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SUMMARY OF THE ISSUE(S)

California Education Code (EC) Section 60604.5 requires 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. EC Section 60604.5 also requires that the SSPI consult with the State Board of Education (SBE) as well as specific stakeholders in developing the SSPI recommendations and requires that the recommendations consider 16 specific areas outlined in statute. This agenda item is the third in a series of regular updates to the SBE to gather feedback from SBE members as well as the public and will cover 11 of the 16 areas.

The California Department of Education (CDE) is providing the SBE an update on the discussions regarding the reauthorization of the statewide assessment system, including, but not limited to, the categories of measurement and content and design. This update is to include input from a variety of avenues involving key stakeholders: 1) SSPI Work Group established to provide consultation; 2) members of the public through the regional meetings; 3) an online survey; and 4) an e-mail account posted on the CDE Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/sa/ab250.asp. Additionally, the update will include the Work Group discussions regarding the purposes of a future assessment system. These suggestions, and future input and suggestions, will provide the SSPI with information to assist in the development of recommendations pertaining to the reauthorization of the statewide pupil assessment system, including a plan to transition to high-quality assessments, which are due to the Legislature in fall 2012.
RECOMMENDATION
The CDE recommends that the SBE engage in continued discussions regarding the reauthorization of the statewide pupil assessment system.

BRIEF HISTORY OF KEY ISSUES
Several developments related to assessment have taken place over the past two years. The SBE adopted the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) for English–language arts (ELA) and mathematics in August 2010. California joined the SMARTER Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC) in June 2011, which supports the development of assessments based on the CCSS ELA and mathematics for grades three through eight and grade eleven. In October 2011, Assembly Bill (AB) 250 (Chapter 608, Statutes of 2011) was chaptered into law. California’s future assessment system, begun through the SBAC process, will be further defined through the reauthorization of the statewide pupil assessment system.

AB 250 modified EC Section 60604.5 to clarify the legislative intent that the reauthorization of the statewide pupil assessment system conform to assessment requirements of any reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) or any other federal law that effectively replaces ESEA include alignment with the CCSS and implement common assessments developed by a state collaborative. 
Over the past several months, the CDE, the SBE, educational stakeholders, technical experts, and members of the public have been engaged in various discussions about the future of the assessment system in California. The CDE developed a Reauthorization of California’s Statewide Pupil Assessment System Outreach Plan (see Attachment 2) that describes the activities created to provide opportunities for public input. The Outreach Plan is available on the CDE Reauthorization Web page at: http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/sa/ab250.asp. To date, four of the five Work Group meetings (in March, April, May 2012, and June 2012) and all five regional public meetings have taken place. The first Work Group meeting was held March 21–22, 2012 and an update and meeting materials were provided to the SBE at its May 2012 meeting. The second Work Group meeting was held April 17–18, 2012; the third was held May 22–23, 2012; and the fourth was held June 12–14, 2012. Agendas and presentations from these meetings are available on the CDE Reauthorization Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/sa/ab250.asp. A summary of discussions from the May and June 2012 Work Group meetings and the regional public meetings will be provided in an Item Addendum (See Attachment 4). The summary is to include, but not be limited to, input and suggestions regarding the categories of measurement of pupil achievement and content and design from the Work Group and members of the public through the regional meetings. Work Group members received digests regarding the areas of consideration (see Attachment 3) to inform their discussions. The digests included guiding questions, background information, and resources. Work Group members were able to add additional questions to cover areas they felt were critical to the conversation within each digest. Additionally, CDE staff presented to the Technical Advisory Group (TAG) on the suggestions regarding the measurement category. TAG members discussed the suggestions and offered feedback.
Further, as an activity, Work Group members constructed purposes for the future statewide assessment system. This activity was one of the first completed as all meeting discussions connect back to the purposes of the system. Upon offering a suggestion, Work Group members were asked to link the suggestion to one or more purposes. This activity has been integrated into each of the Work Group meetings as the members provide further input and suggestions.

The following purposes were offered by Work Group members, and are not listed in any priority order. The SBE members might want to consider how these purposes correspond with California’s current system:
1. Improve teaching and learning by including a variety of valid types of assessments that model and promote high-quality teaching and student learning (e.g., integrate knowledge and skills, require deep understanding, are engaging and motivating, involve authentic tasks, promote collaboration).

2. Produce efficient and meaningful information that can be used to inform decisions related to high school graduation, postsecondary admissions and placement, and employment.

3. Generate valid and timely results that can be used to:

· Yield understandable and valuable information for the public, parents and students, educators, and those making decisions about policies, program effectiveness, and the allocation of resources.

· Determine how all students and subgroups are doing in comparison to themselves and to students in other school districts, states, the nation, and internationally, at a point in time and over time.

· Determine if English learners are on track to achieving the academic standards, including the use of primary content, English proficiency, or primary language assessments.

· Determine if students with disabilities are on track to achieving the academic standards, using the primary content or alternate assessments.

4. Promote the use of appropriate technology to produce understandable results, more authentic assessment, and an enhanced statewide technology infrastructure.

The following table provides the suggestions that were captured in statewide conversations regarding the measurement of pupil achievement and content and design categories. Measurement of pupil achievement and content and design discussion questions regarding these suggestions can be found in Attachment 1. 
Suggestions From Statewide Conversations

	Measurement of Pupil Achievement
	· Consider multiple purposes and audiences when measuring growth

· Explore the use of matrix sampling at some grade levels and content areas

	Content and Design
	· Examine the role of diagnostic, formative, and interim assessments within the statewide assessment system

· Explore the placement of various types of items, including but not limited to, open-ended response and performance-based tasks

· Consider including assessments in science and history-social science

· Consider the unique needs of students with disabilities and English learners in the design of the statewide assessment system


In addition to input gained from the public at regional meetings and Work Group meetings, CDE staff have developed an e-mail account (reauthorization@cde.ca.gov), an assessment reauthorization survey, and will conduct focus groups in summer 2012. These avenues provide further opportunity for the public, educators, parents, students, and business leaders to engage in the reauthorization process.
SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION DISCUSSION AND ACTION
EC Section 60604.5 requires the SSPI to develop recommendations for the reauthorization of the statewide pupil assessment program, which includes a plan for transitioning to a system of high-quality assessments as defined in EC Section 60603. While the law specifically addresses the current Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) Program, the CDE’s position is that it is appropriate to consider other current California statewide assessments, including, but not limited to, the Early Assessment Program, which utilizes specific STAR assessments, and the California High School Exit Examination.
May 2012: At its May meeting, the SBE received an update regarding the AB 250 Work Group members and a summary of the March and April 2012 Work Group meetings and the regional public meetings.
March 2012: At its March meeting, the SBE received an update regarding the selection of the AB 250 Work Group members and dates and locations for the Work Group meetings and other public meetings.
January 2012: The requirements pursuant to EC Section 60604.5 to develop the SSPI’s recommendations, including a plan for transition, for the reauthorization of the statewide pupil assessment system and proposed activities were provided to the SBE.

June 2011: Governor Edmund G. Brown, Jr., SSPI Tom Torlakson, and SBE President Michael Kirst signed the memorandum of understanding for California’s participation as 
a governing state in the SBAC. California was previously a participating state in the Partnership for the Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers. 

August 2010: Pursuant to EC Section 60605.8, the SBE adopted the academic content standards for English–language arts and mathematics as proposed by the California Academic Content Standards Commission (ACSC). The standards include the CCSS and specific additional standards that the ACSC deemed necessary to maintain the integrity and rigor of California’s already high standards. 

FISCAL ANALYSIS (AS APPROPRIATE)
The activities to develop the recommendations, including a plan for transitioning to a high-quality assessment system, will cost approximately $150,000. The activities are being implemented through the Communications contract using state and federal local assistance funds.
ATTACHMENT(S)
Attachment 1:  Measurement of Pupil Achievement and Content and Design Discussion Questions (1 page)
Attachment 2:  Reauthorization of California’s Statewide Pupil Assessment System       Outreach Plan (4 pages)
Attachment 3:  Digests Regarding the Areas of Consideration (30 pages)

Attachment 4:  Summary of discussions from the May and June 2012 Work

   Group meetings and the regional public meetings will be provided in an  

   Item Addendum.

Measurement of Pupil Achievement and Content and Design Discussion Questions
Measurement of Pupil Achievement
· What purpose(s) should measuring growth (individual and/or group) serve?

