotion or retention decision. However,
they should be just one of the many factors considered and probably should receive less weight
than factors such as teacher observation, day-to-day classroom performance, maturity level, and
attitude.”

The ISAT “professional practices” manual lists under “Prohibitions: Actions that must be
avoided when reporting test results”:

* No person or organization shall make a decision about a student or educator on the basis
of a single test. "

The National Research Council, in their major study on student assessment, states this principle
clearly:



(A)n educational decision that will have a major impact on a test taker should not be made solely
or automatically on the basis of a single test score. Other relevant information about the student’s
knowledge and skills should also be taken into account."

Standard 13.7 of the Standards for Psychological and Educational Testing reads as follows:

In educational settings, a decision or characterization that will have a major impact on a student
should not be made on the basis of a single test score.

viii

The Code of Fair Testing Practices in Education prepared by the Joint Committee on Testing Practices
calls on test users to

Avoid using a single test score as the sole determinant of decisions about test takers. Interpret test
scores in conjunction with other information about individuals.™

CPS has established multiple barriers to promotion, while falsely contending that they are
multiple measures. After PURE filed a discrimination complaint against the policy in 1999, CPS
began to include classroom grades and attendance in the promotion decision. But instead of
using these other criteria as true multiple measures, which testing experts recommend, the policy
uses them as multiple barriers.

It is critical to understand the difference between multiple barriers and multiple measures. Under
multiple barriers, the student must meet all of several listed criteria. Under multiple measures,
also called multiples sources of evidence, the various measures are combined, not used
separately. True multiple measures may, for example, use a weighting system to reflect the
proportionate usefulness of different assessments. Alternatively, results may be added together
using a point system to come up with a total number, or one or more positive results may
compensate for, or “outweigh,” a less positive outcome.

As noted above, the test makers themselves say that the test

should be just one of the many factors considered and probably should receive less weight
than factors such as teacher observation, day-to-day classroom performance, maturity level, and
attitude™ (emphasis added)

In fact, in the CPS promotion policy, each measure operates as a single deciding factor, each
of which on its own can be used to retain the student. In other words, CPS students must meet

district-wide assessment (DWA) cut scores and grade standards and attendance standards in
order to be promoted without attending summer school.

Test scores alone are explicitly used in several of the policy's high-stakes decisions. For example,
eighth grade students are banned from graduation with their classmates if they do not meet all of
these measures. Students whose DWA scores were below the cut off point must pass one end-of-
summer-school test in order to be promoted to the next grade.



Other useful information as student attendance, academic performance throughout the school
year, and faculty recommendations are readily available. These factors are indeed considered
when a student successfully exceeds the cut-off score, but then only in a negative sense; low

attendance or a failing grade will also bar that student from graduation or send him or her to

summer school.

Stated simply, students can be hurt by their attendance and academic performance, but these
measures cannot help them. They are multiple barriers, not multiple measures, which means that
each one of the measures is a single high-stakes measure.

SAT -10 results can differ from overall ISAT results. The SAT-10 consists of only 30-40
questions embedded in the ISAT. PURE has learned that, after attending summer school for low
SAT-10 scores in 2008, some students receive their ISAT scores — scores from the same test —
stating that they meet state expectations.

In a response to a PURE request under the Freedom of Information Act about the correlation of
SAT-10 results with ISAT results, PURE found that CPS sent 26,992 students in the “benchmark
grades” to summer school in 2008. However, 1,412 of those same students who scored below the
CPS cutoff point in math were also found by the state to meet the standard in math. And 13,071
students who scored below the CPS cutoff point in math were also found by the state to fall in
the state's 'below standards' category rather the lowest category, “academic warning.' The state
found only 3,430 students to be at the academic warning level in math, and even fewer in
reading. The difference in results was similar in 2006 and 2007.

The discrepancy occurs because CPS bases its promotion policy on only two small subsets of the overall
test (30 or 40 questions each) that are graded quickly to determine who must attend summer school.
These scores don't necessarily match with final overall ISAT scores.

When asked about the correlation between CPS cutoff score and the state standard levels, CPS responded
that the correlation is “an ISBE matter.”™

CPS's use of ISAT scores as a pass-fail barrier is not justified by any compelling educational
reason, and less discriminatory alternatives are available. In its 1999 agreement with OCR,
CPS agreed to monitor the policy for any discriminatory impact, and to annually report on their
findings. Unfortunately, these reports have not been prepared annually. It took CPS four months
and one letter from the Illinois Attorney General to produce a response to our request under
FOIA for the reports. We were disappointed with the one-page document that we received
(attachment E). We were also deeply disturbed that our cursory analysis of the data clearly
showed a continued disparate impact of the policy.

Some assert that standardized tests scores are the only “objective” measures of student progress,
and so are educationally necessary. Education experts disagree. In 2004, the Joint Organizational
Statement on NCLB was developed which is currently supported by 151 education, civil rights,



and civic organizations across the nation. The Joint Statement calls for the use of multiple
measures which could include classroom, school, district and state tests; extended writing
samples; tasks, projects, performances, and exhibitions; and selected samples of student
classroom work, such as portfolios. Gathering this rich information would enable states,
communities, schools, parents, teachers and students to know more about student learning and
better improve schools. In addition, using such high-quality information could allow states to test
less frequently, as many states did before NLCB.*"

Heskoskoskosk

Parents United for Responsible Education (PURE) is a parent-organized, parent-run public
school advocacy group established in 1987 and based in Chicago. PURE’s overall goal is to
assure a high-quality education for all children. Our main strategy is to support active, informed,
meaningful parent participation in the public schools. PURE has a special role in focusing on
issues from the parents' point of view. PURE's membership and constituency are multiracial,
multi-cultural and economically diverse.



i Commission on Improving Classroom-based Assessment. 2003. Enhancing Teaching and Improving
Learning: A Proposed System of Curriculum-Based Assessment for the Chicago Pu