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	SUBJECT:
	California Long-term Assessment Plan.



Summary of Key Issues

The California Department of Education’s (CDE) contract with Educational Testing Service (ETS) requires ETS to assist the State Board of Education (SBE) and the CDE in developing a long-term assessment plan.  

Background
In 2002, the CDE and the SBE published a long-range assessment plan that facilitated the development of assessments currently administered by way of the Standardized Testing and (STAR) Reporting Program. In March 2006, the SBE approved the budget with ETS that included this planning task. ETS has continued to work with the CDE on revisions to the long-term assessment plan. 
With California’s adoption of the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) and becoming a governing member of the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium, the CDE has been preparing the assessment system for transition. California’s commitment to the CCSS and Smarter Balanced presents challenges as changes are made to curriculum and instruction, and the administration and reporting of new assessments. California’s goal to provide the best and most efficient assessments possible for its teachers and students is reflected in the January 2013 report by the State Superintendent of Public Instruction (SSPI), Recommendations for Transitioning California to a Future Assessment System. 
To help the department and board address these challenges in the transition of the assessment system, the draft of A Long-Term Assessment Plan for the California Assessment System, presented by ETS, is provided in Attachment 1. The attached draft of the plan has been reviewed by the SBE assessment liaisons and SBE staff and reflects their feedback. This plan is divided into two major sections that identify “what must be done today,” “what might be done tomorrow,” and “what could be done in the future.” The first section identifies immediate tasks that must be accomplished over the next 18 months and intermediate considerations that may be addressed over the next 3 to 5 years. Longer term possibilities to further the purpose of the California assessment system are presented in the plan’s appendix. 

The draft of A Long-Term Assessment Plan for the California Assessment System, provided by ETS, will be presented to the SBE at the July 2013 State Board Meeting for discussion.  
Attachment(s)
Attachment 1: A Long-Term Assessment Plan for the California Assessment System 
 (98 pages)

A Long-Term Assessment Plan 
for the California Assessment System
June 24, 2013 - Draft
Educational Testing Service 

A report submitted under the direction of the California Department of Education as 
a deliverable under the STAR contract.
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Introduction
California, like many other states, has significantly increased its expectations for students: those graduating high school are expected to be ready for college or careers. Like the other 44 states that have adopted the Common Core State Standards (CCSS), California must wrestle with the instructional changes required and how to measure student and school progress.

But, while the challenges are similar, California is unique. The state is bigger, more diverse, and more complex. California has more than 1,000 school districts with 300,000 teachers serving 6.2 million students, a third of whom live below the poverty line and a quarter of whom are English learners. The state has faced multiple years of multi-billion dollar budget cuts, and the schools have borne the brunt of the reductions. 

The uniqueness of California is a critical context for the discussion that follows.  Only through consideration of California’s particular needs can we determine what kind of assessment system the state might consider going forward and how to transition from what is to what could be.

For the past 14 years, California’s Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) program has annually tested students from early elementary through high school. These tests measure student performance against California’s rigorous academic standards, which were established in 1992-1993. In 2010, California adopted the Common Core State Standards, which were developed by a coalition of 48 states. In adopting them, the state committed to the philosophy that a common set of standards provides greater equity for all students (see sidebar). 

[image: image4.bmp]In 2011, California became a governing member of the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium, one of two federally funded groups of states developing tests to measure student progress against the new standards. Smarter Balanced expects to produce tests to be used during the 2014-15 school year in mathematics and English language arts. These tests, in grades 3-8 and grade 11, will be what are called ‘computer adaptive’ tests that are electronically administered and that adjust the difficulty of the questions based on the student’s responses. 
California currently plans to employ these new tests from Smarter Balanced, and the state’s participation in this consortium sets a framework for constructing a comprehensive assessment system that California will develop. Since the adoption of the CCSS and the subsequent commitment to the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium, the California Department of Education (CDE) has been preparing the assessment system for this transition. The CDE has devoted a number of resources to this effort, including establishing a Statewide Assessment Transition Office, tasked with overseeing the transition of the assessments to this next-generation system. 

In addition, in January of 2013, State Superintendent of Public Instruction (SSPI) Tom Torlakson released Recommendations for Transitioning California to a Future Assessment System (“Recommendations”). This set of recommendations articulates the purposes of the California assessment system and provides guiding principles that should govern the design of the new system. A seminal recommendation is that California continues its commitment to participate in the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (“Smarter Balanced” or “the Consortium” or “SBAC”).  

With the expectation that California will participate in Smarter Balanced beginning in 2014-2015, the state has two equally demanding sets of challenges before it. First, over the next 18 months, school and district educators as well as stakeholders within California educational policy must make curricular and instructional changes that support and improve student learning. They must also prepare logistically for the administration and reporting of these new assessments. It is important that the participants in the assessment system and the system itself are ready for these new measures. Second, California recognizes that the Smarter Balanced assessments are only one component of a comprehensive and coherent assessment system. There are several other considerations regarding assessment purposes, contents, and policy that are necessary in crafting a well-rounded next-generation assessment system. 

This plan is divided into two major sections that address these two sets of challenges. The first section reviews the twelve recommendations of the State Superintendent of Public Instruction and identifies the tasks over the next 18 months that we suggest the state complete to accomplish a specific recommendation or to position California to accomplish the recommendation shortly thereafter. Where appropriate, we provide additional considerations in the intermediate term related to the recommendation. California would need to review these recommendations in light of its current contract structure and budget allocations: we have not reviewed these recommendations in light of current contract obligations and budget.  The second section within the appendix identifies considerations in the longer term designed to further the purpose of the California assessment system. While these intermediate and long-term recommendations may be beyond any current contract, it is prudent for the state to consider them now if they wish to pursue one or more of these considerations in the coming years, as their implementation will often require years of planning, which is true in any large-scale assessment system. 

Thus, this report is designed to identify immediate activities, intermediate considerations, and long-term possibilities. In doing so, we provide recommendations for the focus of the state in developing its assessment system: not so focused on the immediate activity that future options are not anticipated, while not so concerned with the far horizon that little attention is given to the immediate path. This plan attempts to identify what must be done today, what [image: image5.png]Listening. Learning. Leading.®




might be done tomorrow, and what could be done in the future. The reality, particularly given the state’s fiscal situation, is that policymakers will have to make difficult choices on what assessment system they want and what they can afford. 

Thoughtful Choices: The Future of Assessment in California

We often ask two fundamental questions when designing tests: 
· What do you want to know?
· What do you want to do with the information?
The answers to both vary considerably according to whom we ask. Policymakers, for example, want assessment results to tell them whether their policies are working and whether the tax dollars the state has invested are worthwhile. Parents want to know how their children are doing and if they are on “on track.” Teachers want diagnostic information that allows them to tailor instruction for their students. Education leaders want management information that tells them which programs are effective. Universities and community colleges want information that helps them place students in the right courses. In short, stakeholders want engaging, high-quality tests that provide a wealth of information. They want the results quickly, and they want the amount of testing time reduced. We know that these are often competing and incompatible goals. 

In Recommendations, SSPI Torlakson recognizes these competing factors and outlines a comprehensive system of assessment to respond to them. Not all tests need to function in the same way because each is tailored to answer the two fundamental questions of test design differently. In some cases, we don’t need to know detailed information about the performance of each student because we want to use the data to inform policymaking at a macro level. Alternatively, we might not need to know aggregate information on a specific concept within a standard at a school or district level because we want to use the data to inform instruction in real time. As the Recommendations note, the current system was not designed to satisfy these varied expectations, as it was developed according to discrete needs over the course of time and did not have the opportunity to be designed as a coherent whole. 

The expectations for California’s next generation of assessments are more demanding, and each new assessment will be a building block toward creating a coherent system to meet those expectations. The State Superintendent has already identified the mission, purpose, and principles of the state assessment system in the Executive Summary of his Recommendations.  

	Mission
	Use a variety of assessment approaches and item types that model and promote high-quality teaching and student learning. 

	Purpose
	To ensure that all California students are well prepared to enter college and careers in today’s competitive global economy. 

	Guiding Principles
	1. Conform to rigorous industry standards for test development. 

2. Incorporate multiple methods for measuring student achievement. 

3. Use resources efficiently and effectively. 

4. Provide for inclusion of all students. 

5. Provide information on the assessment system that is readily available and understandable to parents, teachers, schools, and the public. 


In defining its mission for the assessment system, California has identified the need to use a variety of measurement approaches to meet the expectations of its next-generation system. Likewise, to model and promote high-quality teaching and student learning, the system will need to be more transparent and ensure that the tests consist of item types “worth teaching to.” Using the summative accountability tests solely to forward this revised mission is not prudent, so California has wisely recommended using other assessments such as interim and formative measures to support this comprehensive mission. 

The purpose of the assessment system articulated in the Recommendations is to ensure that students are well-prepared for college and careers. In light of the CCSS, the manner in which we assess students to measure their progress toward that goal must change. For example, the mathematics and English language arts standards of the CCSS have a higher expectation around and greater focus on process knowledge that is not easily captured in a strictly multiple-choice assessment. Thus, we know that the assessment system must use a variety of item types to access those constructs. In addition, the system needs to provide enhanced information on students’ progress toward readiness for college and careers. Using a variety of approaches such as interim assessments and formative methods will allow teachers to review the status of students on this path more frequently and in more informative detail than the single, once-per-year summative assessment. 

If California is to achieve the assessment goals set forth in the Recommendations, then the decisions that the state will make in the immediate, intermediate, and long term must be guided by the principles set forth in those Recommendations. Developing a component of the next-generation assessment system that does not contribute to measuring student performance using multiple methods will not align with the expectations and values of California. Designing a system that has not accounted for the inclusion of all students in meaningful ways will not meet the state’s requirements. The recommended tasks in the immediate timeframe must align with these principles. The considerations for future system design must support these values. The guiding principles play a critical role in ensuring that the system achieves its purpose, fulfills its mission, and remains coherent.

Immediate Tasks & Intermediate Considerations of the 12 Recommendations

In his January 2013 report, SSPI Torlakson proposed twelve recommendations to fulfill the mission set forth in that document. These recommendations cover a broad swath of activities, including logistics, budget, design, and policy.  Many of the recommendations involve multiple activities. Our purpose in this section is to identify recommended tasks that would be necessary to either complete the recommendations by December 2014 or position California to complete the recommendations shortly thereafter. 

Recommendation 1 – Suspend Portions of the Standardized Testing and Reporting Program Assessments and Adjust the Academic Performance Index to Reflect Suspension of Such Assessments

Beginning in the 2013–14 school year, suspend all Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) Program state academic assessments that are not required to meet ESEA or used in the Early Assessment Program (EAP).
It is, of course, the role of the CDE, the State Board of Education (SBE), the California State Legislature, and the Governor to make this major policy change.  Assuming the alteration is made for the 2013-2014 school year, Table 1 below identifies immediate tasks that would be required to implement this new policy. 

Table 1: Immediate Implementation Tasks for Recommendation 1

	Task #
	Activities
	Participants
	Description
	Result 

	1.a
	Suspension authorization language or actions
	State Legislature


	Introduce, discuss, and vote on legislation to implement the proposed suspensions
	Assembly bills

	1.b
	Cost savings calculation
	CDE, DOF, Testing Contractor
	Determine costs savings for suspended assessments
	Savings on budgeted dollars on current contract

	1.c
	Communications plan
	CDE 
	Draft updated communications for stakeholders on assessment requirements in 2013-2014 school year
	Communications plan

	1.d
	Enact law
	Governor
	Legislation to take effect on or before July 1, 2013
	Authorized legislation or budget

	1.e
	Implement suspensions
	SBE, CDE, Testing Contractor
	Begin changes to the test materials production and testing system to implement the changes
	Revised test materials


Intermediate Considerations for Recommendation 1:

The intent of Recommendation 1 is to reduce the burden of the system transition on all stakeholders and to make available additional funds that can be used in the transition or in other assessment development activities. A suspension can increase both instructional time and educator focus. For example, the grade 2 testing, taking approximately 300 minutes (i.e., 5 hours), becomes available for instruction while suspension of the grade 8 History-Social Science test provides an added 130 minutes (i.e., over 2 hours) for that grade. At the high schools, the STAR tests are administered in the same timeframes as the California High School Exit Examination (CAHSEE), Advanced Placement (AP) exams, SATs, and school finals. Consequently, suspending most of the high schools tests provides significant administration relief for these schools. See Table 1.1 on the following page for an outline of the time comparisons. 

At the state level, the CDE estimates an overall savings of about $15.1 million for the 2014 administration if legislation was enacted no later than July 1, 2013, to implement the suspensions. Approximately $11.35 million of that is cost savings from the STAR administration contract. It is important to note that the cost savings described here are based on a suspension of all the tests identified and a July 1, 2013 suspension being enacted. The cost savings are minimized if fewer tests are eliminated or if the date of the implementation is later. For example, by October 1, 2013, it is appropriate to anticipate an approximately 40% to 50% reduction in the cost savings since program operations must continue until suspended. By January 1, 2014, the state would only realize approximately 30% of the cost savings for the test suspensions since almost all operational preparations would have been completed by that time.   