· Which content area(s) should individual pupil growth be measured on an annual basis in California?

· At which grade levels and content areas should matrix sampling be considered?

· What are the benefits of matrix sampling?

Content and Design
· What should be the role of diagnostic, formative, and interim assessment within the statewide assessment system? Which grade levels and content areas?

· What roles should the state, county, and local educational agencies have in providing formative assessment practices and tools? What about interim assessment? What about diagnostic assessment?
· Assessments can include various item types including, but not limited to, multiple choice, constructed response, performance-based tasks. To what degree do you feel each of these should be included in the statewide assessment system? 

· What are the implications?

· How often should science and history–social science be assessed?

· At which grades and content areas?

· What are some of the unique needs of students with disabilities and English learners that should be considered in the design of the statewide assessment system?

Reauthorization of California’s Statewide Pupil Assessment System 

Outreach Plan

The California Department of Education (CDE) is providing members of the public multiple opportunities through various avenues to provide input and suggestions regarding the reauthorization of California’s statewide pupil assessment system. These avenues include:

· Statewide Assessment Reauthorization Work Group meetings

· Regional meetings

· A reauthorization e-mail account

· Focus groups

· A feedback survey

Below are descriptions of the purpose and structure of each avenue. 

Statewide Assessment Reauthorization Work Group Meetings

A key requirement of California Education Code Section 60604.5 is that the State Superintendent of Public Instruction (SSPI) consult with specific stakeholders outlined in statute when developing recommendations for the reauthorization. To facilitate that consultation, the CDE has formed a Statewide Assessment Reauthorization Work Group, composed of the following stakeholders:

· The State Board of Education

· The committee advising the SSPI on the Academic Performance Index 

· Measurement experts from California’s public and private universities

· Individuals with expertise in assessing students with disabilities and English learners

· Teachers, administrators, and governing board members from California’s local educational agencies

· Parents

The purpose of the Work Group is for members to apply their professional expertise and perspective while providing input and suggestions regarding the reauthorization of the statewide pupil assessment system. Five Work Group meetings are being held between March and September 2012. The meetings also allow members of the general public multiple opportunities to provide input on and suggestions for the reauthorization of the statewide assessment system. Typically, those opportunities follow either a presentation or a large- or small-group discussion. Work Group members received digests regarding the areas of consideration to inform their discussions regarding the areas of consideration. The digests include guiding questions, background information, and resources. 
Below are the Work Group meeting dates with a list of topics:

March 21-22, 2012

· Current Assessment System

· Update on the Elementary and Secondary Education Act

· Transitioning to New Assessments

· Statewide Assessment Reauthorization Overview

· Next Generation Science Standards Update

· English Language Development Standards Update

April 17-18, 2012

· Conceptual Framework

· Measurement Areas of Consideration

May 22-23, 2012

· Types of Assessments

· Types of Items

· Content and Design Areas of Consideration

June 12-14, 2012

· Minimizing Testing Time

· Test Administration and Scoring Technologies

· Formative Assessment Practices and Tools

· Assessment System K–12

July 25-26, 2012

· Review suggestions regarding areas of consideration

· Consider transition plan components and implementation
September 2012 – Date to be determined
Regional Meetings

The CDE has held regional public meetings throughout the state designed specifically to provide reauthorization information to the public and give the public the opportunity to provide input and suggestions. Five regional meetings were held at county offices of education during April and May 2012 at the following locations:

· Sacramento County Office of Education (COE)

· Fresno COE

· San Diego COE

· Orange County Department of Education

· Contra Costa COE
CDE staff provided a Reauthorization Overview presentation at the beginning of each meeting. Following that presentation, members of the public were given the opportunity to provide comments and/or suggestions. San Joaquin County COE provided written summaries to the CDE. 
Reauthorization E-mail Account

The Assessment Development and Administration Division (ADAD) has created a reauthorization e-mail account as an additional avenue for members of the general public to provide input and comments on the reauthorization of the statewide pupil assessment system. The comments received through the e-mail account will be incorporated into the final public comment summary as one component of the final report. The reauthorization e-mail account is provided to the public through the regional meetings and Work Group meetings. It also will be used to distribute a feedback survey (see “Feedback Survey,” p. 3) to multiple e-mail distribution groups (Listservs). The e-mail link will be hosted on the Reauthorization Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/sa/ab250.asp. 

Focus Groups

The CDE will host multiple focus groups during summer 2012 at the Los Angeles COE and the Sacramento COE. The focus groups will be divided into the following groups:

· Business roundtable 



· Teachers/administrators



· Parents/high school students

Each group will consist of 12–15 participants. Each focus group will reflect on essentially the same questions and/or topics. The questions will vary slightly, depending on the group (e.g., parents, teachers, students, etc.). Teachers will receive a stipend if they are off track; if they are on track, substitute costs will be taken care of. San Joaquin COE staff will facilitate the focus groups and provide a summary of comments to the CDE.
Additional focus groups will be held in late summer 2012 at the Sacramento COE and will include teachers of English–language arts (ELA) and mathematics and higher education faculty from the California Community Colleges, California State University, and University of California. The ELA and mathematics teachers will discuss one particular area of consideration in statute: aligning the assessments to the standards adopted or revised pursuant to EC Section 60605.8. The purpose of the involvement of higher education faculty will be to gain the faculty perspective on college and career readiness as it relates to postsecondary education and the reauthorization of the statewide assessment system. 
To recruit focus group participants, CDE and San Joaquin COE staff will work with a variety of organizations. 
Feedback Survey

The ADAD, in conjunction with San Joaquin COE, has created an online survey for members of the public to provide feedback on the reauthorization of the statewide assessment system. A link to the survey will be sent to multiple Listservs to promote maximum participation. In addition to inviting recipients’ feedback, the CDE will encourage recipients to forward the Web site link to others they think may be interested in providing feedback. The survey link also will be housed on the CDE Statewide Assessment Reauthorization Web page at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/sa/ab250.asp. 

Expectations

ADAD staff expects a wealth of information from the Statewide Assessment Reauthorization Work Group meetings, regional public meetings, feedback survey, and focus groups. The Work Group’s suggestions and input will be specific to the purposes of the assessment system, the content and grades tested, and the 16 areas of consideration. The regional public meetings offer the public opportunity to provide input on all areas regarding the reauthorization of the statewide assessment system. The survey and focus groups will concentrate on specific questions regarding reauthorization. 
The depth and breadth of information gathered overall will depend on the collection method (i.e., work group meeting, regional meeting, survey, or focus group). The information gathered will be synthesized and analyzed to provide information for the final report, including a transition plan, to the SSPI to assist in the development of his recommendations. 

Digests Regarding the Areas of Consideration

California Education Code Section 60604.5 directs the State Superintendent of Public Instruction to provide recommendations for the reauthorization of the statewide pupil assessment system that includes a plan for transitioning to a system of high-quality assessments. The bill identifies 16 considerations that are to be included in the plan. For the purpose of discussion, the considerations were organized into bundles, or categories.
	Category
	Areas of Considerations

	CCSS

ESEA Reauthorization
	1) Aligning the assessments to the standards adopted or revised pursuant to Section 60605.8 (California’s Common Core Content Standards, including additional California standards) [EC Section 60604.5 (a)(1)]

	
	2) Implementing and incorporating any common assessments aligned with the common set of standards developed by the Common Core State Standards Initiative consortium or other interstate collaboration in which the state participates.

	
	3) Conforming to the assessment requirements of any reauthorization of the federal Elementary and Secondary Education Act (20 U.S.C. Sec. 6301 et seq.) or any other federal law that effectively replaces that act.

	Measurement of Pupil Achievement
	4) Enabling the valid, reliable, and fair measurement of achievement at a point in time and over time for groups and subgroups of pupils, and for individual pupils.

	
	5) Allowing the comparison from one year to the next of an individual pupil’s scale score in each content area tested, so as to reflect the growth in that pupil’s actual scores over time.

	
	6) Enabling and including the valid, reliable, and fair measurement of achievement of all pupils, including pupils with disabilities and English learners.

	
	7) Providing for the assessment of English learners using primary language assessments.

	
	8) Ensuring that no aspect of the system creates any bias with respect to race, ethnicity, culture, religion, gender, or sexual orientation.

