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Summary of Key Issues

Assembly Bill (AB) 250 (Chapter 608, Statutes of 2011) amended California Education Code Section 60604.5 to require the State Superintendent of Public Instruction (SSPI) to develop recommendations, including a plan to transition to a new system, for the reauthorization of the statewide pupil assessment system. The law states, in developing these recommendations, the SSPI must consult with specific stakeholders. To that end, the California Department of Education (CDE) has included the summary of discussions from the 2012 March and April Assembly Bill 250 Work Group meetings and the other public meetings. See Attachment 10 for the summary of discussions. 

Attachment(s)

Attachment 10: Summary of discussions from the 2012 March and April advisory committee meetings and the other public meetings (3 pages)

Summary of discussions from the 2012 March and April 

Advisory Committee Meetings and the other public meetings
Purpose

Assembly Bill (AB) 250 requires the State Superintendent of Public Instruction (SSPI) to consult with specific stakeholder groups in developing recommendations for the reauthorization of the statewide pupil assessment system. The recommendations are due to the fiscal and appropriate policy committees of the Legislature by November 1, 2012. To this end, an AB 250 Work Group was configured to provide input and suggestions to the SSPI. The AB 250 Work Group includes representatives from the State Board of Education and from the Public Schools Accountability Act committee, measurement experts, experts with experience in assessing students with disabilities (SWDs) and English learners (ELs), teachers, administrators, local governing board members, and parents.

The purpose of this first and second meeting was to provide AB 250 Work Group participants with a fundamental and shared understanding of the existing assessment system; define the role and work plan for the Work Group participants; collect input on the purpose(s) of the new assessment system; begin creating a conceptual framework matrix of the California assessment system; and begin forming suggestions based on the “Measurement of Pupil Achievement” category of AB 250.
Organization

The Work Group heard multiple presentations on the following topics: reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), the current California assessment system, transitioning to new assessments, SMARTER Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC), next generation science standards, English language development standards, AB 250 overview, and an overview of measurement. Participants were provided comments from the Sacramento and Fresno regional public meetings.
Outcomes
The AB 250 Work Group offered multiple purposes for the new academic assessment system, ranging from improving teaching and learning by including a variety of assessment approaches to reducing testing redundancies and time to including comparison of individual students and groups over time at the district, state, and national levels. 

Work Group participants expressed their thoughts regarding numerous opportunities afforded by this new system, given the 16 areas for consideration in AB 250. Opportunities discussed included, but were not limited to, allowing for assessments that will assess depth of understanding and higher-level cognitive skills as well as provide evidence of growth and development of all students, including SWDs and ELs; providing for a tighter alignment between assessments, content standards, and 21st century skills; and including new assessment technologies, such as computer adaptive testing and multiple item types.
Conceptual Framework – Outcomes

Work group participants discussed potential components of a conceptual framework for the reauthorized state assessment system. The group’s considerations included: 

· Incorporating a hybrid system of individual common assessments plus school-level matrix
 assessments for English–language arts (ELA), mathematics, history–social science (HSS), and science to incorporating tests similar to SBAC assessments in grades nine and ten that have individual meaning for students in ELA and mathematics.
· Using end-of-course assessments and integrated assessments for mathematics, science, and HSS and suggested the use of diagnostic assessments and possibly using matrix sampling to acquire school-level data for grade two. 

Measurement Category – Outcomes 
Some of the input and suggestions offered by the participants ranged from using matrix sampling in all grades and subjects to using a test that would allow students to receive individual scores in ELA and mathematics annually so individual growth could be measured, specifically in reading in grades three through eleven and in mathematics in grades three through eight (excluding grade eight algebra); measure writing for grades three through eleven by incorporating response items, potentially combined with multiple choice items; develop appropriate accommodations and/or modifications that improve accessibility and maintain comparability; and continue the current sensitivity and bias policies in place for other California assessments.

Summary of Public Comment
Following each presentation and AB 250 Work Group discussion, time for public comment was offered. The following comments were offered during the two AB 250 Work Group meetings:

· Designing a new assessment system will require weighing alternatives and making choices and decisions. Establishing a clear purpose is a critical and important first step in this process.
· There will be considerable work required in implementing a Common Core system, beginning with adoption of standards; continuing with development of curriculum frameworks, instructional materials, professional learning and teacher preparation, and assessment; and ending with accountability. While this plan is appropriate, it may be necessary to think about an alternative, perhaps less ambitious, plan.
· A key message that should be more strongly communicated is that implementing the CCSS does not mean that California is starting from the beginning and not building from elements in the current system that already are successful.
· California needs an assessment system that evaluates whether students are qualified for grade eight, high school, college, or the workforce. Such a system would motivate students to take tests seriously and do well on them. 
Other public meetings
Purpose

The purpose of the Regional Public Meetings is to seek public input on the reauthorization of the statewide pupil assessment system. These were the first two of five such meetings scheduled throughout the state.

Public Comment 

After receiving an overview on AB 250, the following public input was provided: 
· strong recommendations to include HSS and science testing in grade four and above as stand-alone assessments; 
· the important distinction between content testing and the inclusion of content literacy in the ELA assessments; 

· the testing of science and HSS be done in a way that is more seamless by testing throughout the course and at the end of the course instead of testing at 85 percent of school days; 
· eliminating testing for students in grade two; and 
· eliminating the California High School Exit Examination (CAHSEE) to reduce testing time and instead use the grade eleven common assessment 
Recommendations were made to have the state implement SBAC interim assessments statewide because of equity issues and to have any new California HSS and science assessments use item types that are similar to those used on the CCSS assessments so they are not using “task” type questions on one test and only multiple-choice type items on the other tests.

.
� Matrix testing. When the purpose of the test is to generate group level scores, students do not need to be administered the same set of items. Instead, students can be administered a sample of all items on the test. That is, a test consisting of many items is divided into a number of short tests. Each student takes one short test. Student performance on each of the short tests is aggregated to produce a group level score (e.g., a school-level score). The population tested can either be a sample or a census depending on the purpose of the test scores. Matrix testing does not provide individual scores because students are given too few items to generate a reliable score and it is difficult to create comparability across different forms of the test. 








5/4/2012 2:48 PM