Table 1.1. Time Chart Comparisons of Current Program versus Proposed after Suspensions (all times are in minutes)

	CST

	Grade
	ELA
	Mathematics
	History-Social Science
	Science
	Total Minutes Spent
	Total Minutes Saved

	
	Current
	Proposed
	Current
	Proposed
	Current
	Proposed
	Current
	Proposed
	
	

	2
	150
	0
	150
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	300
	300

	3
	150
	150
	150
	150
	0
	0
	0
	0
	300
	0

	4
	170
	170
	150
	150
	0
	0
	0
	0
	320
	0

	5
	170
	170
	150
	150
	0
	0
	140
	140
	460
	0

	6
	170
	170
	150
	150
	0
	0
	0
	0
	320
	0

	7
	170
	170
	150
	150
	0
	0
	0
	0
	320
	0

	8
	170
	170
	180
	180
	130
	0
	120
	120
	600
	130

	9
	170
	0
	180
	0
	110
	0
	120
	0
	580
	580

	10
	170
	0
	180
	0
	110
	0
	240
	120
	700
	580

	11
	185
	185
	195
	195
	220
	0
	120
	0
	720
	340


CSTs to be suspended per SSPI recommendations:

	· Grade 2 ELA and Mathematics

· Grade 8 History–Social Science

· Grade 9 ELA 

· Grade 10 ELA

· Grade 11 U.S. History

· EOC Algebra I (for grades 9-11)

· EOC Algebra II (for grades 9-10)

· EOC General Mathematics (grade 9)

· EOC High School Summative Mathematics (for grades 9-10)

· EOC Geometry (for grades 9-11)

· EOC Integrated Mathematics 1 (for grades 9-11)
	· EOC Integrated Mathematics 2 (for grades 9-11)

· EOC Integrated Mathematics 3 (for grades 9-11)

· EOC Biology 

· EOC Chemistry 

· EOC Earth Science 

· EOC Physics 

· EOC Integrated/Coordinated Science 1 

· EOC Integrated/Coordinated Science 2 

· EOC Integrated/Coordinated Science 3 

· EOC Integrated/Coordinated Science 4 

· EOC World History 


As in many activities in long-term assessment, California will be challenged by two competing resource considerations in Recommendation 1. First, the state will want to substitute the reduced testing activity with activities that help prepare students, parents, teachers, and administrators for CCSS implementation (e.g., professional development, curricular materials, and communication). Second, while the activities in this recommendation are intended to affect only a single year, it is important that the state not lose ground on content areas for which testing will be suspended but that will reappear shortly, possibly in altered form. A bridge between the elimination of one assessment and the introduction of its replacement — especially when spanned across more than contiguous years — is important to consider. These “bridging” activities will compete for resources freed up by suspending some number of current tests.

As companion activities to the suspension of the exams, California may wish to consider options that refocus the teaching of standards in light of the new assessments. The state may also wish to signal that it is not abandoning other assessments while some tests are suspended. Below are possible intermediate activities related to this Recommendation.   

1.1 Transition Checklist 

One of the most effective ways for teachers to become knowledgeable about the content of standards is to immerse themselves in them by digesting them, discussing them, and implementing them within their own classroom lessons. The Internet and social media have the ability to reach teachers in ways that were not possible the last time California experienced a standards transition. California should consider low-cost options to ensure that its teachers have a basic knowledge of the CCSS, even if they are not teachers of the content areas for these standards. The CDE has already developed a wealth of resources at http://www.cde.ca.gov/re/cc/. Likewise, free resources such as https://www.teachingchannel.org/videos/ or http://www.loc.gov/teachers/ can be used effectively to inform teachers about the standards. As is always the challenge for busy educators sifting through a wealth of resources, digesting the most important can be time-consuming. 

California may wish to consider a one-year promotional campaign for teachers that emphasizes the importance of using the suspension to prepare for the transition (e.g., “What are YOU doing to get ready?”). One could envision a Top Ten List of activities for teachers during the 2013-2014 school year, totaling no more than 10 hours. Some schools and districts are obviously already incorporating such activities in their professional development; however, these simple but effective activities would ensure that as many California teachers as possible were prepared for the transition to the CCSS. This list could be delineated by grade and content area as well, so that the information is focused on teachers’ needs. It would be appropriate to tailor these activities specifically to Smarter Balanced activities at the outset at first, using whatever supports the Consortium makes available and adapting those as needed for use in California districts and schools. 

1.2 Limited Form Release of Suspended Tests

Since the suspended assessments are no longer expected to be used in their current structure, teachers, schools, and districts may find it advantageous to have these assessments available for use at a local level. In addition, some schools and districts may desire to continue administration of the exam for their own progress-monitoring using metrics established at the local level. California may wish to release a single form of the assessment for local use. Releasing a single form would allow the district to continue using the metrics during the interim year while allowing the state to evaluate the ability of these items to be repurposed for the next assessment system as appropriate. There are several configurations that the state might consider: 

a) Full District Responsibility: The form and its answer key could be provided to the districts to print, administer, and score locally. The CDE or its contractor would have no interaction with the district in producing results. The assessments would be scored using whatever technology was available at a local district (e.g., local scanning documents and scanners). 

b) Full Contractor Responsibility: At district expense, the CDE may wish to provide districts the opportunity to continue the suspended exams via the contractor as currently conducted. While this would require additional logistics because of its “opt in” feature, it would allow the districts to continue administering the exam using the same services of printing, shipping, scoring, and reporting. 

c) A la carte Hybrid: At district expense, the CDE may desire the contractor to establish a menu of fees related to services provided. For example, the district may choose to print the form locally or have it produced by the contractor for a district fee. The scoring and reporting activities might be provided in the same a la carte offerings. 

In considering this option, it will be important for school districts to consider two fundamental characteristics that would be associated with these released forms that are unlike a typical state-delivered assessment. First, these assessments are aligned to the previous ELA and mathematics content standards. Therefore, these assessments will have limited potential to give an accurate evaluation of student academic performance: the value of these assessments would be inversely proportional to the level of implementation in which the district has engaged with the CCSS. Second, districts must recognize that these released forms obviously have a reduced security since they will be used in different ways by different districts across the state. Thus, it will be important to interact with districts to determine the anticipated use of the results if such a form is released for local purposes.  

Recommendation 2 – Beginning in the 2014-15 School Year, Fully Implement the SBAC ELA and Mathematics Assessments

Use the multistate consortium, SBAC, for ELA and mathematics summative assessments to assess all students in grades three through eight and grade eleven.

In this implementation recommendation, we give more attention to the communication and logistical issues. We discuss the professional development needed to prepare for the content of the assessments in other sections within this document. 

Table 2: Immediate Implementation Tasks for Recommendation 2  

	Task #
	Activities
	Participants
	Description
	Result

	2.a
	Consult with other states that have made the transition to technology-based assessment
	CDE staff and other state agency staff
	Discuss lessons learned in transition and dual-mode administrations in anticipation of 2014-2015
	Incorporation of “Lessons Learned” from other states in future decisions

	2.b
	Consult with district technology directors and other technical experts across the state
	CDE staff, district superintendents, and district technology directors
	Establish a cross-section of district representatives with whom the CDE meets regularly to determine technology information needs and other preparation requirements
	Discussions with district technology representatives

	2.c
	Establish mode participation protocols
	CDE and Smarter Balanced
	To reduce the capacity strain for resources and to efficiently problem-solve, identify participation protocols for mode (e.g., at a minimum, an entire grade must take the test on computer, or an entire school) 
	Mode participation protocols

	2.d
	Identify initial participation in paper vs. online administration
	CDE staff, district superintendents, and district technology directors
	Determine the expected participation rates to establish priorities for solutions during preparation
	Initial participation rates 

	2.e
	Evaluate technology readiness
	CDE and Smarter Balanced
	Determine guidelines and recommendations for schools and districts in administration in Year 1
	Draft guidelines for choosing administration methods

	2.f
	Establish resolution protocols for Smarter Balanced field test
	CDE and Smarter Balanced
	With the district technology experts, establish a decision tree that will be used during field testing to reduce ambiguity when the field encounters administration or technology issues 
	Decision tree for administration and technology issues in field testing 

	2.g
	Confirm school readiness for technology-based testing
	CDE and Smarter Balanced
	Require all schools that will participate in technology-based administration to engage in the field test to familiarize students and test the technology infrastructure
	School readiness certification

	2.h
	Resolve issues from field testing
	CDE and Smarter Balanced
	Administration issues will arise during field testing. With the district technology experts, identify resolutions for these in preparation for the 2014-2015 administration
	Resolved Issues Log for 2014-2015


Intermediate Considerations for Recommendation 2:

Though the results of the Smarter Balanced assessments are seemingly a long way off, it is not too early to begin communications with stakeholders about the reports from these assessments. While a focused communication with parents may be premature and cause confusion prior to the year of implementation, designing how that communication will take place is not premature. Likewise, continuing to inform the media about the expected reporting changes through current or developing relationships is time well spent. In addition to preparing for the first administrations of the Smarter Balanced assessments in ELA and mathematics, it would be appropriate for the state to begin considerations about how other content areas will be incorporated via technology-based assessments (TBAs) to maintain coherent operational systems in the schools. 

2.1 Communication Documents to Stakeholders

A plan for communicating the change in the ELA and mathematics results to stakeholders would be helpful. While no doubt Smarter Balanced will provide information in this regard for states to use, it is unlikely to be tailored specifically to the changes in the California reporting structure. Communication plans that include mock-ups, two-minute overview web videos, and similar interactive communication media can be established now. 

In addition, the state may wish to consider expanding the content of its media briefing prior to the release of the results in upcoming years. In addition to discussing the current year’s results, this briefing can also orient media to the anticipated changes in the program and results in 2014 and to the expectations for the first year of Smarter Balanced assessments in 2015. This preliminary work can foster relationships with media and their education beat reporters that would be helpful in the future. When there is no communications urgency, these relationships will provide opportunities for the media to develop background stories about the anticipated changes in the assessment program. 

2.2 Technology-Based Assessments in Other Subjects

In committing to Smarter Balanced, California has also committed, at least conceptually, to the technical requirements of the test-administration engine of the Consortium: even if the state were to choose an alternate test engine than the Smarter Balanced open-source engine, the state must still demonstrate that the tests are identically rendered on the screen. With the challenges of transitioning to technology-delivered tests, it is very unlikely that either the state or the local schools would be willing to introduce two administration engines — one for the Smarter Balanced assessments and a second engine for other assessments that are technology-based. 

The advantage in this administration challenge is that Smarter Balanced has committed to an open-source platform for technology-based assessment. This platform will be available to California and future contractors to administer any other assessments. The state will be able to require contractors administering other assessments in its system to use the open-source platform or other authorized variations that adhere to display, functionality, and interoperability standards set by Smarter Balanced. It is important that the CDE consider this a requirement in any future administration of TBAs once the open-source engine of Smarter Balanced is released. Thus, any intermediate-term work should conform to the Smarter Balanced interoperability standards, general system architecture, and display and functionality decisions.  

Recommendation 3 – Use the Grade Eleven SBAC ELA and Mathematics Assessments as an Indicator of College Readiness 

Use the grade eleven SBAC ELA and mathematics assessments to serve as the indicator of college readiness for entry into college credit-bearing courses, a task that is currently fulfilled through the CST/EAP assessments. 

Meeting this recommendation will require time beyond the immediate term. Smarter Balanced has yet to administer the first operational administration of the assessments and, as such, the scores on the assessments indicating college readiness have not yet been identified. Since Smarter Balanced has yet to establish the cut score at grade 11, it has yet to be determined what level of proficiency will replace the Early Assessment Program (EAP) cut score. While this recommendation may not be completed in the next 18 months, California can begin the discussions with its stakeholders, especially those in state institutions of higher education (IHE), about this transition to the Smarter Balanced assessments as a replacement of the EAP mechanism. 

Table 3: Immediate Implementation Tasks for Recommendation 3  

	Task #
	Activities
	Participants
	Description
	Result

	3.a
	College Readiness (CR) Review
	CDE staff and IHE representatives
	In collaboration with IHE representatives, review the Smarter Balanced content specifications and test blueprints against current EAP expectations 
	Discussions with IHE representatives on EAP expectations in Smarter Balanced assessments 

	3.b
	Gap analysis investigation
	CDE staff and IHE representatives
	In collaboration with IHE representatives, determine what — if any – content remains necessary to satisfy IHE expectations previously covered by EAP
	Gap analysis (if any) 

	3.c
	Communication plan
	CDE staff and IHE representatives
	Draft communications for stakeholders on college readiness indicators — CCSS CR anchors, and as operationalized in Smarter Balanced grade 11 assessments
	Communication plans

	3.d
	CCSS/CR professional development 
	CDE and CTC
	Continue providing professional development on CCSS, in general and as pertains to CR 
	Professional development materials


Intermediate Considerations for Recommendation 3:

Currently, the California Standards Test (CST)/Early Assessment Program (EAP) assessments are used as an indicator of college readiness, which allows entrance into credit-bearing college level courses without need for remediation. These assessments reflect content assessed by a subset of the test questions on the spring ELA and Algebra II or Summative High School Mathematics CSTs augmented with a set of additional test items developed in collaboration with the CDE and California State Universities (CSU), and now recognized by the California Community College Chancellor’s Office (CCCCO). 

As part of the Smarter Balanced assessment system, the Consortium will establish performance benchmarks for career and college readiness with input from K-12 educators and college and university faculty. Preliminary performance standards will be set following the spring 2014 field test and validated after the spring 2015 operational administration.

California has several options, described below, to explore in using the grade 11 Smarter Balanced assessments as indicators of college readiness. 

3.1 California College Ready Indicators with Augmentation

California adopted the CCSS with state-specific additions. The first questions for consideration may be to what extent the state-specific additions reflect important aspects of college readiness as determined by California educators and college faculty and whether augmentation of the Smarter Balanced assessments will be needed for the purpose of using the grade 11 Smarter Balanced ELA and mathematics assessments as an indicator of college readiness. This would be the work necessary if the conversations with IHEs indicate there are additional needs that had been previously addressed in the EAP. If augmentation is needed, California would need to invest in additional test development and psychometric work to develop, scale, and establish college readiness performance standards, as applicable.

3.2 College Ready Indicators and System Migration to the CCSS

A second consideration concerns the transition to the CCSS and students’ access to and familiarity with the new standards. California educators are transitioning to the CCSS at varying rates, and the degree of alignment between instruction and assessment will depend on the degree of curriculum implementation. During this transition, it will be important to recognize that there may be an initial drop in test scores on the new Smarter Balanced assessments relative to past performance on the CSTs and the CST/EAP. Thus, there may be students who are capable of success in entry-level college classes who, because of this system transition, may not earn the required score on the new Smarter Balanced assessments. This is a recognizable concern across the Consortium. Therefore, as in the Consortium at large, we expect that the state will need to engage IHEs to evaluate and strategize around the implications of the Smarter Balanced college readiness results for instruction at the high school level and placement decisions at the college level. 

3.3 College Ready Indicators and Technology-Based Assessments (TBAs)

A third, and related consideration, concerns the transition to TBAs and the extent to which the test administration is consistent with classroom instruction in terms of delivery mode and use of instructional technology. As with the system migration to the CCSS, this is a consortium-wide concern. Discrepancies between classroom instruction and assessment technology may introduce construct-irrelevant variance that negatively impacts student performance on the assessment for reasons unrelated to their mastery of the content domain of measurement interest. Thus, as with the transition to the CCSS, the state may wish to engage higher education as soon as California Smarter Balanced performance data are available to determine the implications for classroom instruction and college placement decisions. In coordination with Smarter Balanced resources made available from the Consortium, the state may also wish to provide additional resources to schools, teachers, and students to allow students and teachers plenty of opportunity to practice and interact with TBAs to minimize the construct-irrelevant variance that may be introduced by the technology aspect of the assessment.