	
	10) Generating multiple measures of pupil achievement, which, when combined with other measures, can be used to determine the effectiveness of instruction and the extent of learning.

	Content and Design
	9) Incorporating a variety of item types and formats, including, but not limited to, open-ended responses and performance-based tasks.

	
	11) Including the assessment of science and history-social science in all grade levels at or above grade 4.

	
	12) Assessing a pupil’s understanding of and ability to use the technology necessary for success in the 21st century classroom and workplace.

	
	13) Providing for both formative and interim assessments, as those terms are defined in this chapter, in order to provide timely feedback for purposes of continually adjusting instruction to improve learning. 

	
	16) Including options for diagnostic assessments for pupils in grade 2.

	Results for Diverse Purposes
	14) Making use of test administration and scoring technologies that will allow the return of test results to parents and teachers as soon as is possible in order to support instructional improvement.

	
	15) Minimizing testing time while not jeopardizing the validity, reliability, fairness, or instructional usefulness of the assessment results.


4) Enabling the valid, reliable, and fair measurement of achievement at a point in time and over time for groups and subgroups of pupils, and for individual pupils
Guiding Questions

1. For which subject areas should individual achievement be measured on an annual basis in California?

2. How accurate does the measurement of achievement need to be?

3. How reliable should reported sub-scales be?

4. How much time should pupils spend testing for the purpose of measuring individual pupil achievement?

Background

This consideration brings up several important measurement concepts and specifies that the assessment system must measure both the level of attainment of a student as well as growth over time.

The concept of validity is inextricably tied to the purpose of the test. In general, validity is the idea that a test measures what it is supposed to measure and that the resultant measurements will be used for the appropriate purpose, implying that the test is to measure a student’s performance along a continuum of performance and that change in the level of performance over time can be evaluated. Validity generally is evaluated in terms of (1) content validity—the test measures the intended knowledge and skills; (2) concurrent validity—measures generated by the test agree with measures made by other tests designed to measure the same content; (3) predictive validity—results on the test are reasonably able to predict future performance; and (4) consequential validity—the degree to which the use of test results lead to consequences of the type intended (e.g., enhancing instruction and learning vs. limiting the curriculum or degrading instruction). All of the steps in the testing process from the creation of the test blueprint to the eventual impact on students and schools provide evidence of the validity of the test.

Reliability means that the test consistently measures student performance. It is often thought to reflect the accuracy of the assessment. Generally, reliability is a function of test length—the longer the test, the greater the reliability. Accuracy also is a function of test length. This is because a longer test implies a larger sampling of student performance, which minimizes error. 

At least two types of error affect the accuracy and reliability of a test:

1. Specification error. This type of error refers to the degree to which a test is used for purposes that it was not designed to support.

2. Measurement error. Tests effectively sample from the total knowledge base students are expected to learn to produce an estimate of performance. The longer the test, the less measurement error and the greater the reliability of the test. 

Fairness in testing generally centers on the concepts of opportunity to learn and the ability of all students to meaningfully participate in the assessment (accessibility). In addition, a test should not present barriers to a student’s ability to demonstrate what he or she knows. Students with disabilities and English learner students may require accessibility tools to ensure that they can meaningfully participate in the assessment.

Construction of valid, fair and reliable measures requires different considerations depending on the purpose of the assessment. If the results of a test are to be used only for school and district accountability, but not for decisions about individual pupils, it may not be necessary for all students in a given grade to be tested on the same material. However if individual pupil achievement is the target for measurement, equity demands all student in a given grade and domain take equivalent tests for the portion which makes up an individual student’s score.

Another factor affecting validity, reliability, and fairness is the way in which the assessment process is carried out. Security of the test questions and standardization of the administration of the tests are very important when accountability or student evaluations are among the purposes of the test. Administration conditions need to be as standardized as possible to insure fair comparisons. Students cannot have advance access to questions, or have improper supports available during a test (e.g., multiplication tables posted in a room where testing is taking place.)
Where individual scores are produced, aggregation to the group level can be easily accomplished and reported. Comparisons will be valid and reliable as long as a reasonable minimum group size is applied.

Some of the most difficult considerations in developing achievement tests is deciding which domains or areas of the curriculum to assess, and the breadth and depth of measurement for each domain. Achievement tests often report sub-scales (sub-scores or cluster scores) within a given domain. The selection of areas for reporting sub-scores is an important decision affecting test length, as each sub-scale reported will require a minimum number of items if it is to be reliable.
Resources   

· CST and CAPA Alignment Study. http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/sr/documents/alignmentreport.pdf 
· STAR Test Blueprints and Technical Reports. http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/sr/resources.asp.

5)
Allowing the comparison from one year to the next of an individual pupil’s scale scores in each content area tested, so as to reflect the growth in that pupil’s actual scores over time

Guiding Questions

1. For which subject areas should individual pupil growth be measured on an annual basis in California?

2. How accurate does the measurement of growth need to be?

3. If sub-scales are reported, should the sub-scales be articulated across grades to allow growth comparisons?

4. How much time should pupils spend testing for the purpose of measuring growth?

5. Is it realistic to expect a single scale to cover nine grades as in English language arts?

6. Is it realistic to measure growth for high school courses in science and mathematics?

Background

Currently, it is not possible to directly compare results from grade to grade on the academic tests used in California. Each grade-level test has its own scale based on the content to be assessed. The performance levels are the main link between the grade-level tests. All the scales are developed with the basic and proficient cut scores defined as 300 and 350, respectively. The scale scores give a relative idea of where a student’s performance lies relative to the criteria set for a given grade. 

Consideration number 5 seems to call for the development of a continuous scale across grades. It is possible to develop continuous scales, but the methods do not yield a continuous measurement with equal units of consistent meaning. This is because the curriculum in each grade contains some blocks of content that are wholly new and are not directly linked to previous grades. This is true for all test formats including computer adaptive testing.

Why do we want to be able to compare scale scores directly from year to year? The answer to this question is central to the design of an assessment system that seeks to measure academic growth. Robert Smith and Wendy Yen from Educational Testing Service conducted a study in 2005 to determine what parents, teachers, and administrators want regarding the measurement of growth. The results of that study show that those groups wanted information that was both normative (how the student is progressing relative to other students) and absolute (how the student is progressing relative to the definition of proficient). Their findings are summarized below.

Parents wanted to know:

· Is my child making a year’s work of progress in a year?

· Is my child growing appropriately toward meeting state standards?

· How far away is my child from becoming proficient?

· Is my child growing as much in English–language arts as in mathematics?

· Did my child grow as much this year as last year?

· Is child A growing as much as child B, who is in a different grade?

Teachers wanted to know:

· Did my students grow appropriately toward meeting state standards?

· How close are my students to becoming proficient?

· Are there students with unusually low growth who deserve special attention?

Administrators wanted to know:

· Did my students grow appropriately toward meeting state standards?

· How close are our students to becoming proficient?

· Does this school or program show as much growth as another school or program?

· Does this district show as much growth as the state?

· Can measure the growth of students even if they do not change proficiency classifications from one year to the next?

· Can I pool together results from different grades to draw summary conclusions?

Despite the known limitations of growth scales, several approaches have been developed. These include vertical scales, scales based on normative information, and growth scales. 

In a vertical scale, scale scores are produced that run continuously from the lowest grade to the highest grade, with substantial overlap of the scale scores produced at adjacent grades. The goal is to have scale scores obtained from different test levels that have the same meaning (a 500 means the same thing if obtained from the grade-four test or the grade-five test). Vertical scales are most commonly built by linking tests in adjacent grades using item response theory (IRT). If a vertical scale is built to span tests administered in grades two through eleven, this would imply a progression of learning throughout this range of grades that is specified in the curriculum. Vertical scales are attractive for the measurement of growth because they appear to put all students from kindergarten through grade twelve on the same continuous “yardstick.”
Computer adaptive testing like that intended for the SBAC assessments provides a means of giving students a test that employs a vertical scale that spans several grades but does not require the student to respond to every question. This allows more accurate estimation of a student’s position along a growth continuum. 
Another way to create a growth scale is to base it on normative information. This approach presents the scale as a measure of where a given student’s performance is relative to other students in the same grade. This is done by converting students’ scores to percentiles. Growth is measured in terms of how the student progressed relative to other students. For example, we could say that student A gained 10 percentile points from grade three to grade four while student B lost 10 percentile points. This type of growth is, of course, not absolute and is only a measure of the relative progress of different students. This type of measure can tell us how students are progressing toward proficiency or whether a student gained, lost, or remained the same in his or her standing from one year to another.