3.4 Validity Evidence of College Ready Indicators 

A fourth consideration relates to the ongoing evaluation of the use of grade 11 SBAC assessment results to indicate college readiness and the implementation of adjustments as needed. Evaluation would include, but not be limited to, validation studies to examine predictive and consequential validity. If applicable, these studies could be done at the SBAC level, with disaggregation at the state level. Alternatively, California may wish to conduct its own studies.

Recommendation 4 – Develop and Administer Science Assessments Aligned to the New Science Standards, Once Adopted 

Develop new state science assessments consistent with new science standards, once adopted by the SBE in the fall of 2013, that include item types consistent with the SBAC assessments (e.g., short and extended constructed-response items and performance tasks).

California will need to consider several related components for new science assessments simultaneously. The Next Generation Science Standards (NGSS) have now been published behind the CCSS for mathematics and ELA, requiring a transition that would need to be coordinated with current communication and transition plans. California will also need to identify the manner of administration. For example, key questions must be answered regarding how similar or different the state science assessment will be from the Smarter Balanced assessments:

· Will they use the same item types, or will science require special additions such as virtual laboratories?

· Will they allow for use of the same delivery and management systems?

· Will they be given at the same time of year?

· Will there be differences in operational administration requirements and approaches?

· Will they use the same or different scoring approaches?

In coordination with Recommendation 5, the state will also need to consider the alternate assessment in science for those students with the most significant cognitive disabilities, as well as whether California should collaborate with other states in the development of either the general education science test or the alternate science test. All of these tasks will require coherent orchestration. 

Table 4: Immediate Implementation Tasks for Recommendation 4  

	Task #
	Activities
	Participants
	Description
	Result

	4.a
	Develop blueprints


	CDE/Testing Contractor
	Develop detailed blueprints (BP) for single grades in elementary, middle, and high school based on the NGSS. (Assume 5, 8, and 10 for discussion in this report.) 
	Draft blueprints at grades 5, 8, and 10

	4.b
	Develop test design
	CDE/Testing Contractor
	Consider delivery platform/use results from pilot to determine appropriate number and type of items for development; consider options being explored in other states.
	Spreadsheet of test design 

	4.c
	CDE review
	CDE
	Review and revision of blueprints and test design
	Final blueprints

	4.d
	Achievement level descriptors (ALD) drafts
	CDE, Testing Contractor, and ALD committee
	Design draft ALDs to guide item development 
	Draft ALDs 

	4.e
	Review blueprints and draft ALDs
	CDE, Testing Contractor, Assessment Review Panels (ARPs), and SBE
	Convene ARP to review and provide recommendations about proposed BPs and draft ALDs
	ARP review documentation

	4.f
	New item development
	CDE/Testing Contractor
	Order and develop items prior to external BP review
	Item development

	4.g
	ARP review of new items
	CDE, Testing Contractor, ARPs
	Conduct ARP review of new items
	ARP recommendations of new item development 

	4.h
	Recruit for field test (FT) 
	CDE/Testing Contractor
	Complete sampling plan for field test; implement sampling plan with recruiting effort for school districts to participate in the field test
	Field test sampling plan

	4.i
	Revise items and begin building FT forms
	CDE/Testing Contractor
	Apply edits, build paper-pencil forms 
	Initial online form construction

	4.j
	Complete FT forms building
	CDE/Testing Contractor
	Complete building forms and certification of print version 
	Finished forms

	4.k
	Review online forms 
	CDE
	Conduct online review of forms
	Confirmed online presentation of forms

	4.l
	Setup and test administration training for TBAs
	CDE/Testing Contractor
	Assist school districts with setting up the TBA system, including local troubleshooting and systems testing; conduct training of district test coordinators and other district personnel on test administration procedures and processes
	Training workshops

	4.m
	Design standard-setting 
	CDE/Testing Contractor
	Design a standard-setting plan; begin standard-setting committee recruiting, consulting with other states for comparability as appropriate
	Standard-setting plan

	4.n
	Administer FT
	CDE/Testing Contractor, school districts
	Tests are administered, online and print
	Completed FT

	4.o
	Conduct item Analysis
	CDE/Testing Contractor
	PIA and FIA completed, special studies done 
	Item statistics

	4.p
	Standard setting
	CDE/Testing Contractor, standard setting committee,

SBE
	Conduct initial standard setting — with other states, as appropriate, for comparability
	Recommendations from standard-setting committee

	4.q
	Construct operational forms
	CDE/Testing Contractor
	Construct operational forms for the first live administration  
	Initial online form construction

	4.r
	Review online operational  forms 
	CDE/Testing Contractor
	Review online presentation of items 
	Confirmed online presentation of forms


Intermediate Considerations for Recommendation 4:

Implementing both the current version of the NGSS and the desired test-delivery methods will require a coordinated plan. How the science assessment aligns to the delivery and other components of the Smarter Balanced system — if it does so at all — should also be considered.

4.1 Release of the Next Generation Science Standards (NGSS)

The NGSS were released on April 9, 2013. We anticipate that California would implement an assessment aligned to these standards (if and when adopted by the state) no earlier than 2015-2016. As with the transition to the CCSS in ELA and mathematics, the state will have standards and curriculum transition activities that will need to precede the administration of any new science assessments. And prior to those transitions is the adoption of the NGSS by the state, as the Recommendation notes. 

Given that the state has not adopted the NGSS, California may wish to consider targeting only those standards for continued item development that are common to the existing California standards and the NGSS, with an emphasis on content that paper-and-pencil testing has previously not been able to assess fully. If adoption is anticipated, the state could consider developing blueprints and item specifications based on the NGSS, as resources allow. 

California can then engage in ongoing field test development to address gaps in coverage and further enhance the NGSS-based bank the state would build. This process would engage the CDE and ARPs for feedback and guidance.

4.2 Comparability of Online versus Paper-Pencil Testing (PPT) 

Like most states, California is transitioning from paper-and-pencil testing (PPT) to TBAs. During this transition, there may be a need to provide assessments in both modes to allow time for districts and schools to develop the infrastructure needed to administer large-scale assessments online. To this end, TBA and PPT forms would be constructed to measure the same content and constructs.

One of the advantages of TBA is the ability to administer technology-enhanced (TE) and other innovative item types that are technology dependent, such as simulations. These tasks measure performance on standards that previously could not be assessed by means of PPT. Use of such items in TBA presents a challenge for dual-mode administrations in that some types of TE items may not be amenable to the development of paper-and-pencil equivalents. This raises the question of construct comparability across modes, with implications for score use. 

The first issue to consider is the extent to which the TBA and PPT forms differ in terms of measurement properties. This can be evaluated at several points during the item development and field test phase using multiple approaches: 

· With regard to item development, expert review of TE items and paper substitutes as pertains to content and construct comparability is essential; expert review would continue with examination/evaluation of item performance at data review meetings, following completion of field test analysis.  

· With regard to construction of TBA and PPT forms, it is necessary to build both to satisfy the blueprint, noting use of TE equivalents in PPT forms as well as use of replacements for those technology-dependent items that do not have paper equivalents. Expert review of resulting forms for content and construct comparability will be needed, as will research studies to investigate score comparability and ongoing examination/evaluation of the psychometric characteristics of items.

· Expert review and statistical results will inform score comparability across modes. Possible scenarios include the following:

· If TBA and PPT forms are found to measure somewhat different constructs, treat them as separate and distinct and establish different scales and cut scores and do not compare the results. Alternatively, if in order to support comparisons between the two modes, then two approaches could be considered.

· Articulate cut scores across modes to allow performance score comparisons (can be done at standard setting and is revisited periodically), or

· Develop concordance tables to allow cross-mode comparisons at the scale score level.

· If TBA and PPT forms are found to measure the same general construct, with some differences, treat as related and link TBA and PPT scores through concordance. 

· If TBA and PPT forms are found to measure the same constructs in the same way, treat as interchangeable and put TBA and PPT results on the same scale. 

Note that the current question of TE equivalence may be informed by additional research that includes cognitive labs and small-scale pilot studies. Such research will happen both through the work of Smarter Balanced and through any additional studies the state may wish to conduct. 

Recommendation 5 – Develop or Use Multistate Consortia Alternate Assessments in ELA, Mathematics, and Science for Students with Severe Cognitive Disabilities

Determine if the National Center and State Collaborative (NCSC) alternate assessment, once it is developed, is appropriate for California students and teachers. Should the NCSC assessment not be suitable, pursue alignment of CAPA to the CCSS using a variety of item types.

In addition to the unique challenges of building an appropriate alternate assessment based on rigorous content standards, the revision of California’s alternate assessments poses further transitional challenges. According to the NCSC website, the assessments being developed by the NCSC will not be available for at least a year after the implementation of Smarter Balanced assessments in those same content areas, with a census field test scheduled for the spring of 2015. 

Table 5: Immediate Implementation Tasks for Recommendation 5  

	Task #
	Activities
	Participants
	Description
	Result

	5.a
	Review blueprints for NCSC assessment of CCSS
	CDE/Testing Contractor
	Review NCSC blueprints to determine potential use as ELA and mathematics alternate assessment
	Blueprint analysis

	5.b
	Conduct NCSC field test
	CDE/Testing Contractor, school districts
	Participate in the NCSC field test in spring of 2015 
	Field test administration


Intermediate Considerations for Recommendation 5:

California will need to carefully plan the transition of the alternate assessment to align to the CCSS as efficiently as possible. The NCSC assessment can resolve this issue for the state and many consortia states if NCSC releases the operational alternate assessments on schedule, assumedly in the 2015-2016 school year.  

5.1 Availability of the Next Generation Science Standards (NGSS)

As noted under Recommendation 4, the NGSS were published as a final document in April 2013. Currently, the two consortia developing alternate assessments based on alternate achievement standards are not developing a science assessment, so it is likely that California would need to develop a science assessment or perhaps work in collaboration with other states to do so. It would be most desirable that the science assessment mirror the design and administration features of the NCSC ELA and mathematics assessments as closely as possible to increase administrative efficiency and coordination in the field as well as to reduce confusion regarding procedures. Thus, whether a new alternate science assessment is developed by the state or by the current or a newly formed consortium, it will be important to keep in mind the design and logistical considerations that the field will experience in implementing the suite of ELA, mathematics, and science alternate assessments. If the differences become significant, it may create burdens of additional test administration training as well as additional administration time, which is not a goal of the revised assessment system. 

Recommendation 6 – Determine the Continued Need and Purpose of Academic Assessments in Languages Other than English Once the SBAC Assessments Are Operational

Once SBAC assessments are fully developed and administered, consult with stakeholders and English learner experts to determine if stand-alone academic assessments in primary languages (languages other than English) are needed to supplement the SBAC assessments; and if so, determine the appropriate purpose for such assessments.

With the goal of student learning and achievement foremost, California should consider a balanced assessment package that includes large-scale assessment as well as classroom measurement, feedback tools, and professional development for all California educators. For students receiving instruction in a language other than English, Smarter Balanced is slated to deliver translated assessments in mathematics. However, California has a history of providing additional primary language content assessments (i.e., Standards-based Test in Spanish), which are developed in Spanish and not translated or transadapted. The state would need to coordinate any additional academic assessments in primary languages with the design and administration of the Smarter Balanced assessments. Recommendation 6 identifies the timeline for the activities to take place after the Smarter Balanced assessments are operational. Thus, there are no immediate activities required for this recommendation. However, the state may wish to engage in preliminary research and consideration with stakeholders as outlined below. 

Table 6: Immediate Implementation Tasks for Recommendation 6

	Task #
	Activities
	Participants
	Description
	Result

	6.a
	Full literature review
	CDE/Testing Contractor
	Identify research that will contribute to the deliberations for stakeholders once Smarter Balanced is operational
	Literature review 

	6.b
	Consultation with experts
	CDE and national subject matter experts
	Consult with state and national experts to review the literature 
	Consultation 

	6.c
	Review of advice of national experts
	CDE
	Review advice of national experts provided 
	Consideration of  recommendations

	6.d
	Revision of recommendations
	CDE
	Revisions from stakeholders as well as any revisions to support additional language or academic content from Smarter Balanced
	Revision based on expert and stakeholder recommendations

	6.e
	Stakeholder  deliberations 
	CDE, SBE, and other state stakeholders
	Begin stakeholder conversations based on preliminary findings and Smarter Balanced implementation
	Stakeholder deliberation meetings


Intermediate Considerations for Recommendation 6:

California has the largest student body of English Learners (ELs) in the United States. Eighty-five percent of the over 1.5 million English Learners in the state come from homes where Spanish is spoken; Vietnamese, Tagalog, and Cantonese are the next most frequently spoken languages, each accounting for one to two percent of the total (California Department of Education, DataQuest, 2013).    

There is strong advocacy for these students, who are among the lowest performers in the state. Multiple community groups have formed to advocate for the meaningful instruction of English Learners. Such advocacy led to the development of the California Standards-based Tests in Spanish (STS) for use with English Learners instructed in Spanish. Advocacy has also led to the use of the STS assessment in dual-language programs with students who are not English Learners but who are receiving instruction in Spanish. With the Common Core State Standards now translated into Spanish, it is likely that there will be aggressive advocacy for an assessment of Spanish language arts. 

Also noteworthy is that in 2012 California was the first state in the nation to adopt a “Seal of Biliteracy” program that acknowledges high school graduates who have demonstrated fluency in English as well as at least one other world language. Approximately thirty-four California districts grant the Seal of Biliteracy, and 10,685 students obtained the biliteracy seal on their diploma in 2012.

For these reasons, the following recommendations are made for the state’s consideration.

6.1 Research and Policy Considerations for Content Assessments in a Language other than English

California will want to consider the research recommending that the language of the assessment should match the language of instruction. ELs are a highly heterogeneous population, especially in regard to variables such as language history, language use, and proficiency levels across their first and second languages (Linquanti & Cook, 2013; Mancilla-Martinez & Kieffer, 2009). It is likely that not all students identified as EL will have the language skill necessary to perform well on assessments using their home language (Guzman-Orth, Nylund-Gibson, Gerber, & Swanson, 2013). For students identified as Spanish-speaking ELs receiving content instruction in English who take a content assessment in Spanish, several background variables should be collected to validate this approach (e.g., language history, content instruction in their home country, see Bailey & Kelly, 2010). Otherwise, assessment results may affect the validity of the students’ content knowledge (Guzman-Orth et al., 2013).

It is critical that content assessments designed for English learners are aligned with the content standards. To assess content area skills of all English Learners receiving content instruction in a language other than English, assessments should be standards-based (Herman, Webb, & Zuniga, 2007); this is true whether the standards are from the CCSS or the Common Core en Español. This approach should include newcomers at any grade and students with interrupted formal education (SIFE). Smarter Balanced has proposed to deliver a translated/transadapted mathematics content assessment in Spanish. California may consider the development of an assessment for language arts so that a student can demonstrate progress in becoming biliterate. In doing so, the state may wish to consider a language policy that will foster biliteracy and that will include assessments to measure biliteracy attainment.

In its deliberations, it will be important for California to consider that translating or transadapting assessments from English into another language may not be the best approach to making content assessments accessible for English Learners. Certain phrases or contexts may be difficult to translate across languages and cultures (Hambleton & Kang Lee, 2013). For example, if California decides to produce a language arts assessment in a language other than English, it is appropriate to consider a separate test development process rather than a direct translation or transadaptation of English language arts content. At present, limited mixed-evidence exists for validating translating and transadapting as linguistic accommodations for ELs (Kieffer, Lesaux, Rivera, & Francis, 2009). It will be important to collect ongoing validity evidence during assessment development and use this to validate the inferences made from the test-takers’ performance.     

6.2 Psychometric Effect of Sample Size 

Another issue for consideration is the small population of California test-takers who are administered content assessments in a language other than English, particularly at the upper grades. Small sample sizes often pose challenges to psychometric analyses and may negatively influence the stability of test results. Administration of the test in both PPT and TBA administration modes would further reduce the sample sizes, making psychometric analyses even more challenging should the data within each testing mode need to be analyzed separately (e.g., if lack of mode comparability is observed). Therefore, it is important to keep sample size in mind when exploring design options and other features of an assessment program.  

6.3 Professional Development for Teachers of English Learners

It will be important for California to ensure that all teachers of English learners are included in the professional development pilot for formative tools and practices. These tools and practices will be as important to their work with their students as the components will be to the general education teachers in improving performance of students in ELA and mathematics. The state should use care to reinforce the importance of involving these teachers in these professional learning activities, which unfortunately can be overlooked during planning. See Recommendation 8 for more information about professional development regarding interim assessments and formative practices.  

Recommendation 7 – Assess the Full Curriculum Using Assessments that Model High-Quality Teaching and Learning Activities

Over the next several years, consult with stakeholders and subject matter experts to develop a plan for assessing grade levels and curricular areas beyond those required by the ESEA (i.e., ELA, mathematics, and science) in a manner that models high-quality teaching and learning activities.

In many ways, modeling high-quality teaching and learning activities in subjects other than those required by Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) will require similar decisions and timelines to those subjects that are the focus of that legislation. The difference in these non-ESEA content areas, however, is that California will have more flexibility implementing these assessments to meet the specific needs of state stakeholders. 

Table 7: Immediate Implementation Tasks for Recommendation 7

	Task #
	Activities
	Participants
	Description
	Result

	7.a
	Review additional content assessment options
	CDE, SBE, and national subject matter experts
	Review likely desired content areas to be assessed and identify potential synergies with national and international assessment
	Consultation advice with stakeholders and subject matter experts

	7.b
	Identify parameters of additional assessment
	CDE, SBE, and other state stakeholders
	Through stakeholder discussion, establish goals of testing time and budget for additional assessments
	Goals of full curriculum assessment

	7.c
	Draft calendar of full curriculum assessment
	CDE/Testing Contractor
	Using parameters and goals, draft a calendar of assessment 
	Draft calendar of full curriculum assessment

	7.d
	Stakeholder discussion of draft calendar
	CDE, SBE, and other state stakeholders
	Review the draft calendar with school and district staff with further discussion with policymakers to obtain consensus on full curriculum assessment plan
	Stakeholder feedback


Intermediate Considerations for Recommendation 7:

Many of the considerations presented here can be more thoroughly discussed in the long-term possibilities described in the appendix. Because California is not bound by the requirements of ESEA in evaluating performance on these additional content areas, the state has the opportunity to implement different test design options and different sampling procedures, with more opportunity for teachers to use the assessment components with greater flexibility in their own classrooms. 

While California will have greater flexibility in determining the content areas and the manner in which these contents are assessed, it will be important to place boundaries around these conversations in terms of testing time and budget constraints. It is not uncommon in situations where a state wishes to expand its testing program that advocates from multiple content areas request to be included — especially if the results are not expected to include the high stakes accountability of past years — to counteract any narrowing of curricular focus that may have occurred in the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) era. 

7.1 End-of-Course Exams 

Though this Recommendation deals with any assessments put forth in grades and content areas other than those required by ESEA, California may have a vested interest in developing mathematics assessments that serve as summative measures within particular mathematics courses at the secondary level. California has already invested significantly in promoting mathematics course-taking that aligns to higher rates of college or career success (e.g., Algebra I for all students). It may be possible to use portions of the item pool from Smarter Balanced to supplement state-led item development in building an end-of-course (EOC) assessment for this purpose. The state may also wish to consider end-of-course exams in ELA that leverage the assets of the Smarter Balanced consortium in a similar way. 

Smarter Balanced is also considering using the item bank to develop — or allow states to develop — end-of-course exams with its item pool, so it may be possible that these types of assessments in the Smarter Balanced content areas can be assessed for the anticipated, additional purchasing fees.   

7.2 Exams in Non-ESEA Content Areas  

The consortia-designed assessments have brought renewed attention to item types that previously were not included in large-scale assessment or were included, but only in a limited quantity. Measurement tools such as performance tasks or technology-enhanced items bring with them a focus on improvements in both the design and administration of these items. The consortia bring with them numerous templates and increased experience at the state level in developing these item types. Content areas that previously may have been beyond the realm of efficient large-scale administration can now benefit from the expertise developed on these items. Areas such as the visual arts have the opportunity to develop a focused number of high-quality performance tasks. When combined with sampling opportunities such as those discussed later in this document, a smaller number of these item types can still be affordable while providing information at an aggregate level. In turn, released items from these evaluations can provide opportunities to model effective teaching and learning activities in subsequent years. 

It may be reasonable to explore what opportunity might exist in oversampling within the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) administrations so that California might leverage this sampling administration while minimizing assessment administration time in these content areas. The state would need to be willing to accept data based on the NAEP frameworks; however, in these subjects this may be a reasonable concession to make in return for the efficiencies realized in administrative time and financial commitment. A related option might be for the state to request that its NAEP administration be augmented with a California block of items once NAEP moves to computer. 

7.3 Calendaring of Non-ESEA Content Exams   

If these content areas are intended to serve as programmatic and curricular evaluations (i.e., not for student-level performance information that demonstrates individual growth), then California has the opportunity to explore another NAEP-like characteristic:  biannual or less frequent administrations in any given subject. The benefit of such a calendaring schedule is that the area assessed does not necessarily need to be at the same grade level each year. As the Recommendations suggest, a content area can be assessed one year in grade 4 and a subsequent year in grade 5. One advantage of this administration approach is that it acts as a bulwark against having an assessment system that unintentionally narrows the curriculum. Aside from the concerns over the non-tested content areas that presently exist, some states have seen this narrowing occur in the administration of the science test under current ESEA requirements, where the science content becomes a hypercritical focus in the grades where it is assessed. In a varied schedule of administration, the assessment focus becomes more diffused across the grades. 

7.4 Sampling of Students and Items in Non-ESEA Content Exams  

A matrix sample is an assessment where both students and test questions are sampled. Student sampling procedures, where a random subset of students participates in a test, can reduce costs substantially. Item sampling, where individual students take a portion of a large assessment, can reduce the amount of time needed to test each student, while providing aggregate information of a high quality. This approach also allows more content and skills to be assessed because all students do not have to be assessed on all standards in a subject area or in all subjects. 

A consideration with this approach, especially in light of a post-NCLB era, is that parents and teachers are accustomed to receiving student-level reports giving information on the knowledge and skills of individual students. Since an individual student takes only a portion of the entire exam, individual student scores are not comparable or appropriate. In addition, individual student growth scores are not possible with this approach. However, when the results of the “distributed exam” are scored across an entire school or district, they can provide similar information that school-level results would provide when students receive individual scores. 

This sampling approach can be a cost-effective and time-efficient method to evaluate curricular performance at a macro level, such as school, district, and state. Sampling methods are discussed in more detail in the appendix of this paper. 

Recommendation 8 – Invest in Interim, Diagnostic, and Formative Tools

Create a state-approved list of grade two diagnostic assessments for ELA and mathematics for use at the local level. Acquire the SBAC interim item bank and formative tools. 

One of the many benefits of the state participation in Smarter Balanced will be district access to interim and formative components of the consortium. For ELA and mathematics, the state will have to establish a system of supports in this area. These interim tests and formative tools and practices, however, are currently expected to be available for a fee, and the SSPI recommendation is to purchase these tools. To support these additional assessment purposes, it will be of critical importance for California to prioritize its investment in these components above other competing assessment system priorities such as summative assessments in additional grades and subjects. In addition, the state will need to consider how content areas other than ELA and mathematics will be supported in an interim and formative system and how those additional content areas combine with ELA and mathematics in administration and reporting to maintain a coherent assessment system.  

Table 8: Immediate Implementation Tasks for Recommendation 8

	Task #
	Activities
	Participants
	Description
	Result

	8.a
	Establish State Leadership Team 
	CDE staff and district representatives
	Identify a group of California stakeholders who are able to meet virtually to discuss implementation of Smarter Balanced interim and formative assessments tools as well as related activities; include teachers who will also be part of the State Networks of Educators who will evaluate the formative resources and instructional practices in summer/fall 2013 to support a seamless transfer to information around the system.
	State Leadership Team 

	8.b
	Describe specific goals and objectives of the interim and formative system
	CDE staff and State Leadership Team
	The State Leadership Team will describe the purpose and objectives of the range of assessment tools with the California assessment system (defining formative, diagnostic, interim, etc., in clear, teacher-friendly language).
Create a teacher-friendly document that clearly communicates the purpose and objectives of different types of assessments and make it readily available to all districts.

Encourage districts to adopt common language around assessment.
	Define assessment purposes
Pamphlet describing the CA assessment system for teachers 

Pamphlet describing the CA assessment system for district staff. (These two pamphlets should become part of the communication plan described under Recommendation 1.)

	8.c
	Gap analysis of Smarter Balanced resources 
	CDE staff and State Leadership Team
	By the fall of 2014, Smarter Balanced should have sufficiently described or released examples of the interim and formative tools and resources that will be available from the Consortium. Using that information, the State Leadership Team can identify what additional resources would be helpful to prepare teachers to implement the CCSS and prepare for the Smarter Balanced assessments. Identify what supports/guidelines districts are looking for in order to support teachers who use these resources.
	Gap analysis 

	8.d
	Prioritization of goals not provided by Smarter Balanced
	CDE staff and State Leadership Team
	From the gap analysis, identify the highest priority tools and resources needed for 2014-2015. Identify potential funding sources for these tools and resources.
	Priority list

	8.e
	Plan professional support pilot
	CDE staff and State Leadership Team
	Plan a pilot with a number of interested school districts to identify resources districts need to support teacher engagement with the Smarter Balanced tools and teacher understanding of the impact on curriculum and instruction.
	Pilot districts and teachers identified

	8.f
	Run pilot
	CDE staff and State Leadership Team
	During pilot, report back periodically to the State Leadership Team and Smarter Balanced professional development cadres to identify what the state can do to support district engagement with the Smarter Balanced resources in meaningful ways to improve teaching and learning.
	Pilot administration

	8.g
	Shared district resources 
	CDE staff and State Leadership Team
	Building on what was learned from the pilot, either create shared resources for districts or ensure that resources can be easily shared among resources to support teacher professional development. The CCSS require not only a change in assessment processes but also instructional modes and ongoing classroom assessment. Teachers will require support to make those changes.
	Distribution of shared resources

	8.h
	Refinement of resources
	CDE staff and State Leadership Team
	Continue to refine the resources during the 2014-15 implementation year and beyond.
	Continuous improvement cycle for resources


Intermediate Considerations for Recommendation 8:

California should take full advantage of the Smarter Balanced interim item bank and formative tools and practices, allowing complete access for all public schools. It is not the intent of this recommendation to mandate any Local Educational Agency (LEA) or school to use such tools or for any data to be collected at the state level. The intent is to take full advantage of the tools offered through the Consortium so that all LEAs in California will have equitable and equal access and local discretion on use. It is also important to recognize that for schools and teachers to be able to use these resources effectively, the state and its districts will need to give careful attention to professional development at a scale and within a timeframe that has not been previously attempted with regard to this type of assessment literacy. Traditionally, the role of "professional development” designer or provider has fallen to personnel within school districts, but given the scope and timeframe, there may be an important role for the state to play as coordinator, facilitator of information sharing, hub for resources, or a hybrid of these roles. 

The 150 California educators of the Smarter Balanced State Network of Educators, identified in the summer of 2013, will have an important role to play. However, given the size of the state and even with one teacher per district, only one-tenth of the districts will be represented. An important role for the state will be to amplify the voice of this group of teachers and to support them beyond just providing access to the Smarter Balanced resources. The state can also examine the current curriculum to identify what has to change, provide necessary professional development, and demonstrate what the changed curriculum would look like.
As the state moves beyond this immediate focus on the first year of implementing the Smarter Balanced assessments (the school year of 2014-15), the focus will need to shift to understanding what supports are needed to deepen and sustain this work. For example, what are the implications for teacher preparation, ongoing professional learning, and teacher evaluation?

California’s participation in Smarter Balanced may answer many of the state’s needs for a statewide interim and formative assessment system for ELA and mathematics in terms of the tools themselves. Additional support may be required (1) if the state intends to address the breadth of curriculum with interim assessments and (2) in terms of the teacher professional development required to effectively use the tools and to incorporate effective formative assessment practices into ongoing teaching and learning at all grade levels. Although the system is still being defined, it is expected to include both interim assessments, a formative component to influence instruction, and professional development resources. Each state is expected to contribute to an online library of classroom materials that will aid instruction. Helping teachers use these resources will perhaps require models of professional development that could be shared across districts. In addition, the system is being built to include a series of interim assessments to gauge student mastery of the standards in an ongoing way.  