A third means to a growth scale is to combine scale score information in a grade with information provided by performance standards. Texas, for example, uses a system in which the score on a continuous scale is determined by the grade level the student is in and his or her performance on the grade-level test. In each grade, the standard for proficient is used to anchor the scale as done in California. The score for proficient is 70. The IRT procedure gives each student a scale score relative to 70. Then, to make the scale “continuous,” a third digit representing the grade is added to the score. Hence a “just barely” proficient student in grade three has a score of 370, a “just barely” proficient student in grade four has a score of 470, and so forth. This is not a true interval scale but it can be used to judge student growth against the idea that one year of progress is equal to 100 points on the scale. It also can be used as an indicator of how much the student’s score needs to improve in order to reach proficient in a subsequent grade.

Another option for measuring growth is to admit that the curriculum is not continuous across all grades and that growth can be measured only in a single grade or across a limited grade span. A typical method used in classrooms is to use a pre-test and a post-test that cover the same material to judge how much a student has learned. Pre-test / post-test measures provide the cleanest approach to the measurement of growth. There is no doubt that the growth being measured is on the same construct, and the meaning of the measurement is clear. Growth is measured over each desired interval (say, each year) and can be used for accountability purposes as well as assessing student progress. The main drawback of this approach is that it gives growth only for the period over which the measurements are made. The second drawback is that the approach requires more testing time.

An extension of this model is to use the same test over several grades. For example, a test of reading comprehension could be developed to incorporate the range of skill in reading expected for students in grades three through six. The student would take the same test (or parallel forms of the test) each year. The scores would be directly comparable and the growth in each year could be reported. Students would start on a new test series in grade seven that reflects the expectations of the next several grades.

Resource 

· Yen W. M. (2008). Measuring academic growth in California. Princeton, NJ: ETS.
6)
Enabling and including the valid, reliable, and fair measurement of achievement of all pupils, including pupils with disabilities and English learners

Guiding Questions

1. What kind of statement does the panel want to make with regard to the testing of English learners and students with disabilities? 

2. What features should the California assessment system possess to insure the fair and accurate assessment of English-learners and students with disabilities?

Background

The main issue in testing students with disabilities (SWDs) and English learners (ELs) is accessibility. “Accessibility” means that the test is designed so as to minimize unnecessary complexity. Universal access is the goal, and a set of principles known as Universal Design Practices (UDP) are used to guide test development. Universal Design helps all students equally by avoiding unnecessary barriers to understanding. Accessibility is not intended to make the test easier for SWDs and ELs.
In addition to the application of UDP, accommodations, modifications, and variations are used to level the playing field for students with specific needs. The major challenge (i.e., in test development and administration) is to improve accessibility and maintain comparability. For example, large print makes the test accessible to students with visual problems without changing the content or difficulty of the test.

Sometimes accommodations, modifications, and variations do more than level the playing field. For example, allowing students with disabilities to use a calculator on a test in which students without disabilities are not allowed to use a calculator can make certain mathematics items and the test itself easier for students with disabilities. In such a case, a separate scale can be developed (i.e., for the students who use a calculator) that adjusts for the change in difficulty. In some cases modifications so change the construct being measured that results cannot be compared to those of students that do not receive the modification. A common example is hearing a reading passage read aloud on a reading test.
Resource 

· National Center on Universal Design for Learning: http://www.udlcenter.org/ 
7) Providing for the assessment of English learners using primary language assessments

Guiding Questions

1. For which subjects and grade levels should the primary language tests be offered?

2. For what should the primary language tests be used?

3. In which languages should the tests be developed?


4. Should the tests be translated, transadapted, or developed in the primary language?

Background

EC sections 60640(f) and 60640(g) stipulate two groups of English learners who take the primary language tests, if available, in addition to the CSTs or the California Modified Assessment (CMA)—required and optional:

· Required. EC Section 60640(g) requires that English learners who either (a) receive instruction in their primary language or (b) have been enrolled in a school in the U.S. less than 12 months be administered a test in their primary language, if available.

· Optional. EC Section 60640(f) states that local educational agencies also have the option of testing all English learners not required to be tested with the primary language test, if available in their primary language.

Key Facts About the Standards Test in Spanish (STS)
Historically, two types of primary language tests have been used in the Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) Program: designated primary language tests (e.g., SABE/3 and Aprenda 3) and standards-based primary language tests (i.e., the STS). Subjects and grades currently assessed by the STS are as follows:
	Subject
	Grades Tested

	Reading/language arts (grade level)
	Grades two through eleven

	Mathematics (grade level)
	Grades two through seven

	Algebra I (end of course)
	Grade seven through eleven

	Geometry (end of course)
	Grade eight through eleven


· In 2011, approximately 41,876 (approximately 1%) of students taking the CST also took either the reading/language arts or the mathematics portion of the STS.

· Spanish is the only language for which a primary language test has been designated.

· Students who take the STS must also take the grade-level CSTs and/or the CMA; STS results are not used for state or federal accountability purposes.
· Although STS tests share the same test blueprint with the CSTs, they follow an independent procedure for test development and establishment of proficiency levels; therefore, comparison between CST and STS test results is discouraged.

· The STS and CST test development teams work very closely together to ensure consistency, comparability, and rigor.
About English Learners in California:

· Sixty different languages are spoken by English learners in California.
· The top ten languages spoken in California by the percent of total English learners are as follows:

1.
Spanish – 82.7%



2.
Vietnamese – 2.7%


3.
Cantonese – 1.7%


4.
Filipino or Tagalog – 1.6%


5.
Hmong – 1.2%

6.
Mandarin – 1.2%

7.
Korean – 1%

8.
Other non-English languages – 1%

9.
Arabic – .9%

10.
Punjabi – .7%
· American Sign Language is the primary language for .02% of students in California.
· “Transadaptation,” a combination of translation and adaptation, is a process of

adapting the content in an assessment to account for cultural and linguistic differences between two languages (Zucker et al., 2005).

Resources

· Garcia, Ofelia. Bilingual Education in the 21st Century: A Global Perspective. John Wiley and Sons: 2011
· SBAC 04: Component 5, Guidelines for Accessibility for English Language Learners. http://rre.sagepub.com/content/32/1/292.full.pdf+html.
· STS Blueprints. http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/sr/stsblueprints.asp. 

· STS Technical Reports. http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/sr/technicalrpts.asp. 

· Testing Variations for English Learners (Testing Variations, Accommodations, and Modifications document; page 5; Matrix 2: Administration of California Statewide Assessments for English Learners). http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/sr/.

· Zucker, Sasha, et al. Transadaptation: Publishing Assessments in World Languages. Pearson Education, Inc. 2005. http://www.pearsonassessments.com/NR/rdonlyres/5D28CC3E-295C-49D0-AD32-3AEF8FD15EC2/0/TransadaptionResPaper.pdf 

8)
Ensuring that no aspect of the system creates any bias with respect to race, ethnicity, culture, religion, gender, or sexual orientation

Guiding Questions

1. What kind of statement does the panel want to make with regard to cultural bias and sensitivity in testing?

2. What kind of analyses should California require from vendors to assess items for bias and sensitivity? 

3. What does the CDE need do to inform the education community and the public at large about steps taken to prevent cultural bias in statewide assessments?

Background

Working to prevent bias is a key element in the test development process. In California, all state-developed assessments—STAR, California High School Exit Examination (CAHSEE), and California English Language Development Test—utilize bias and sensitivity panels to evaluate every new test item. Those panels are made up of educators from a variety of cultural and ethnic backgrounds as well as those who work with English learners and students with disabilities. Panelists examine the items to ensure that the items do not present information that is biased against any group or may be interpreted to reflect negatively on any race, ethnicity, culture, religion, gender, sexual orientation, or age group. The panelists also examine reading passages, writing prompts, and question-and-answer sets for elements that might cause problems for a particular group because of negative associations certain topics have for certain groups. The contexts for questions are closely examined to ensure that all students can relate to the context and that no negative associations result from a passage or question. Age appropriateness is also an element the panelists look for in item reviews.