8.1 Models of Interim Assessment 

With the use of the Smarter Balanced interim assessments and formative tools, there remain a number of different models for how California could complete an interim assessment system to provide instructionally actionable information. One model is to provide formal elements like interim assessments, which are given periodically throughout the year to get a snapshot of how students are mastering the standards. These pre-constructed forms could be linked to the state assessment and be used to identify gaps in student learning that would inform teaching and remediation plans during the next instructional period. The second approach is one in which the items are made available in an item bank from which districts can develop their own interim assessments based on their curriculum.  Each methodology has pros and cons, and the manner in which Smarter Balanced will provide interim assessment materials is not yet clear. 

8.2 Models of Formative Assessment 

One widely shared definition of formative assessment comes from the Formative Assessment for Students and Teachers (FAST) State Collaborative on Assessment and Student Standards (SCASS). In order to support the development of a common, research-based understanding of formative assessment, the group published a definition of formative assessment:

"Formative assessment is a process used by teachers and students during instruction that provides feedback to adjust ongoing teaching and learning to improve students' achievement of intended instructional outcomes."
Smarter Balanced has enhanced this definition for its purposes, but the definition is similar in essence. In its Request for Proposals #23, the Consortium provides the following definition:

“Formative Assessment is a deliberate process used by teachers and students during instruction that provides actionable feedback that is used to adjust ongoing teaching and learning strategies to improve students’ attainment of curricular learning targets/goals.” 
Given the commitment of Smarter Balanced to produce “classroom-based, formative assessment strategies and practices,” the Consortium has adopted the perspective that formative assessment is an ongoing classroom process that engages both teachers and students. Providing or helping teachers select appropriate tools is one aspect of this work, while a second is supporting teachers as they adopt the kinds of classroom practices that make appropriate formative use of those tools. While Smarter Balanced will also provide professional development and assessment resources and tools, teachers may need additional support to understand how to select from among the resources and integrate those resources meaningfully into their instructional units. It will be important to communicate to teachers how the components of a balanced assessment system work together in tandem with other assessments that they will use, such as unit assessments that may contribute to student grades.

8.3 Implementation Considerations of Interim Assessment Components 

There are several challenges with integrating interim assessment into the California system. One challenge is that districts already have a number of different assessment computer systems in use, and some may not have any system available for this purpose. As Smarter Balanced moves toward implementation of the interim and summative assessments, careful attention will need to be paid to how districts need to modify their computer systems in order to support access for all mathematics and ELA teachers to the technology-based interim assessments and performance tasks. 

Of course, the opportunities that exist in implementing these interim components are many. Two are worth briefly noting here. First, students who move from one district to another will have a consistent set of results that goes beyond the summative assessments. Teachers can review the performance of students who enroll in their classroom at any time of the year with more proximal performance results: this information will support better instructional decisions as soon as the student is placed in that teacher’s classroom. Second, school districts will no longer need to expend district funds on such a system — or wish that they had district funds available to do so. This would provide students and teachers across the state with equitable access to more detailed information about the student performance no matter the region of the state in which they reside. 

8.4 Implementation Considerations of Formative Assessment Components 

As noted previously, ensuring communication between the California teacher cadres and other teachers and districts across California will be key. Helping districts identify ways in which they are already supporting formative assessment, finding creative ways to provide additional professional support for teachers where there are gaps, aligning with the Smarter Balanced approach, and adopting common assessment language will all help reduce confusion.
Recommendation 9 – Consider Alternatives to the Current California High School Exit Examination

Consider alternatives to the CAHSEE for measuring students’ demonstration of grade level competencies and where possible, reduce redundancy in testing and use existing measures. 

Making alterations to a high school exit requirement likely requires as much stakeholder conversation as psychometric activities. Any time such a change is made in a state, there are scores of conversations and much consensus-building to ensure that the expectations of the student accountability system are appropriate and that these expectations have been thoroughly vetted to mitigate unintended consequences. Immediate tasks appropriately begin the stakeholder conversation, but intermediate work builds on considerations around the options presented by SSPI Torlakson. 

Table 9: Immediate Implementation Tasks for Recommendation 9

	Task #
	Activities
	Participants
	Description
	Result

	9.a
	Confirm legislative intent for graduation exam
	SBE and State Legislature
	Determine the current political leadership commitment to an exam as part of CA graduation requirements (see 2012 HumRRO CAHSEE evaluation recommendation 1a&b)
	A bill or general guidance removing or altering the CAHSEE requirement

	9.b
	Establish transition window
	CDE staff and SBE
	Define a transition window that would protect students from high-stakes consequences driven by standards not yet delivered by instruction  (see 2012 HumRRO CAHSEE evaluation recommendation 1c&e )
	Board-adopted transition window 

	9.c
	Decide on alternative to CAHSEE
	CDE, SBE, and other state stakeholders
	Conduct discussion with the stakeholders regarding options presented above; decide on alternative to CAHSEE 
	Written decision on alternative to CAHSEE 

	9.d
	Develop plan to implement alternative to CAHSEE
	CDE/Testing Contractor
	Prepare specifications and timeline to implement alternative to CAHSEE
	Specifications  and timeline for implementing alternative to CAHSEE

	9.e
	Possible transition window
	CDE staff and SBE
	Window preserving “old standard” requirement for Opportunity to Learn (OTL) defensibility
	Provision of graduation requirement based on legacy standards for current HS students

	9.f
	Possible launch of new graduation requirement
	CDE/Testing Contractor
	Launch new graduation assessment for younger high school students who have had OTL new standards
	Launch of assessment


Intermediate Considerations for Recommendation 9:

For each alternative listed within the Superintendent’s Recommendations, we offer intermediate considerations that can be explored in the next 18 months. The enactment of any particular recommendation may need to be completed after the implementation of the Smarter Balanced assessments, depending upon the specifics of that activity. 
The subject of a high school graduation requirement also relates to policy and legal considerations best discussed more fully elsewhere. The HumRRO 2012 CAHSEE evaluation presents a discussion of some critical points, among them:
1. What policy decisions need to be made to determine what a minimum high school graduation requirement might look like after transition to the CCSS?
2. What evidence of instruction implementation and delivery of CCSS-based instruction/materials should be in place prior to holding students accountable for mastering the CCSS?
3. What is an appropriate overlap period of standards in order to hold students accountable only to standards for which they have received adequate instruction?
A critical question in any certification exam that bestows a level of proficiency is whether or not the examinees have been afforded a reasonable amount of time to learn the subject matter of the exam. In other words, have the students of California had an adequate opportunity to learn the standards of the Common Core? Much of the transition discussion around a high school graduation exam will include consideration of the appropriateness of that opportunity. California’s discussion will certainly include this aspect as well. 
9.1 Smarter Balanced as the Next CAHSEE  

Instead of administering a stand-alone High School Exit Examination (CAHSEE), use the SBAC ELA and mathematics high school assessments to determine academic readiness for high school graduation.  

To this end, there is the possibility of using Smarter Balanced summative and/or interim assessments. Since the Smarter Balanced summative and interim assessments are expected to be on the same scale, either assessment or a combination of both assessments could be used to assess minimal competency by establishing an additional “California Minimal Competence/Graduation” cut score. Two primary considerations exist with this option:

1. An issue in using one, the other, or both assessments is that the summative assessments will only be administered during a 12-week window at the end of each school year. While students will be allowed to retest within the 12-week window, it does not provide the same retesting opportunity as CAHSEE’s current seven administrations per year. An advantage to using the interim assessments is that they are administered throughout the year, on demand, which goes beyond the 12-week summative testing window and CAHSEE’s seven administrations per year. Additionally, the Smarter Balanced interim assessments provide both comprehensive and content-cluster assessments that allow students to retake only the portions of the test that they did not pass previously. The Consortium plans to make available an optional secure item bank for a fee; however, it is unclear how many administrations such an item bank could support, especially in the early years of development. 

2. Another issue to consider is which grade of the Smarter Balanced assessments to use for each subject. CAHSEE currently uses ELA items from grade 10 and some from grade 9, mathematics items are taken from grade 7 and some from grade 6 and Algebra I. A decision would need to be made between using Smarter Balanced grade 11 (too high?) or grade 8 (too low?) for ELA and Smarter Balanced grade 6 or 7 for mathematics. California would also have to determine policies for when students could first attempt the test for graduation purposes as well as those related to retesting. Most likely, stakeholders will look for retest opportunities that are similar to the number offered by the state on the current system.
9.2 Optional Voluntary Exams   

As a proxy for meeting high school exit requirements, use the results of other voluntary exams (e.g., PSAT, SAT, ACT, or AP). These would need to be used in conjunction with a state-administered assessment, such as the SBAC high school assessments, as all students would not choose to take the voluntary exams. 

While proxies could be considered, the tests listed are either admissions measures (meant to differentiate among students trying to gain admissions in selective colleges), or tests designed to support an award of advanced placement and credit in a specific curricular area. They are not designed as measures of minimum competency. Perhaps more saliently, and as stated above, they will not be taken by all students. So use of these tests would make it somewhat more difficult for the state to track trends in the performance of high school students.  Finally, these tests are not yet all aligned to the Common Core.

It is important to note, however, that the challenges above do not mean that these assessments are off the table; rather, they can be part of a suite of pathway options students can use to demonstrate they are college or career ready. Depending upon the student’s goals, a student could take an assessment that is best aligned to his or her personal postsecondary goals, while still remaining true to the policy goal of all students exiting high school as college and career ready. While there are complexities, having students take multiple tests to show competency is worth avoiding when possible.  

9.3 Successful Course Completion   

Consider the successful completion of specific courses to determine if students meet minimum high school requirements for graduation. Successful completion would need to be defined. 

An option is to eliminate the requirement to pass any stand-alone assessment and simply have the minimum graduation requirement based on “successful completion” of predetermined core courses. As stated, “successful completion” would need to be clearly defined, as well as the core courses to be included. There is also the possibility to use successful completion of courses in conjunction with other measures. Other states have incorporated the standardized test scores as a portion of the course grades and also require a minimum score on the EOC exam for graduation (e.g., South Carolina, Arizona, and Texas). Others, such as Maryland, have developed a composite score required over several exams. 

9.4 Future EOC Exams   

Consider the use of any relevant end-of-course assessments that may be developed in the future to determine high school exit requirements. 

While this is certainly a possibility, developing future exams seems to contradict the cost savings and reduced burden of assessment listed as advantages of Smarter Balanced. However, if EOC tests beyond the scope of Smarter Balanced continue to be available, there is the option to use the results to determine minimum competency for graduation. One possible approach would be to define “capstone courses” in the major subject areas and require graduates to pass EOC tests in these courses. It is worth noting that passing a series of EOC tests is a system used in a number of states. However, it tends to increase the cost of the EOC tests themselves, since the system must allow for much more retesting than is currently the case in EOCs given only for system-level trend and accountability measurement purposes.

9.5 Matriculation Exams   

Consider the use of matriculation examinations, if developed, to satisfy high school exit requirements (see Recommendation 10). 

Please see comments below regarding Recommendation 10.

Recommendation 10 – Explore the Possible Use of Matriculation Examinations

Conduct further research and discussion regarding matriculation examinations, including exam format (i.e., written, oral), cost, fee coverage (e.g., student, LEA), and ways in which such exams could be used to meet high school exit requirements.

The desire to establish matriculation exams would perhaps best occur in the conversation regarding the decisions around the state’s high school exit exams (Recommendation 9). A decision on one of these recommendations, of course, affects the other. It will be important that these stakeholder discussions occur as a single activity as the state develops a coherent policy around promoting college- and career-ready graduates. 
Table 10: Immediate Implementation Tasks for Recommendation 10  

	Task #
	Activities
	Participants
	Description
	Result

	10.a
	Explore and decide if there is need for a matriculation exam or an alternative to a matriculation exam
	CDE, SBE, and other state stakeholders
	Through discussion with the state decide whether or not there is a need for a matriculation exam or an alternative to a matriculation exam
	Written decision regarding need for, or alternative to, matriculation exam 

	10.b
	If decided, develop plan to implement matriculation exam or alternative to matriculation exam
	CDE and SBE
	Prepare specifications and timeline to implement matriculation exam or alternative to matriculation exam
	Specifications  and timeline for implementing matriculation exam or alternative to matriculation exam


Intermediate Considerations for Recommendation 10:

The SSPI’s Recommendations articulate the potential advantages of these types of exams. 

Matriculation or qualification examinations are used in numerous countries to assess student acquisition of prerequisite knowledge and skills for entrance into college, career, and/or upper high school levels. The use of such examinations in the United States is rare, but the potential benefits of this type of examination to students, LEAs, colleges, and business alike suggests that consideration be given to the idea of introducing them in California. Matriculation examinations can provide students with evidence of their requisite skills for prospective colleges or employers; in turn, these exams could make assessment relevant to students in a way that few other past state exams have. 

In California, the concept of matriculation examinations was most recently introduced during the 2011-12 legislative session by Assembly Member [Susan] Bonilla in Assembly Bill (AB) 2001 [and the concept was again reintroduced in the current legislative session as AB 959]. AB 2001 called for California’s statewide assessment reauthorization legislation to include: 

(a) A plan to bring together elementary and secondary school policy leaders, the community colleges, the California State University, the University of California, private colleges and universities, and postsecondary career technical and vocational programs to develop criteria and create non-punitive pathways in which assessments taken by middle and high school students are aligned with college and career readiness and may be recognized as one of a number of multiple measures for entry into college, placement in college-level courses, and career training. 

(b) A plan for transitioning to a system of high-quality, non-punitive assessments that has tangible meaning to individual middle and high school students, including, but not limited to, recognition and rewards for demonstrating mastery of subject matter and progress toward mastery of subject matter. (pp. 45-46)

10.1 Exploration of Matriculation Exam Options   

The SSPI Recommendations promote the examination of these options in California: 

Assembly Bill 2001 was not enacted into law, but as the state considers its next generation of assessments, [California can engage in] further research and discussion . . . regarding matriculation examinations, including exam format (i.e., written, oral), cost, fee coverage (e.g., student, LEA), and ways in which such exams could be used to meet high school exit requirements. (p. 45)

Matriculation exams are typically used to provide information to employers or colleges regarding student readiness for employment or postsecondary education. The matriculation exam system such as traditionally practiced in some countries includes administration of two levels of exams — the O-level is taken first and signals career readiness, and the A-level is taken after two years of additional study to determine college readiness. 

However, Assembly Bill 2001 clearly articulates the need to “streamline and reduce state-mandated middle and high school testing.” As a means toward this end, the Smarter Balanced tests could be repurposed: the summative grade 11 tests could be considered for matriculation purposes.  Consistent with the goals of the matriculation process, cut scores could be established for “O” (career readiness) and “A” (college readiness) levels. In addition, if the state continues to develop other assessments beyond the scope of Smarter Balanced in such areas as science and social studies, then these exams could also be used for matriculation purposes and cut scores could be established to determine “O” and “A” levels. This might include other end-of-course exams such as biology or U.S. history. 

Recommendation 11 – Conduct Comparability Studies

Conduct comparability studies to link performance on the STAR assessments with performance on SBAC. 

There are a number of major differences between the Smarter Balanced and STAR tests, including but not limited to the content assessed, constructs of measurement interest, item types, and administration mode. In addition, the STAR assessments are paper-and-pencil tests (PPT) and, with the exception of the essay portion of the grade 4 and 7 ELA tests, are comprised of multiple choice (MC) items only. In contrast, the Smarter Balanced tests will be administered online and will include a computer-adaptive test (CAT) component and a performance component. Smarter Balanced plans to make a PPT option available for the first three years of the operational assessment. 

With such substantive differences in content standards and modes of administration, some programs have opted for a complete and separate break between assessments administered under one program to those offered under such a different set of conditions. In these situations a new reporting scale is set and the first administration of the new assessment becomes the new “baseline” for future comparisons. Most importantly, the scores from the new and previous assessment are not comparable, a new trend line is established, and no comparability studies would be required.  

However, stakeholders often want to compare student performance on old and new assessments. Formally creating a mechanism for comparison, in the form of a concordance between the two performance measures, can curtail the misinterpretation of results that stakeholders may create during the bridge years in the absence of official information. Should California wish to conduct a comparability study, two options could be considered: either conduct the study during the Smarter Balanced field test year (spring 2014) or during the first year of the operational administration (spring 2015). The two implementation options are presented below.

Table 11: Immediate Implementation Tasks for Recommendation 11 

Option 1: Use test data from the CSTs and the Smarter Balanced field test

	Task # 
(Option 1)
	Activities
	Participants
	Description
	Result

	11.a
	Draft study design plan
	CDE/Testing Contractor
	Design comparability studies
	Study plan

	11.b
	Data collection for STAR and Smarter Balanced 
	CDE/Testing Contractor
	Data is collected from the subset of CA students that participate in the Smarter Balanced test and is matched with their STAR data 
	Data set

	11.c
	Conduct comparability studies 
	CDE/Testing Contractor
	Conduct concordance studies for all Smarter Balanced tests
	Concordance table for each test and a report summarizing the procedure

	11.d
	Develop cut score concordance
	CDE/Testing Contractor
	Map preliminary cut scores for Smarter Balanced onto the STAR scale and compare to CST performance level  cut scores
	Cut score concordance table for each test


OR

Option 2: Use Smarter Balanced operational data 

	Task # (Option 2)
	Activities
	Participants
	Description
	Result

	11.e
	Draft study design plan
	CDE/Testing Contractor
	Design comparability studies
	Study plan

	11.f
	Assemble common items from the STAR test
	CDE/Testing Contractor
	Select common STAR items to embed into the Smarter Balanced assessment that will serve as the trend set
	Common item set

	11.g
	Smarter Balanced operational administration, data collection
	CDE/Testing Contractor
	Gather item information during the Smarter Balanced operational administration
	Data set

	11.h
	Conduct comparability studies
	CDE/Testing Contractor
	Conduct concordance studies for all Smarter Balanced tests and map the cut scores for Smarter Balanced onto the STAR scale; compare to CST performance cuts
	Concordance table for each test; cut score concordance table for each test and a report summarizing the procedure


Intermediate Considerations for Recommendation 11:

 The details of these two options in establishing comparability are discussed below. 

11.1 Comparability via Smarter Balanced Field Testing   

The first option would leverage the subsample of California students who will participate in the Smarter Balanced field test (FT) and the STAR spring 2014 administrations. These students would have their spring STAR response records matched to their corresponding Smarter Balanced FT response records. Score distributions could be compared and a concordance developed using one of two single-group linking methods described below. The method chosen will be dependent on the resulting data. If a correlation of 0.87 or greater exists between the Smarter Balanced FT and CST scores, a concordance linking approach is recommended (Dorans, 1999; Dorans & Walker, 2007). If the relationship is less than 0.87, a projection linking method is advised.

A. Concordance linking: An equipercentile concordance of Smarter Balanced and CST scores could be established using the smoothed joint distribution. Smarter Balanced test distributions would be divided into a certain number of increments to match CST distributions. Based on these concordances, Smarter Balanced scores corresponding to CST scale scores could be identified.

B. Projection linking: The probabilities from the smoothed joint distributions could be used to create projection tables containing conditional cumulative distributions of CST scale scores for Smarter Balanced scores. The projected conditional distributions could then be used to identify the Smarter Balanced scores associated with 50%, 60%, and 70% of students scoring at or above the CST cut scores. (Logistic regression would be used for this method). 

With this option, it is expected that the concordance between performance levels will not be known at the time of the study, but can be mapped after standard setting is complete for the Smarter Balanced tests. A limitation of this approach is that, depending on the Smarter Balanced FT design, it is possible that no students will take a full test, which may impact the quality of the concordance. In addition, the concordance analyses can only be done after the Smarter Balanced scales have been established and approved.   

11.2 Comparability via Smarter Balanced Operational Administration    

The second option would embed STAR items into the first operational administration of Smarter Balanced in spring 2015. With the approval of Smarter Balanced, a subset of STAR items aligned to CCSS could be appended to or embedded in the Smarter Balanced tests using the field-test slots. STAR items would then be calibrated along with the Smarter Balanced operational items, serving as the bridge to develop a concordance between STAR and Smarter Balanced tests. A limitation of this approach is that when CST items are embedded in Smarter Balanced tests, the common items may not be representative of both tests, which may lead to biased estimation of the concordance.  

In the transition from one assessment to another, decisions about managing the comparisons between the two assessments need to take into consideration a number of factors including the need or desire to maintain a “trend score,” as well as the differences between the two assessments. Given the distinct differences between Smarter Balanced and STAR tests, California may wish to conduct a one-time study to provide a bridge between performance on the two assessments. The bridge between the two tests will be, at best, in the form of a one-time concordance between test scores, which will relate the scores of the Smarter Balanced test to the STAR test. 

Recommendation 12 – Maintain a Continuous Cycle of Improvement of the Assessment System

Provide for a continuous cycle of improvement to the statewide student assessment system.  

Continuous improvement is, by definition, never complete. This recommendation expects that there is a documented and formal procedure for improving the assessment system over time. The ultimate goal is to develop a standardized system for development of new and/or improvement of existing assessment features, piloting those features, and adding them to the assessment system in an orderly manner and in a timely fashion. While the standardized system will take time to develop and mature, the guiding principles of such a system are ripe for discussion as the state makes the transition to the California Measurement of Academic Performance and Progress for the 21st Century (CalMAPP21).  

Table 12: Immediate Implementation Tasks for Recommendation 12

	Task #
	Activities
	Participants
	Description
	Result

	12.a
	Evaluation plans
	CDE, SBE, State Stakeholders, Testing Contractor
	Develop plans for a comprehensive evaluation program
	Evaluation plans

	12.b
	Alignment evaluation specifications
	CDE/Testing Contractor
	Prepare specifications and timelines for evaluation of alignment of standards, instruction, and assessment, including the use of the formative and interim assessment data to impact instruction
	Specifications for alignment evaluation

	12.c
	Validity study specifications
	CDE/Testing Contractor
	Prepare specifications and timelines for evaluation of validity, utility, and impact
	Specifications for validity study 

	12.d


	Scale stability evaluation 
	CDE/Testing Contractor
	Prepare specifications and timelines for periodic evaluation of scale stability and performance standards 
	Specifications for scale stability evaluation


Intermediate Considerations for Recommendation 12:

A robust assessment system is one that provides accurate and relevant data that can be used to draw reliable and valid inferences of interest as pertains to student learning and instruction. Development and maintenance, as well as identification of opportunities to improve the rigor, validity, and reliability of an assessment system, are critical if the intended goals for score use are to be met. As educational needs evolve, so must the assessment system. To this end, the following evaluations may provide useful data to initially inform assessment system improvements and contribute to the standardized system for the development of new assessments and the improvement of existing ones.

12.1 Alignment and Instructional Sensitivity   

The state should conduct periodic evaluations of alignment of standards, curriculum, instruction, and assessment, as well as the extent to which assessments both inform instruction and measure improvements caused by changes in instruction. Results of these evaluations can be used to update the assessment system (e.g., features, components, or focus of measurement interest) and inform associated professional development for teachers to better support policy goals related to curriculum and instruction. 

12.2 Validity, Utility, and Impact    

California should conduct periodic evaluations of the assessment system related to the validity and utility of test scores and the impact of the assessments. These evaluations can be attained by an ongoing collection of evidence to support the validity of assessment scores (e.g., evidence based on test content, response processes, internal structure of assessments, relationships to other variables, and intended consequences of testing). Results from these evaluations can be used to determine any additional requirements that are needed to support teaching and learning for all students and to provide continual refinement of the assessment system. 

12.3 Scale Stability and Performance Standards    

For all assessments, evaluation of scale stability and performance standards is critical as new curriculum is fully implemented and schools transition to online instruction and assessment. Results of these evaluations should be used to adjust scales and performance standards as needed.

Summary

Like all states in the two major consortia, California stands at a crossroads in large-scale assessment. Under the ESEA era, states have worked tirelessly to achieve the expected technical quality required of such a testing system. California is no different in this respect, and yet the state has long been ahead of the country in providing a vision of what its assessment system can be. 

Well before the No Child Left Behind era brought grade-level standards and assessments into sharp focus as key in this accountability movement, California had already pushed to the forefront, establishing rigorous content standards for ELA and mathematics in the early 1990s. The state had likewise begun the development of an assessment system aligned to these standards that transitioned over time to a custom-built, criteria-referenced assessment system. This system was well ahead of the progress of other states in providing summative information about student performance on a state-approved set of content standards. 

California has also been a heralded leader in the movement to promote collegeand career readiness for all students. When other states were meeting around the table with policymakers to determine their options in providing the right signals about this critical marker, the California K-12 system was already implementing its Early Assessment Program, which came from a highly collaborative partnership with is postsecondary counterparts. The EAP system has garnered national attention for its design and implementation. 

There is a new opportunity to lead again as state assessment systems move into their next generation. California is uniquely situated to be a leader in building a comprehensive state assessment system because of its prominence within the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium and because of its track record of innovation. While Smarter Balanced will alleviate some of the challenges faced by a comprehensive state assessment system (challenges such as how to elicit a greater depth of evidence about what students know and can do), there is plenty of room left for the state to innovate and address concerns regarding the narrowing of the curriculum and the provision of the right interim assessments and formative tools in content areas other than ELA and mathematics.

Through a focused plan on building a coherent and comprehensive assessment system, California has the opportunity to lead the nation in getting it right. With innovative approaches to assessing content, efficient means of administering assessments, and meaningful information that informs classroom teaching and learning, California has the opportunity to demonstrate what a fully developed assessment system looks like while leveraging the benefits of the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium. 

Assessment across the country is now taking a different turn. States like California can take advantage of what we know and what we have invented since the last authorization of the state’s assessment system. We now have more innovative and valid means of assessing what students know and can do through item types that reach beyond our previous bounds. Technology now provides the opportunity for more innovation in items, administration, and reporting than there was even just a few years ago, and it is becoming more ubiquitous all the time. With these developments, California can establish an assessment system that is more responsive to the expectations of its users and stakeholders, one that models and promotes high-quality teaching and student learning. 

Appendix: Long-Term Possibilities

A Vision toward the Future

While California will have a long list of activities to complete over the next three to five years if all twelve State Superintendent recommendations are enacted, there are other enhancements and revisions to its assessment system that stakeholders might consider. Especially in light of Recommendation 12, these long-term considerations can be a part of a regular review process. If selected, their implementation can be managed and monitored through a formal, continuous improvement process. 

As the educational community awaits the reauthorization of ESEA and the two assessment consortia continue developing their assessment systems, educators will be provided with ample opportunity to consider what the next generation of educational assessment systems should look like. Toward the end of ESEAs initial term, researchers were proposing alternatives to the ESEA framework and the paradigm in which it placed K-12 education. In their paper entitled “Transforming K-12 Assessment: Integrating Accountability Testing, Formative Assessment, and Professional Support,” Bennett and Gitomer (2008) suggested that an alternative system could reframe the role of assessment in the classroom. Their article posits a way forward in the design of a comprehensive system: 

Given the press for accountability testing, could we do better? Could we design a comprehensive system of assessment that:

· Is based on modern scientific conceptions of domain proficiency and that therefore causes teachers to think differently about the nature of proficiency, how to teach it, and how to assess it?

· Shifts the end goal from improving performance on an unavoidably shallow accountability measure toward developing the deeper skills we would like students to master?

· Capitalizes on new technology to make assessment more relevant, effective, and efficient?

· Primarily uses extended, open-ended tasks?

· Measures frequently?

· Provides not only formative and interim-progress information, but also accountability information, thereby reducing dependence on the one-time test?  

Bennett and Gitomer go on to articulate how this new system should be developed, such that it provides coherency in two ways:

First, assessment systems are externally coherent when they are consistent with accepted theories of learning and valued learning outcomes. Second, assessment systems can be considered internally coherent to the extent that different components of the assessment system, particularly large-scale and classroom components, share the same underlying views of learners’ academic development. The challenge is to design assessment systems that are both internally and externally coherent. Realizing such a system is not straightforward and requires a long-term research and development effort. Yet, if successful, we believe the benefits to students, teachers, schools, and the entire educational system would be profound.  

Additionally, there are several recent reports that articulate a future vision of assessments and the guiding principles for designing them. 





It is not the intent of this section to investigate each of these distinguished and thoughtful considerations for a vision of an assessment plan for California: that is more than can be accomplished here. Rather, this section offers additional considerations that are potential candidates for future development and are aligned with visions proposed in these reports as well as the SSPI Recommendations. 

The long-term considerations listed below are separated into four categories: design, administration, reporting, and communication. Each focuses on aspects of the state assessment system that could be enhanced should these considerations be included. 