With respect to English learners, an effort is made through universal design and item review to ensure that the language used in an item does not interfere with the measurement of the underlying content. Referred to as a “language load,” this is particularly important in mathematics and the sciences, where overly complicated scenarios can get in the way of a student understanding a question that is not inherently language based. 

The STAR and CAHSEE assessments go through an additional review to ensure that items do not ask students to reveal personal information about their backgrounds, families, or beliefs. This is the function of the Statewide Pupil Assessment Review Panel, which looks at every new item developed for these assessments. 

Statistical tests also are employed to examine field test items for bias. A procedure known as differential item functioning (DIF) is employed to see whether students with the same overall level of achievement from different groups perform differently on a given item. DIF reviews are conducted for gender, race, and ethnicity. When an item is flagged for DIF, reviewers examine the item to see whether there is an obvious source of bias. Generally, items with very strong DIF for a given group will be eliminated from consideration for inclusion in a test. Borderline items may be included after review indicates no obvious source of bias.

Resource 

· SBAC Bias and Sensitivity Document. http://www.smarterbalanced.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2012/02/DRAFT%20Bias%20and%20Sensitivity%20Guidelines.pdf 
9) Incorporating a variety of item types and formats, including, but not limited to, open- ended responses and performance-based tasks.
Guiding Questions
1. What are some of the advantages and disadvantages of open-ended responses and performance-based tasks?

2. What are some learning outcomes or skills that are best measured with open-ended responses and performance-based tasks?

3. What skills do students need to perform their best on open-ended responses and performance-based tasks?

4. What are the implications for instruction, classroom practices, and professional development if open-ended responses and performance-based tasks are part of the reauthorized state assessment system?

Background

There are three-main categories of items Selected-Response, Constructed-Response, and Performance Task. These item types are used to assess a student’s knowledge, skills, and abilities on a specific topic or content area. Each of these items types has some inherent qualities that one should be aware of when making decisions about assessing student knowledge, skills, and abilities.

Selected-Response Items have primary characteristic that the student selects the correct answer from a provided list or options. The most common Selected-Response items are multiple-choice items but selected-response items also include true-false or matching. These items can assess a broad sampling of content, can be scored quickly, and are objectively scored. 

Multiple-choice items consist of two types: single-correct answer and multiple-correct answers. Well-written multiple-choice items can assess basic understanding, application to a principle or rule as well as some higher-level thinking such as analysis and evaluation. Advantages to multiple-choice assessments include accuracy, inexpensive, and scoring. Multiple-choice items allow for coverage of many standards in a short time. Some pitfalls to using multiple-choice items include students may get the answer correct by guessing and multiple-choice items do not provide an opportunity for students to show their thinking process used to arrive at that particular option. 

Constructed-Response Items allow students to provide their own response to a question or prompt. There are several types of Constructed-Response items: short answer (i.e., one- or two-word or short phrase), long answer (i.e., essay or proofs). The California Standards Test uses this type of item to demonstrate a students’ ability to write a coherent essay. Constructed-Response items may take more time for the student to answer, require the development of scoring criteria or rubric, and require the calibration of scorers. Scoring Constructed-Response items requires more time to score compared to Selected-Response items. Constructed-Response items assess a student’s basic understanding and application to a principle or rule as well as higher-level thinking: analysis, evaluation, and innovative thinking. The drawback to using Constructed-Response items is that the breadth of content assessed will be limited due to the amount of time needed to administer and score the items. Finally, the process of scoring a Constructed-Response item is more subjective than Selected-Response items therefore, decreasing the reliability of the item and the test.

Performance Tasks prompt a student to complete a body of work (i.e., a finished product), for example writing an essay, presenting a speech, or solving a real-world problem. A Performance Task provides several stimuli for the student to process and formulate a response to the prompt(s). Similar to Constructed-Response items, a Performance Task will take more time for the student to produce final product, require the development of scoring criteria or rubric, and require the calibration of scorers. A Performance Task assesses a student’s ability to filter, analyze, and evaluate multiple stimuli to formulate a response to the prompt. Disadvantages to using a Performance Task include the content to be assessed will be limited, the student will need ample time to read, process, and evaluate stimuli, additional time to formulate, prepare response and review response to prompt(s). Scoring the student’s response will be time-consuming and is more subjective than Selected-Response items therefore decreasing the reliability of the item and the test.
Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) Program 
State law (EC Section 60640) established the STAR Program, which includes the following tests:
· The California Standards Tests (CSTs), administered in grades two through eleven to measure how well students are achieving the academic content standards.  

· CSTs with multiple choice questions

· English-language arts (ELA)

· Mathematics

· History-Social Science

· Science

· Writing CST contains a writing performance task

· The California Modified Assessment (CMA) ELA, mathematics, and science all contain multiple choice questions and the CMA Writing contains a writing performance task.

· The California Alternate Performance Assessment (CAPA) contains multiple-choice questions and performance tasks and uses many manipulatives (i.e., not self-contained). For most questions, students are asked to perform a task. 

· The Standards-based Test in Spanish (STS) is administered in Spanish, and all questions are multiple-choice.

· The Early Assessment Program (EAP), a California State University (CSU) test program, includes the following:

· English–language arts EAP, which contains multiple-choice questions and one writing performance task. 
· Mathematics EAP, which contains multiple-choice questions. 
SMARTER Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC) 

SBAC’s focus is on assessing students annually in grades three through eight and grade eleven in English–language arts and mathematics under current federal requirements. In addition to multiple-choice questions (i.e., selected-response), SBAC assessments will include constructed-response items and performance tasks.

Constructed-responses items require the student to "construct" a response rather than choosing a response from a limited choice of alternatives, as is the case with selected-response items (Technology and Engineering Literacy Framework for the 2014 NAEP [National Assessment of Educational Progress]). Two types of constructed-response tasks, short and extended, might be used:
· Short constructed-response tasks might be used in either the discrete-item assessment sets or in the scenario-based assessment sets. Examples are:

· Supplying the correct word, phrase, or quantitative relationship in response 
to the question given in the item

· Identifying components or draw an arrow showing causal relationships

· Illustrating with a brief example 

· Writing a concise explanation for a given situation or result

· Extended constructed-response tasks might be used in the long scenario-based assessment sets. In a scenario-based assessment set, the real-world scenario is developed and elaborated upon as the student moves through the assessment set. These could be considered performance tasks. Examples are: 

· Entering a search term to gather information about a famous composer and to request information from virtual team members

· Varying the size of populations to test a model of a city's transportation system

· Constructing a wind turbine from a set of virtual components in which there are several combinations of turbine blades and generators

Performance tasks allow students to complete an in-depth project that demonstrates analytical skills and real-world problem solving. SBAC describes performance tasks in the following way:
Performance tasks challenge students to apply their knowledge and skills to respond to real-world problems. They can best be described as collections of questions and activities that are coherently connected to a single theme or scenario. These activities are meant to measure capacities such as depth of understanding, research skills, and complex analysis, which cannot be adequately assessed with selected- or constructed-response items.

Performance tasks in reading, writing, and mathematics will be part of the SBAC summative, year-end assessment. Performance tasks can also be administered as part of the optional interim assessments throughout the year. Examples include online research, group projects, and presentations. Performance tasks are applicable in all grades being assessed and are evaluated by teachers using consistent scoring rubrics. The performance tasks will be delivered by computer (but will not be computer adaptive) and will take one to two class periods to complete.
It is critical to be aware of the fact that an 8-point essay does not necessarily provide as much data as eight multiple-choice items. However, if multiple choice is combined with, for example, constructed-response items or performance tasks, the assessment would yield more data about the individual student performance. This combination will be found in the SBAC assessments and is currently found in multiple assessments used in California. 
California English Language Development Test (CELDT)
State law (EC section 60810) requires the state’s school districts to administer a statewide test of English language proficiency to (1) newly enrolled students whose primary language is not English as an initial assessment and (2) students who are English learners as an annual assessment. The CELDT is comprised of performance tasks and multiple choice questions.
California High School Exit Examination (CAHSEE) 

State law (EC Section 60850) requires every California public school student to pass an examination in order to receive a high school diploma. That required test is the CAHSEE, which all students, except eligible students with disabilities, must pass with other state and local requirements to receive their diploma. The CAHSEE has two parts: 
· English–language arts, which contains multiple-choice questions and one writing performance task.
· Mathematics, which contains multiple-choice questions. 

Resources

· California Alternate Performance Assessment Sample Tasks
http://www.startest.org/capa.html
· California English Language Development Test Released Test Questions
http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/el/documents/CELDTRTQs1-11updated4-2-12.pdf
· California High School Exit Examination Released Test Questions
http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/hs/resources.asp
· California Standards Tests Released Test Questions
http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/sr/css05rtq.asp
· Differences Between the California Standards Test and the California Modified Assessment
http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/sr/cmastar.asp
· Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium
http://www.smarterbalanced.org/smarter-balanced-assessments/
· Technology and Engineering Literacy Framework for the 2014 NAEP, Chapter 4: Overview of the Assessment Design
http://www.nagb.org/publications/frameworks/tech2014-framework/ch_4/descriptions.html
· Transitioning to New Assessments (Presentation by Deborah V.H. Sigman)
http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/sa/documents/ab250fatov312.pdf
10) Generating multiple measures of pupil achievement, which, when combined with other measures, can be used to determine the effectiveness of instruction and the extent of learning.

Guiding Questions

1. What kind of information should local districts use in combination with scores from state assessments and SBAC for making decisions about student learning? How would this information be reported and used?

2. Should the state collect information directly from schools such as student work samples or on demand assessments?

3. What kind of support should the assessment system provide to help educators select and/or develop additional measures of student achievement?
Background

Multiple measures provide a broader picture of student performance than a single test score provides. Locally, schools have a variety of tools they can use to judge student progress. It is currently up to school districts to choose to use (and pay for) interim assessments. Those assessments can provide information about student performance early in the year, when interventions are most useful. 

No decision of import regarding the education of an individual or the performance of a teacher should be based on the results of a single test. Multiple measures improve decision making and reduce the chances that compromised results will have an unfair impact on individuals. This philosophy is reflected in the way multiple sources of information are used when considering the reclassification of English-learner students in California.

Teacher-created assessments can also be used to monitor student progress; however, comparability among teachers can be a problem. To address comparability issues, work sample requirements (assignments), and carefully designed on demand constructed response items can be developed and distributed by the state with scoring rubrics for use by schools. Items can be scored locally, or by a contractor to the state. Computerized exercises and automated scoring systems make this type of assessment less costly and time consuming now than was the case in the recent past.

SBAC has plans to provide items and test development tools in English–language arts and mathematics. In addition, SBAC will employ the use of performance assessments to enhance the measurement provided by objective tests. 

Resources
· SBAC documents
http://www.smarterbalanced.org/resources-events/publications-resources/ 
· SBAC FAQs
http://www.smarterbalanced.org/resources-events/faqs/ 

· Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing 
American Psychological Association, 1986

11) Including the assessment of science and history–social science in all grade levels at or above grade 4.
Guiding Questions

1. How often should science and history–social science be assessed? Why?

2. What are the benefits of additional assessments in science and history–social science?

3. What are the advantages and disadvantages of combining or integrating assessment of reading with science or history–social science?

4. What type of delivery method should be considered for these content area tests?

Background: Science

Currently, the STAR Program includes assessments for science in at least one elementary or middle school grade level selected by the State Board of Education. To meet federal requirements, beginning in 2007–08 annual tests in science have been administered annually in each of three grade spans: grades three through five, six through nine, and ten through twelve. STAR end-of-course (EOC) tests are administered during the STAR testing window, not at the completion of instruction for the course.
CST, CMA, and CAPA assessments for science are administered in grades five, eight, and ten for grade level-science, and the CST EOC assessments are administered in grades nine through eleven. The CST for Science in grade five covers science content standards for grades four and five.

There are no CMA EOC science assessments; however, students taking the CMA in grades nine through eleven must take the EOC CST for Science if they are taking an applicable science course. 
The table below summarizes the current testing requirements for science:
	CST 
	Grade(s)

	Science (grade-level assessments)
	five, eight, and ten

	Science (EOC assessments)

· Biology

· Chemistry

· Earth Science

· Physics

· Integrated/Coordinated 
Science 1, 2, 3, and 4
	nine, ten, or eleven

	CMA
	Grades

	Science (grade-level assessments)
	five, eight, and ten

	CAPA Science / Level
	Grade(s)

	Level I
	five, eight, and ten

	Level III
	five

	Level IV
	eight

	Level V
	ten


Next Generation Science Standards

Pursuant to EC Section 60605.85, the work of updating the science standards and curriculum was resumed through California’s participation in the National Research Council’s Next Generation Science Standards state-led project administered by Achieve, Inc. California is one of 26 lead states involved in the development of the Next Generation Science Standards, which will be released in summer 2012. The Next Generation Science Standards are based on A Framework for K–12 Science Education Practices: Crosscutting Concepts and Core Ideas, released in July 2011.
Background: History–Social Science
Although federal requirements do not include assessments for history–social science, the STAR Program includes assessments for history–social science in at least one elementary or middle school grade level, selected by the State Board of Education, and for grades nine through eleven although history–social science will not be included in the grade-nine assessment unless the State Board adopts academic content standards for a grade-nine history–social science course. 
The CST for History–Social Science in grade eight covers history–social science content standards for grades six, seven, and eight. Currently, instruction in California history (grade four), civics (grade three), and government (grade twelve) is mandated and is not assessed. Grade-level CSTs for History–Social Science are given in grades eight and eleven, and an EOC CST for World History is given in grade nine, ten, or eleven.
There are no CMA assessments for history social–science. Students taking the CMA in grades eight and eleven must take the grade-level CST for History–Social Science. Students taking the CMA in grades nine through eleven must take the EOC CST for World History if taking a World History course. Eligible CMA students take the grade-level CST and EOC CST for History–Social Science with the appropriate accommodations and/or modifications regularly used in the classroom for instruction and assessment. The table below summarizes the testing for history–social science:

	CST
	Grade(s)

	History–social science (grade-level assessments)
	Grades eight and eleven

	History–social science (EOC assessment): 

World History
	Grade nine, ten, or eleven


Resources

· A Framework for K–12 Science Education: Crosscutting Concepts and Core Ideas 
http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=13165 
Released July 19, 2011, this framework by the Committee on Conceptual Framework for the New K–12 Science Education Standards and the National Research Council provides a research-grounded basis for improving science teaching and learning across the country. 
· Next Generation Science Standards 
http://www.nextgenscience.org/ 
A joint effort between Achieve, the National Science Teachers Association, the American Association for the Advancement of Science, and the National Research Council is underway to create the foundations for all students to receive a solid K–12 science education. Twenty states, including California, are collaborating on the development of the science standards.

· PowerPoint and resources related to the Next Generation Science Standards
http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/sa/ab250.asp
· Science, Technology, Engineering, & Mathematics (STEM) information (http://www.cde.ca.gov/pd/ca/sc/stemintrod.asp) 

· 2003 Science Framework for California Public Schools, Kindergarten Through Grade Twelve
http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/cr/cf/documents/scienceframework.pdf 

12) Assessing a pupil’s understanding of and ability to use the technology necessary for success in the 21st century classroom and workplace.
Guiding Questions

1. What are the advantages and disadvantages of students using technology skills when completing a computer–adaptive and/or computer–based assessment?

2. Which grade levels and content areas are appropriate for utilizing technology?

3. How should a students’ use of technology connect to success in the 21st century classroom and workplace?
Background 

In California, the State Board of Education adopted Common Core State Standards (CCSS) for English–language arts (ELA), Model Library Standards, and California Career and Technical Education (CCTE) which contain standards or components of standards that address a student’s understanding of and ability to use technology. For example, the ELA CCSS writing standards for grades six through twelve mention the use of digital sources for research as well as the use of technology for publishing and distributing writing. Additionally, the speaking and listening standards in grades six through twelve reference integrative multimedia and visual displays, and making use of digital media in presentations. Students will consistently be exposed to and utilize technology whether it is in the instructional or testing environment. 
Through the use of computer–adaptive testing as part of the SMARTER Balanced Assessment Consortium, students will use the computer to select answers from a drop-down box or complete a technology enhanced item that may include video, Web searching, word processing and manipulation of images. The use of and interaction with technology by students during the SBAC assessment will provide students with a unique opportunity to demonstrate their understanding of and ability to use technology. Should California elect to develop additional state specific examinations (e.g., science tests), the use of a computer–based assessment could provide students with another opportunity to use their technology skills. 