Design 

Develop additional item types that use student performance to assess more demanding constructs across all content. 
Smarter Balanced has already begun the work of addressing the more demanding constructs of the CCSS in English language arts and mathematics. Their plans to use technology-enhanced items and performance tasks will provide students an opportunity to demonstrate their knowledge and skills in constructs that may have not previously been well-measured using more traditional means such as multiple-choice items. While some individual states have engaged in these methods, the consortia tests will be the largest application of these item types in a K-12 setting to date. 

The use of performance tasks in large-scale assessments introduces the potential to enhance the assessment experience for students, expand the wealth of information on student understanding that could be accessed by educators and other interested parties, and influence in positive ways the direction of instruction and learning in the classroom. Performance tasks can take on a variety of forms that depend in part on the standards to be assessed, an assessment’s reporting goals, the extent to which the performance tasks are designed to complement other items in an assessment, and real-world considerations such as available monetary and time resources. 

Standards documents such as the Common Core State Standards (for English language arts and mathematics), the Next Generation Science Standards, and the National Curriculum Standards for Social Studies all clearly communicate the importance of well-developed reasoning, analytical, and research skills, in addition to strong discipline-based content knowledge and competence.  And, more generally, the Partnership for 21st Century Skills promotes “fusing the 3Rs and 4Cs (Critical thinking and problem solving, Communication, Collaboration, and Creativity and innovation)” (http://p21.org/).  These standards documents along with others suggest a potentially significant role for performance tasks in the larger assessment picture.

Shorter performance tasks might, within a time-constrained interval such as 10, 15, or even 30 or more minutes, ask the student to construct a mathematical argument that synthesizes knowledge across mathematical content domains, analyze particular aspects of several literary works or historical pieces, or use his or her knowledge of science to critique the design of a system and suggest an improvement to one or more features of that system. More extended performance tasks, however, offer greater opportunities to assess students’ capabilities to think deeply and may reveal new insights into their critical and creative thought processes. Consider, for example, a performance task that spans a period of several days or even weeks in which a student is required to provide interim products at specific milestones and a final product. A possibly valuable byproduct of such a task is that it creates a path of observable behaviors from which data may be collected for later analysis.

Additionally, certain kinds of extended performance tasks might introduce opportunities for small groups of students to collaborate over a period of days or weeks toward a common goal, such as the submission of a product prototype that they have developed to satisfy a particular set of design requirements. Part of such an exercise might involve not presenting the student or group of students with all of the information and resources at the outset that they will need to achieve their end goal, but instead having them decide what is needed initially to carry out their task and then deciding how to utilize those materials and resources most efficiently. These types of extended performance events support the assessment of standards such as “the 4 Cs” mentioned earlier and of discipline-specific standards in ways that are much more authentic than attempting to assess communication or creativity and innovation in a discrete item that is severely time-constrained. Additionally, when thoughtfully designed into an assessment, the combination of short and extended performance tasks with discrete items and smaller item sets can support the efficient assessment of a wide range of content along with the more targeted assessment of particular aspects of disciplinary habits of mind. Those habits of mind in mathematics, for example, might include evaluating to what extent a student approaches the solution of a problem that is not well-specified mathematically using the same thought processes that a skilled mathematician might.

One additional benefit related to the inclusion of performance tasks on large-scale assessments is the impact on classroom learning and instruction. If there is even a grain of truth to the statement that “what gets assessed is what gets taught,” then the need for presenting students with opportunities to demonstrate their academic competence in more real-world settings (and that demand the integration of knowledge, skills, and thought processes consistent with those required in university-level studies and in their careers) would seem to support the inclusion of a range of well-designed performance tasks in large-scale assessment. 
Use artificial intelligence scoring of constructed responses when appropriately reliable, available, and beneficial. 

Current visions for assessments measuring the proficiencies important in the CCSS call for the use of constructed-response items that require students to produce written or spoken responses, draw figures representing numerical information, or write an equation detailing a specific relationship among given variables. In the past, only human scoring of such responses was used, requiring extensive training, cost, and time for scoring; however, recent advances in the use of computers to administer and score constructed-response questions have made the implementation and use of such questions more efficient. Automated scoring of student-produced responses has the potential to support valid and efficient measurement of knowledge and skills that are best assessed by constructed-response questions.

The Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium expects to use this technology in ELA and mathematics, and it would be logical for California to investigate using this methodology in other content areas where the benefits can be shared. For example, in science and social studies there are likely to be items in which a constructed response will include specific terminology from that field of study. Through thoughtful and deliberate item design, artificial intelligence (AI) scoring can score these types of items in these domains with a high degree of reliability and efficiency. 

An initial definition is in order: when we discuss “AI scoring” here, we focus on response types that are open-ended enough that they cannot be scored by means of simple rules or other deterministic procedures. Technology-enhanced items based on a drag-and-drop interface, hotspots, or text highlighting do not fall into this category. These items can be scored without human intervention. In addition, other categories of items (e.g., numeric entry, graphical entry, or equation entry) require algorithmic or pattern-based scoring approaches that are easily used given current tools. AI systems are used to score essays for writing quality and both short- and longer-written answers for content accuracy. It is likely that California may incorporate such items and scoring systems in the future: they measure key elements of the construct and are important to use if possible. However, such items come with inherent challenges.

Applications of automated scoring to new item types or populations may require additional research so that the fairness, validity, and reliability of scoring — in addition to efficiency — can be supported by evidence. Future contractors should demonstrate valid, fair, and reliable scoring of constructed responses. Note that a scoring system can “work well” for an aggregate population and still introduce biases for certain key subgroups. Therefore, technical data at the sub-population level must be examined before non-algorithmic scoring systems are placed into operational use.

To help California best position itself for success in large-scale use of computer-based scoring technologies, we recommend a considered approach for the future use of artificial intelligence scoring. There is little doubt that planning for the use of this technology now as the state sets a course in its use in other content areas will push California to the front of the development field in this work: few, if any, states are giving consideration to this technology in other content areas, and California would play a leading role in advancing its assessment program with this technology. 

Consider metacognitive factors in determining college and career readiness. 

The K-12 assessment is sometimes criticized because the instruments used measure only a portion of the knowledge, skills, and abilities that are necessary to be successful in college or career. There is little dispute that a student who has ample command of the CCSS content knowledge in mathematics and English language arts, but has minimal ability to employ other cognitive strategies successfully, may be at a disadvantage. 

California has been involved in the work of the Educational Policy Improvement Center (EPIC) through projects that investigate the full breadth of college and career readiness domains. Through this work, the state is very familiar with the work of Dr. David Conley, who would advocate that the determination of college and career readiness is not solely based on performance in content knowledge, but on the evaluation of a profile of characteristics categorized into four domains, of which content knowledge is only one: key cognitive strategies, key content knowledge, key learning skills and techniques, and key knowledge and skills (Conley, 2012). These four keys are depicted in the figure below. 
Conley’s “Four Keys to College and Career Readiness”



Not all of these attributes can be assessed — or necessarily should be assessed — with a large-scale assessment tool. Yet, California has the opportunity to build an assessment system that collects information appropriately to provide a more complete picture of a student’s college and career readiness. As it did with the introduction of the state’s Early Assessment Program, California can once more lead the nation in developing the most advanced college and career readiness evaluation for students. Investigating methodologies to determine readiness in other domains such as those articulated at EPIC could provide groundbreaking profiles that would further strengthen the alignment between the state’s K-12 and postsecondary systems. 

Administration 

Transition to technology-based administration through a considered approach. 
Many states, including two of California’s close neighbors, Oregon and Washington, have implemented technology-based assessment for their summative tests. Smarter Balanced will be delivered via technology devices to leverage the adaptive nature of the assessments. This administration mode has several significant benefits and opportunities, as well as some challenges.

Benefits and Opportunities: The potential advantages to technology-based assessment include:

· Better measurement of key constructs through use of a range of new question types not possible on paper

· Use of adaptive or multistage testing for increased test efficiency

· Use of automated scoring for certain types of constructed response items, greatly reducing the costs of scoring student-generated responses

· Faster return of student results because the time currently used to transport answer documents to the scoring center and scan the documents is eliminated

· More efficient data capture and data management because there are fewer steps between when a student records a response and when the response is recorded in the database

· Mitigation of some forms of test security risks because there are fewer opportunities for test booklets to be seen by those who should not see them

· Reduced procedural burdens on teachers and administrative staff since there are fewer forms to handle and complete

· More efficiency and flexibility in the provision of various test accommodations (e.g., read-aloud text, enlargement of text and images for students with visual impairment, presentation of text in sign language, and extended time)

· A potentially more motivating environment for students, who are accustomed to using technology in their everyday lives, in and out of school

Challenges: To realize the benefits and opportunities of technology-based delivery of tests, it may be desirable to make this transition as quickly as possible. However, there are significant challenges to reaching this goal, including the following:

· LEAs will have to meet the technology requirements to support the assessments of Smarter Balanced. California has participated in the technology evaluations conducted by Smarter Balanced, and the state is aware of the current deficit in technology availability for assessment. 

· Students and teachers need sufficient opportunities to gain familiarity with the delivery system and the item types used for the tests.

· Students would have to be trained to type essays and responses rather than writing them by hand well in advance of any high-stakes administration.

· During the transition period, some schools will administer the tests via paper and others will deliver the tests via computer, and administration costs are likely to increase because of the two modes of delivery. The transition period is likely to place an increased administrative burden on district staff because of the two modes of delivery. (This report provides a discussion of a transition plan in Recommendation 2.) 

· Although computer delivery decreases some forms of test security risk, it may increase the risk of student observation of other monitor screens or electronic security breaches. One way to lessen these security risks is to administer, during the annual testing window, several parallel forms within each grade and course. Another option is to develop these assessments as computer-adaptive tests (CAT) such as Smarter Balanced is planning. The CAT with a sufficient item bank will reduce the likelihood that the same items are appearing on adjacent screens at the same time. 

In a state as large and diverse as California, the phased approach of putting each assessment online after the ELA and mathematics tests may have merit. The Smarter Balanced assessments are designed for technology-based administration, and there will be a paper form available for the first three years. It is unknown at this time what happens to this paper version should states continue to need this administration mode. It is likely that there will be an extraordinary amount of resources — both technical and human — put in place to administer the Smarter Balanced assessments online. After this push, California may wish to examine the lessons learned and carefully strategize where and when the next assessment should move to online administration. The assessment that moves the system forward without significant stress is a likely candidate. 

The transition to technology-based assessment in Smarter Balanced ELA and mathematics will be substantial, and it would be appropriate to leverage this transition to technology for other content areas and instruction as appropriate. For example, a state assessment expecting a smaller EOC population may be able to make this transition more quickly. It is likely that the transition in content areas not assessed by Smarter Balanced will be constrained more by the school infrastructure in the technology-to-student ratio than any technical measurement issues. Thus, there is great benefit to planning well in advance of a transition to a technology-based administration, and this timeline will allow for the lessons learned in the Smarter Balanced transition to be applied to other content areas. 

Reduce the number of students tested when information is used for more global decisions. 

While individual student scores are expected to remain a cornerstone of the California assessment system, schools and districts are often keenly interested in obtaining information on a broader range of content than can be measured in one test. This broader measurement of the content standards can be achieved at the group level, with minimal increase in individual student testing time, by using matrix sampling techniques. In this model, an operational test would consist of a substantial core of items taken by all students plus several small subsets of operational items, perhaps 10-15 items each. Each student would take the core set of operational items plus one of the subsets. All of the subsets within a content area could be tested in each school or district, except for very small schools or districts.

The subsets could be developed to probe more deeply a single strand, a specific group of content standards, and/or individual key standards more thoroughly. They would be randomly spiraled among students, and students would receive individual scores on the core, not the subsets. 
The core-plus-subset model provides, at an aggregate level, more detailed information for each content area than is currently available. A large number of different items would be distributed through the test-taking population, and thus schools and districts would get a more thorough picture of how they are doing in teaching a wide variety of content. 

Because the core-plus-subset approach enriches the information provided by the assessment at the LEA level, the major advantages of this approach would be providing schools and districts more thorough feedback on instructional effectiveness and reducing concerns about narrowing the curriculum. A disadvantage of pursuing this goal, however, is that there would be increased costs for developing the additional items that would be required. Costs would also be incurred for development of appropriate score reports for the LEAs. Careful communication about this design would be required so that stakeholders would understand the design, its purpose, and its appropriate uses. 

The current Smarter Balanced model does not include a core-plus-subset design. By adopting the Smarter Balanced assessments, those assessments would provide the core tests. If a broader assessment of the curriculum were desired at the group level, California could augment those assessments with the subset design. 

Beyond ELA and mathematics, other content areas could benefit from a matrix sample design. To keep the amount of testing time to a minimum, other content areas might not assess every student every year. These subjects could move to a sample more consistent with that used on NAEP, in which there is no core. This matrix approach would allow for a much richer sampling of content across a body of students. Students in grades 3-8 and high school might take an ELA and a mathematics assessment, plus a social studies assessment assigned to that grade level for that year. In this way, students do not participate in an assessment for every content area, and yet educators and policy leaders garner information about the performance of California students in these subjects on the whole. 

In developing this matrix sampling approach in other content areas, there are a number of trade-offs to consider. First, to counter concerns of narrowing the curriculum, the state would be developing additional content assessments for other grade levels. However, the item development quantities potentially might not be as large as typical because the state is not administering that assessment every year. Second, report information would not be available at the student level. Since no student is taking the entire assessment, scaled-score or proficiency data at the individual student level would not be appropriate, and growth scores for individuals would not be possible: these data would be limited to groups. It would be possible, however, to evaluate grade-to-grade comparisons over time, as well as between-grade comparisons if the assessments were developed to support them. 

Strengthen security of administration according to stakes of the exam. 

As technology advances, it will be necessary to develop and implement security mechanisms that are unique to the next-generation assessments and their administration. 

Some of the factors that California has likely considered in relation to the exposure of the new assessments include:

· Many items will be unique, distinctive, or at least uncommon constructed-response and performance tasks, and therefore very memorable. 

· Technology and social networks have made communication among students (and teachers) easier and potentially more viral than ever.

· The type of administration used and the size of item pools will have material impacts on the frequency with which individual items are used. 

California can minimize exposure to secure items in content areas other than ELA or mathematics using a number of strategies, such as:

· Prepublishing all constructed-response and performance prompts if the volume is high enough that memorization is not an issue. California can spiral items and forms within a classroom, school, and/or district to limit the number of students who see any given item. 