ESEA (i.e., federal) and state testing mandates currently do not include technology. However, the California Assessments in Career Education Program (ACE) was administered from 1998 to 2002 to recognize students at the high school level who demonstrated outstanding achievement on rigorous end-of-course examinations in selected career and technical areas, including, but not limited to, computer science and information technology and technology core. The ACE examinations were developed by and for California. They were based on career educational standards and included multiple-choice questions, written response questions, and/or problem-solving tasks. Prior to the ACE Program, California developed and administered the Career Technical Assessment Program from 1991 to 1997.

Other sources for technology skills and the knowledge students need in order to be successful in college and at work include 21st Century Skills and certification assessments. In many industry career sectors and in the Information and Communications Technologies Sector in particular, many opportunities are available for students to demonstrate what they know through certification assessments. 

Resources

· California's Common Core State Standards for English Language Arts and Literacy in History/Social Studies, Science and Technical Subjects 
http://www.scoe.net/castandards/agenda/2010/ela_ccs_recommendations.pdf 
· CompTIA vendor-neutral certifications
http://certification.comptia.org/home.aspx 
· Model School Library Standards http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/cr/lb/documents/stndrdsgrdwintro.doc 
These standards are presented in a table format that gives the detailed standards for kindergarten through grade twelve under each overarching standard.

· Partnership for 21st Century Skills
http://www.p21.org/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=254&Itemid=120 
· Science, Technology, Engineering, & Mathematics (STEM) information
http://www.cde.ca.gov/pd/ca/sc/stemintrod.asp
13) Providing for both formative and interim assessments, as those terms are defined in this chapter, in order to provide timely feedback for purposes on continually adjusting instruction to improve learning.

Guiding Questions
1. What roles should the state, county, or local educational agency have in providing formative assessment practices and tools?

2. What roles should the state, county, or local educational agency have in providing interim assessments?

3. What are the implications (e.g., professional development, etc.)?

Background
AB 250 defines formative assessment as:

(i) “assessment tools and processes that are embedded in instruction and are used by teachers and pupils to provide timely feedback for purposes of adjusting instruction to improve learning.”

AB 250 defines interim assessment as:

(k) “an assessment that is given at regular and specified intervals throughout the school year, is designed to evaluate a pupil’s knowledge and skills relative to a specific set of academic standards, and produces results that can be aggregated by course, grade level, school, or local educational agency in order to inform teachers and administrators at the pupil, classroom, school, and local educational agency levels.”
Currently, California does not mandate or provide formative or interim assessments or tools at the local level. Many local educational agencies provide interim assessments for their districts and schools. This has been a local decision. SBAC will provide both formative assessment practices and tools and interim assessments for the grades and content covered by SBAC to all states in the consortium. Interim assessments, like the summative assessments, will be computer adaptive and will include performance tasks. 

Formative assessment practices and strategies are the basis for a digital library of professional development materials, resources, and tools aligned to the CCSS and SBAC claims and assessment targets. Research-based instructional tools will be available on demand to help teachers address learning challenges and differentiate instruction. The digital library will include professional development materials related to all components of the assessment system, such as scoring rubrics for performance tasks.

The following interim and formative information are directly from the SMARTER Balanced website at: www.smarterbalanced.org. 

SBAC specifics regarding interim assessments include:
· Optional comprehensive and content-cluster measures that include computer adaptive assessments and performance tasks, administered at locally determined intervals throughout the school year
· Results that are reported on the same scale as the summative assessment to provide information about how students are progressing
· The source for interpretive guides that use publicly released items and tasks
· Grounded in cognitive development theory about how learning progresses across grades and how college and career readiness emerge over time
· Strong teacher involvement in developing and scoring constructed response items and performance tasks
· Teachers and administrators afforded the flexibility to: 
–
Select item sets that provide deep, focused measurement of specific content clusters embedded in the CCSS
–
Administer these assessments at strategic points in the instructional year 
–
Use results to better understand students’ strengths and limitations in relation to the standards 
–
Support state-level accountability systems using end-of-course assessments
SBAC specifics regarding formative tools and processes include:

· Provision of resources for teachers on how to collect and use information about student success in acquisition of the CCSS
· Use by teachers throughout the year to better understand a student’s learning needs, check for misconceptions and/or provide evidence of progress toward learning goals

· Participation of teams of teachers from each state in: 
–
Identifying formative assessment practices and curriculum resources to put in Digital Library 
–
Completing a voluntary review of alignment of publishers’ materials with the content specifications and developing a Consumers Report to upload to the Digital Library 
· Development by national content experts of 54 (3 English–language arts and 3 mathematics per grade) formative assessment practices exemplar modules that provide model products for SBAC teachers (housed in Digital Library) 
· Existing CCSS curriculum projects that are adapted to align with the SBAC content specifications (and uploaded to the Digital Library)
· Production of high-quality test manuals that include administration guidelines and supports for teachers and students 
· Support of the administration of testing consistent with its purpose and intended use of data 
· Trainings on how to administer the test, provide accommodations, and use the reporting system and other applications 
· Enhancement of assessment literacy by providing well-articulated training on interpreting assessment results 
· Connections supported by pre-service teachers 
· Comprehensive support for formative assessment, including instructional modules aligned with CCSS 
· Training modules to help teachers focus their instruction on the CCSS and develop teaching practices that support more in-depth learning 
· Enhancement of assessment literacy by training teachers to use formative assessment tools and interim assessment to determine next steps in instruction 
· Supports for students to manage their own learning
Resources
· The Role of Interim Assessments in a Comprehensive Assessment System:
A Policy Brief
http://www.achieve.org/files/TheRoleofInterim%20Assessments12-13-07.pdf 
This policy brief was developed by the Aspen Institute Education and Society Program and Achieve, Inc., in partnership with the National Center for the Improvement of Educational Assessment. 
· SMARTER Balanced Assessments
http://www.smarterbalanced.org/smarter-balanced-assessments/ 

14) Making use of test administration and scoring technologies that will allow the return of test results to parents and teachers as soon as is possible in order to support instructional improvement.

Guiding Questions

1. Which type(s) of test delivery method(s) (i.e., computer adaptive, computer-based, paper/pencil) should be considered for assessments outside of the summative SBAC assessments?

2. What are the advantages and disadvantages of automated scoring for all students?
3. What are the considerations for test security and the future of assessment in California?
Background

Computer based or adaptive testing is not new to California. The Graduate Record Exam (GRE), Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL), Accelerated Reader (AR), and California Basic Educational Skills Test (CBEST) are computer based tests. 
Computer-Based Testing
Computer-based testing is a standardized mode of test delivery that includes technology-based tools for consistency in delivery, scoring, and reporting. Results are available faster and security is enhanced. One of the drawbacks of computer-based testing is the need for technology. With the more recent use of tablets, the cost of technology needed for computer-based testing has decreased.
Computer Adaptive Testing

SBAC will utilize computer adaptive testing for both the mandatory summative assessment and the interim assessments. Based on student responses, the computer program adjusts the difficulty of questions throughout the assessment. For example, a student who answers a question correctly will receive a more challenging item, while an incorrect answer generates an easier question. By adapting to the student as the assessment is taking place, these assessments present an individually tailored set of questions to each student and can quickly identify which skills students have mastered. This approach represents a significant improvement over traditional paper-and-pencil assessments. 

One critical aspect to consider is that computer-adaptive testing requires a large item bank and substantial field test data to be successful. 
Automated Scoring

Human scoring is not the only option for scoring constructed response items. Automated scoring technology can produce scores more quickly and at a lower cost than human scoring. SBAC is considering the capabilities of automated scoring of the common assessments.