· Prepublishing sample prompts for use in instruction to prepare for assessment when the responses are complex enough that answers cannot be prepared before testing.

· Publishing all actual items as well as sample items that will not be used so that the volume negates most attempts at memorization or preparation. The distinction between live items and sample items would not be revealed. This strategy would require development of more items than necessary and a higher cost, but has proven to reduce exposure in our other assessment programs, such as in Virginia.

· Staggering the release of constructed-response items and prompts. 

In addition to exposure control, unauthorized distribution or access of secure content on assessments will remain a continuing threat. This can occur in any number of ways. In some cases, the student is responsible. For example, students can share items with others after testing, including posting exam questions on the Internet or sending them to others by way of text message or e-mail so that future test takers are given an unfair advantage in testing. State assessment systems often are high-stakes in nature. Unfortunately, this high-stakes reality sometimes produces incentives for school staff to tamper with assessment answer documents. Researching reports of security breaches can be costly. Accordingly, California should focus attention on methods to prevent security breaches in order to lessen the expense for these activities. 

California has already implemented formal procedures for auditing test administrations to prevent unauthorized distribution or access of secure content. Unannounced attendance by personnel familiar with the assessment system (either state employees or contracted vendor personnel) can be held at random for most classrooms, and more often for groups that have a high potential for security problems. There are additional tools that the state can apply to the next-generation assessment for essay questions or other constructed-response items. Technologies exist for online assessments that check for similarity across essays. These programs have proven to be useful tools, despite some false positives and required reviews by assessment development staff to verify an actual case of plagiarism. 

Establishing requirements and procedures for technology-based testing greatly reduces the access that school staff members have to test materials, which mitigates the potential for responses to be changed after test administration is completed. For this reason, online assessment systems should provide for a full audit trail tracking whenever a test is entered, exited, and reactivated. At a fundamental level, the system can restrict access only during school operation hours. Some systems fully track and time-stamp the activity within the system, like when responses are modified, and can even record individual keystrokes. California should determine the appropriate level of system-based auditing to employ, considering cost and use of the system.

Reporting  

Provide real-time results for computer-scored tests. 
Technology-based assessments provide opportunity for results immediately. While not every item can be scored immediately, such as some performance tasks that require human scoring or more intricate constructed-response items, technology-based assessments can provide real-time results on a number of item types, especially when used in settings that are low stakes, such as interim assessments. It is these types of assessments, along with classroom-based formative tools, that are designed to provide actionable information for instruction, and thus educators have the most potential to benefit from this real-time reporting ability. 

In an interim assessment, for example, teachers are interested in both the performance of their class overall as well as the performance of individual students on the content focus for that test. California should investigate a comprehensive reporting system that offers broad utility and flexibility to analyze these various levels of aggregation. For example, when reviewing the performance of an individual student, item analysis reports are both informative and revealing, yet care must be taken when using this information to ensure the appropriateness of the inferences from the results. 

It is important that report design and content are easily understood, and reports are available on-demand through the assessment management tools system. In our ever-increasingly demanding world — especially that of the classroom teacher, building principal, or district administrator — articulating the information via information graphics or “infographics” is becoming much more the norm and the expectation. Pictures that tell the quick story and can be manipulated and disaggregated are much more helpful in focusing attention on specific aspects of student performance. For example, infographics such as the one below using data from the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, are becoming more commonplace in telling the story of status and change over time. 



Provide diagnostic information about the next steps in the teaching and learning process. 

An important issue in reporting test results to inform classroom instruction is the granularity of results provided. Reporting can be anywhere from one global score — which is not particularly useful for instruction — to many scores, each based on a specific objective or topic of instruction. A complicating issue is that the smaller the grain of reporting, the less reliable the scores being reported, or otherwise a greater quantity of items assessing that construct is needed. The unintended consequence of such unreliable score reports for the uninformed classroom teacher is when he or she makes significant changes in pedagogy or curriculum focus when the results may not warrant this. 

A single score based on many items can be highly reliable. Many scores, each based on a few items, are typically very unreliable. The challenge is to reach an acceptable level of reporting that will be reliable but useful for teachers in evaluating student progress. Recent studies (Sinharay, 2010; Sinharay & Haberman, 2008, 2011) have shown that augmented subscores often lead to more accurate diagnostic information than observed subscores.
 The results of that research can be used to help California stakeholders be confident that the levels of reporting are appropriate and defensible based on their purpose.  
Providing this information is only half of the equation. Aligned with the mission of the California assessment system articulated in the State Superintendent’s 12 recommendations, California can advance assessment for learning that is focused on improving student learning, building students’ confidence as learners via the use of classroom assessment, and helping teachers learn to use assessment for both accurate measurement and for good instruction, recognizing that different tools are needed for these very different purposes. California can develop a model that helps classroom teachers connect the expectations and performance levels of the state-level assessment to day-to-day classroom assessment practice. Such a model would develop educators who can do the following:

· translate content standards into classroom-level learning targets and then into student-friendly versions of standards and targets

· integrate assessment into daily instruction

· develop and use accurate, high-quality assessments in the classroom using the appropriate assessment method

· involve students in their own assessment, including keeping track of and communicating their own progress, goal setting, and self-evaluation

· create and recognize quality rubrics and performance tasks 

· assess more efficiently and economically

· communicate effectively and accurately about student achievement, including the use of formative feedback 

· motivate students by making them responsible collaborators in the assessment process

In order to achieve these goals, a significant investment in high-quality ongoing professional development will be critical since formative assessment is at the center of high-quality instruction.

Communication  

Articulating a coherent assessment system. 
Parents, teachers, and others have many questions about how tests are used as tools to improve public education. How are the tests developed? Are they fair to all segments of our diverse student population? How are the results used? How can students, parents, and teachers prepare for tests? And most importantly, how do the tests contribute to improved student learning?

Like many other states, California often is describing the assessment system to two levels of audience. The first audience is interested in the reasonableness of the system. They desire to see how the parts fit together to create a suite of activities that lead to improved learning and teaching. There is a certain segment of stakeholders — mostly parents and the general public — who want to ensure that the system makes sense to them and is an appropriate part of their children’s education. Articulating this reasonableness requires thoughtful and planned information using experts who are as knowledgeable about communication as they are about assessment. California should consider articulating its vision of a comprehensive assessment system using communication experts within its state system as well as those of its current and future contractors. Just as communicating test results in novel ways to teachers in a fast-paced environment can be effective, similar infographics can help explain the assessment system plans to parents and the general public in quick and easy pieces of information. 

Articulating a technically defensible process. 

In addition to the expectation of a reasonable system to improve teaching and learning, there is a subset of stakeholders who have an interest in and a responsibility to ensure that the assessment system Calfornia develops is one that is technically defensible. As in the methodologies of many professionals, there is more than one correct way to achieve a goal or objective; the same is true in developing an assessment system. It is unlikely that every stakeholder will agree on every decision or component of the assessment system that California eventually builds. However, it is the state’s responsibility to provide the evidence for its confidence in the system that it has developed. Much of this type of evidence lends itself to the validity of the assessments and the overall program objectives they support. 

Such communications involve aspects of the following: 

· how tests are developed

· what is meant by the phrase “valid and reliable”

· the derivation and meaning of scale scores

· the interpretation of scores in light of the measurement error of the tests

· appropriate means of comparing student performance

· the relationship between performance levels and “grade level performance”

· the utility of the tests and cluster scores for making diagnostic inferences

· the impact state and federal accountability requirements have on California’s assessment system

In short, teachers and administrators want to be and need to be better informed about assessment, the use and interpretation of test results, and the development of classroom assessments and formative tools and practices — all this will help them determine how to best help students master the required content. Online webinars and modules can help communicate these more technically developed topics to this subset of stakeholders. In addition, the state could work with its higher education systems to develop an online course for pre-service teachers in California that would provide the basics on general large-scale assessment knowledge, as well as information specific to the California system that these novice teachers would need when they step into their classrooms.  
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High standards that are consistent across states provide teachers, parents, and students with a set of clear expectations that are aligned to the expectations in college and careers. The standards promote equity by ensuring all students, no matter where they live, are well prepared with the skills and knowledge necessary to collaborate and compete with their peers in the United States and abroad. Unlike previous state standards, which were unique to every state in the country, the Common Core State Standards enable collaboration between states on a range of tools and policies, including: the development of textbooks, digital media, and other teaching materials aligned to the standards; and the development and implementation of common comprehensive assessment systems to measure student performance annually that will replace existing state testing systems; and changes needed to help support educators and schools in teaching to the new standards. (NGA and CCSSO 2010) 





CCSS: What are YOU doing to get ready? Elementary ELA Teacher


Watch the � HYPERLINK "http://www.cde.ca.gov/re/cc/tl/whatareccss.asp" �orientation video� to the CCSS. 


Complete the CA Professional Learning Module on � HYPERLINK "http://myboe.org/portal/default/Content/Viewer/Content?action=2&scId=306592" �Reading Informational Text�


With a colleague, review the elementary level ELA standards and identify what looks most similar, different, and most challenging to instruction. Or post your comments here.


Etc. (Item specifications, Performance Tasks) 





The State Network of Educators will include representatives from primary, elementary, secondary, and higher education, with members having expertise in mathematics, English-language arts, English Language Learners, Students with Disabilities, and/or site administration. This group will evaluate resources, using established criteria, for their suitability for inclusion in the digital library.  





PERFORMANCE COUNTS: ASSESSMENT SYSTEMS THAT SUPPORT HIGH-QUALITY LEARNING (Darling-Hammond, 2010) 


1) The student assessment process is guided by common standards and grounded in a thoughtful, standards-based curriculum. It is managed as part of a tightly integrated system of standards, curriculum, assessment, instruction, and teacher development.


2) A balance of assessment measures that includes evidence of actual student performance on challenging tasks that evaluate applications of knowledge and skills. 


3) Teachers are integrally involved in the development of curriculum and the development and scoring of assessment measures for both the on-demand portion of state or national examinations and local tasks that feed into examination scores and course grades.


4) Assessment measures are structured to continuously improve teaching and learning.


5) Assessment and accountability systems are designed to improve the quality of learning and schooling.


6) Assessment and accountability systems use multiple measures to evaluate students and schools.


7) New technologies enable greater assessment quality and information systems that support accountability.





Preparing for the Future: What Educational


Assessment Must Do (Bennett, 2013) 


Education for assessment must - 


Satisfy multiple purposes


Use modern conceptions of competency as a design basis


Align test and task designs, scoring, and interpretation with those modern conceptions


Adopt modern methods for designing and interpreting complex assessments


Account for context


Design for fairness and accessibility


Design for positive impact


Design for engagement


Incorporate information from multiple sources


Respect privacy


Gather and share validity evidence


Use technology to achieve substantive goals





The Findings and Recommendations of the Gordon Commission (The Gordon Commission, 2013) 





Nature of Assessment


Assessment is a process of knowledge production directed at the generation of inferences concerning developed competencies, the processes by which such competencies are developed, and the potential for their development.


Assessment is best structured as a coordinated system focused on the collection of relevant evidence that can be used to support various inferences about human competencies. Based on human judgment and interpretation, the evidence and inferences can be used to inform and improve the processes and outcomes of teaching and learning.





Assessment Purposes and Uses


The Gordon Commission recognizes a difference between a) assessment OF educational outcomes, as is reflected in the use of assessment for accountability and evaluation, and b) assessment FOR teaching and learning, as is reflected in its use for diagnosis and intervention. In both manifestations, the evidence obtained should be valid and fair for those assessed and the results should contribute to the betterment of educational systems and practices.


Assessment can serve multiple purposes for education. Some purposes require precise measurement of the status of specific characteristics while other purposes require the analysis and documentation of teaching, learning, and developmental processes. In all cases, assessment instruments and procedures should not be used for purposes other than those for which they have been designed and for which appropriate validation evidence has been obtained.


Assessment in education will of necessity be used to serve multiple purposes. In these several usages, we are challenged to achieve and maintain balance such that a single purpose, such as accountability, does not so dominate practice as to preclude the development and use of assessments for other purposes and/or distort the pursuit of the legitimate goals of education.








The Findings and Recommendations of the Gordon Commission (continued) 


Assessment Constructs


The targets of assessment in education are shifting from the privileging of indicators of a respondent’s mastery of declarative and procedural knowledge, toward the inclusion of indicators of respondent’s command of access to and use of his/her mental capacities in the processing of knowledge to interpret information and use it to approach solutions to ordinary and novel problems.


The privileged focus on the measurement of the status of specific characteristics and performance capacities, increasingly, must be shared with the documentation of the processes by which performance is engaged, the quality with which it is achieved, and the conditional correlates associated with the production of the performance.


Assessment theory, instrumentation, and practice will be required to give parallel attention to the traditional notion concerning intellect as a property of the individual and intellect as a function of social interactions — individual and distributive conceptions of knowledge — personal and collegial proprietary knowledge.


The field of assessment, in education will need to develop theories and models of interactions between contexts and/or situations and human performance to complement extant theories and models of isolated and static psychological constructs, even as the field develops more advanced theories of dialectically interacting and dynamic bio-social behavioral constructs.


Emerging developments in the sciences and technologies have the capacity to amplify human abilities such that education for and assessment of capacities like recall, selective comparison, relational identification, computation, etc. will become superfluous, freeing up intellectual energy for the development and refinement of other human capacities, some of which may be at present beyond human recognition.





Assessment Practices


The causes and manifestations of intellectual behavior are pluralistic, requiring that the assessment of intellectual behavior also be pluralistic (i.e., conducted from multiple perspectives, by multiple means, at distributed times, and focused on several different indicators of the characteristics of the subject(s) of the assessment).


Traditional values associated with educational measurement, such as reliability, validity, and fairness, may require reconceptualization to accommodate changing conditions, conceptions, epistemologies, demands, and purposes.


Rapidly emerging capacities in digital information technologies will make possible several expanded opportunities of interest to education and its assessment. Among these are:


individual and mass personalization of assessment and learning experiences;


customization to the requirements of challenged, culturally and linguistically different, and otherwise diverse populations; and


the relational analysis and management of educational and personal data to inform and improve teaching and learning.








� Augmented subscores use statistical approaches to borrow information from all items administered to a student to improve the quality of reported subscores on a relatively small number of items.





6/27/2013 12:51 PM
6/27/2013 12:51 PM