There is additional literature available regarding automated scoring. Policy Analysis for California Education (PACE) and the Rennie Center for Education Research & Policy commissioned and produced a May 2011 report, “The Road Ahead for State Assessments.” Here is an excerpt:

Test developers have also been working to create automated scoring routines to 
enable computer scor​ing of short essays and constructed responses. These artificial intelligence engines are trained on exemplars at various levels of performance. A concern emerges if the exemplars do not reflect the full range of writing features, including those characteristic of English learn​ers at various levels of English-language proficiency. ELs at different ELP levels may exhibit “inter-language” grammatical or vocabulary errors that are typical of dif​ferent stages of second language acquisition. They may also use different and varying narrative and discourse patterns, and varying sentence and paragraph lengths, all of which could be misinterpreted in automated scoring methods. Addressing this concern may require the development of specialized scoring routines for use with ELs, trained to recognize common inter-language features, and provide more careful analysis of performance by students’ ELP levels.
Another option for addressing this concern is for the technology to be designed to flag responses that reflect unusual or different patterns for teachers (i.e., humans) to score.
Reporting

Currently, schools and parents/guardians must wait several months before they receive the results from standardized tests including the STAR and CAHSEE results. One of the reasons for the delay in receiving results is due to the post-equating process. The scores cannot be equated until 80 percent of the answer documents are scored. The issue with that method is that a significant number of results have to be available before equating can happen. Each year we find ourselves waiting on the lower volume tests such as integrated math, integrated science and physics. Combine that with a long testing window, and results can be slow in coming. This equating process takes up to ten business days to complete. 

We are currently examining this area through our STAR testing contract. Results for the 2013 administration of the CSTs and CMA will be provided within 10-12 days instead of months. To accomplish this, Educational Testing Service will reuse previously administered test forms from different administrations and pre-equating will be performed prior to the operational administration. Historically, California has used a post-equating method.

The use of computerized assessments and automated scoring allow teachers, principals, and parents to receive results in weeks, not months. Faster results mean that teachers can use the information from optional interim assessments throughout the school year to differentiate instruction and better meet the unique needs of their students.
Test Security

Computer adaptive testing provides a system where the assessments draw from a large bank of questions, and since students receive different questions based on their responses, test items are more secure and can be used for a longer period of time.
Resources

· “Automated Scoring for the Assessment of Common Core Standards”
http://professionals.collegeboard.com/profdownload/Automated-Scoring-for-the-Assessment-of-Common-Core-Standards.pdf 
This paper was prepared by Educational Testing Service, Pearson Education, Inc., and The College Board.
· “A Comparison of Pre-Equating and Post-Equating Using Large-Scale Assessment Data”
http://www.pearsonassessments.com/NR/rdonlyres/BA6B3D16-50BA-40EA-B235-1E174EBF07F6/0/ComparisonofPrePostEquatingUsingLargeScaleAssessmentData.pdf 
This paper, prepared for the American Educational and Research Association annual conference, March 2008, provides more information on pre-equating and post-equating methods.

· The Road Ahead for State Assessments 
http://issuu.com/leahjensen/docs/renniecenter_45 
This report, commissioned and produced by Policy Analysis for California Education (PACE) and the Rennie Center for Education Research & Policy, includes information on automated scoring.

· Smarter Balanced Computer Adaptive Testing Web page
http://www.smarterbalanced.org/smarter-balanced-assessments/computer-adaptive-testing/ 

15) Minimizing testing time while not jeopardizing the validity, reliability, fairness, or instructional usefulness of the assessment results.

Guiding Questions

1. Which current redundancies should be eliminated from the statewide assessment system to reduce testing time?

2. Which areas of the various domains and subjects are most important for measuring achievement and growth?

3. Should information collected through classroom instruction be used to augment statewide assessment data? If so, how?

4. What roles should the state, county, or local educational agency have in ensuring the validity, reliability, fairness, or instructional usefulness of local assessments?

Background

The amount of time spent on assessment is a direct result of the quantity and quality of the information desired from the assessment. Depending on the purpose(s) of the assessment, different steps may be taken to reduce testing time. The greater the desired precision, depth, and breadth of measurement, the longer the assessment will take to complete.

Two factors primarily affect the amount of time students spend on a test: (1) the number of questions; and (2) the amount of time it takes to answer each question. 

For assessments designed for school-level accountability, testing time might be reduced by using matrix sampling to provide broad coverage of the curriculum for the least time spent on testing for individual students. Test blueprints can also specify rotations in the material to be covered, reducing testing time in a given year.

For assessments designed to measure individual pupil achievement and growth, testing time can be reduced by:

· Assessing achievement and growth only in those subjects that are critical for individual student success 

· Narrowing the focus of the assessment of a given domain to only those areas of the curriculum for which measurement of individual pupil achievement is critical

· Using computer adaptive testing to achieve faster estimation of achievement with less measurement error

· Utilizing other data collected as part of the instructional process to inform the measurement of growth and achievement

· Eliminating tests that measure the same or nearly the same constructs at the same point in time

· Minimizing the number of constructed response items on the assessment

· Limiting the number of reporting categories (strands or sub-scores) measured by the assessment

· Where questions require stimuli—such as reading passages, complex diagrams, or models—utilizing fewer stimuli, with more questions attached to each

For diagnostic assessments designed to inform instruction, testing time can be reduced by:

· Designing assessments so they include items that provide critical information on fundamental skills that influence performance in the domain has a whole

· Using computer adaptive testing to more rapidly inventory skills with less measurement error

Resources

· CDE SBAC Web site
http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/sa/smarterbalanced.asp
This Web page provides a Computer Adaptive Testing Webinar and Computer Adaptive Testing Fact Sheet

· NAEP Glossary of Terms
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/glossary.asp
· STAR and CAHSEE Blueprints
http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/sr/resources.asp

16) Including options for diagnostic assessments for pupils in grade 2.

Guiding Questions

1. What would be the advantages and disadvantages of diagnostic assessment?

2. At which grade levels or grade spans would diagnostic assessment be best administered?

3. In which content areas? For which students?

4. What kind of information would you like the diagnostic assessment to provide?

5. What roles should the state, county, or local educational agency have in providing diagnostic assessments?
Background

Definitions of diagnostic assessments
AB 250 defines diagnostic assessments as follows:

(f) “Diagnostic assessment” means interim assessments of the current

level of achievement of a pupil that serves both of the following purposes:

(1) The identification of particular academic standards or skills a pupil

has or has not yet achieved.

(2) The identification of possible reasons that a pupil has not yet achieved

particular academic standards or skills.
Interim assessments, in turn are defined as:

(k) “Interim assessment” means an assessment that is given at regular

and specified intervals throughout the school year, is designed to evaluate

a pupil’s knowledge and skills relative to a specific set of academic

standards, and produces results that can be aggregated by course, grade

level, school, or local educational agency in order to inform teachers and

administrators at the pupil, classroom, school, and local educational agency

levels.
Use of Diagnostic Assessments in California

Mathematics Diagnostic Testing Project 

The Mathematics Diagnostic Testing Project (MDTP) was formed as a joint project of and supported by The California State University and the University of California in 1977. The charge to the work group included determining mathematics areas in which competency was necessary for success in certain mathematics courses and developing diagnostic tests for those areas. The tests were used by both university systems. By 1986, a series of four tests had been released for use by California high schools.

The MDTP tests are designed to measure student readiness for a broad range of mathematics courses. More importantly, the tests were developed to provide students and teachers with diagnostic information about student preparedness for subsequent courses. This information can help students identify specific areas where additional study or review is needed. It can help teachers identify topics and skills that need more attention in courses. The MDTP tests are diagnostic, not comprehensive; they should not be used as final exams.
Use of Diagnostic Assessments in Kindergarten Through Grade Two Outside California

Indiana and Ohio have developed assessment systems that include diagnostic assessments and instructional supports for grade two:

· Ohio Department of Education hosts a portal for diagnostic assessments that includes screening instruments and standards instructional support tools.
· Indiana Department of Education’s K–2 Diagnostic Tools include English–language arts and mathematics assessment options to enable teachers to target instruction to fit each student’s needs and to monitor each student’s progress toward mastery. The English–language arts tool, mCLASS®: Reading 3D™, is an integration of Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS®) and Reading Records. DIBELS® alerts teachers to problems in student learning and informs them of student progress. Reading Records helps teachers learn more about students’ error patterns, reading strategies, and comprehension. 

The mathematics tool, mCLASS®: Math, is used to help identify students at risk of not acquiring proficient early mathematics skills and aids teachers in learning more about students’ mathematical thinking. mCLASS®: Math also offers suggestions for teachers on how to approach instruction after uncovering students’ instructional needs. 
Resources 

· Indiana Department of Education Assessment Programs: Center for Innovation in Assessment
http://www.cia.indiana.edu/assessments_IRA_2.htm 
http://www.wirelessgeneration.com/indiana 
· Mathematics Diagnostic Testing Project
http://mdtp.ucsd.edu/ 
· Ohio Department of Education
http://www.diagnostictestsupport.org/about/whatare.asp 
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