Assessment & Accountability Advisory Group Meeting 11/19/08


Perkins IV Accountability and Assessment Advisory Group

Meeting Notes
November 19, 2008

2:30-4:00 p.m.

Sheraton, Lansing
Present: [via conference call (*)]

Carol Clark (OCTE), Ed Domke for Mike Hoffner (Branch Area Career Center), Jill Kroll (OCTE), *Kitty Manley (Ferris State University), Deb Miller (Kalamazoo RESA), Brian Pyles (Shiawasee RESEA), Mary Kaye Aukee (Oakland Schools), Sandi Carter (OCTE), Linda Nordstrand (Kent ISD), Shawn Kolbus (Gogebic-Ontonagon ISD), Toni Glasscoe (Lansing Community College), Paul Bonsall (Dickenson-Iron ISD), Randy Showerman (OCTE), Jarrad Grandy (Kent ISD)
Absent:  Rhonda Burke (DLEG/OPS), Patty Cantú (OCTE),  Doug Fox (Oakland Schools), Ed Stanton (Macomb Community College), Ginny Kowalski (William D. Ford Career-Technical Center), Joyce McCoy (Alpena Public Schools), Tony Elbi (Marquette-Alger ISD), Glenna Zollinger-Russell (OCTE)
1. Cluster Advisory Groups
a. Discussed how to recruit participants:

· Discussed using the e-focus groups as the first place to look for members. Kitty affirmed that the e-focus group database can be used to identify possible cluster advisory group members. It can be sorted by building, CEPD, cluster, or PSN.  We have had calls from principals that missed the entry deadline, asking if they can still add teachers. We are trying to decide when we can open up the database for additions. Kitty did note that principals were asked to identify by a lead teacher, so not all teachers for a particular program are listed in the database.
· Brian recommended that, in addition to the database, the Assessment and Accountability Advisory group and the program area consultants make the recommendations on cluster advisory group members since they would know which teachers are intimately involved in the process. Jill will send an email to advisory group members requesting recommendations. It was also recommended that administrators be allowed to enter additional teachers into the database because administrators and teachers sometimes change midyear.
· Toni noted that community college deans and VPs were not involved in the segmenting process very effectively. She recommended that secondary educators be utilized to recommend postsecondary educators they work with for the cluster advisory groups as well as working through MCCDEC and MODAC.
· Carol suggested that recruiting postsecondary and business and industry representatives for the  cluster advisory groups through secondary advisory committees would have several advantages:  they could ride together and they’d be familiar with the secondary CTE program and possibly represent some articulation agreements.
· Sandi recommended  that MCCDEC and MODAC also be utilized to identify postsecondary educators for inclusion in the cluster advisory groups..

· Randy: CTSO Directors may be able to recommend as well.

· Someone from this group should be on each committee, to maintain the connection
· Also it was recommended that each cluster advisory group have at least one CEPD Administrator on it.
b. Tasks of the groups: Review assessments in their career cluster and provide feedback. Expected time commitment of the cluster advisory group members: 1st meeting early December, with a goal of recommendation no later than February. Commitment could be as long as Perkins IV (2013).  Groups will meet via conference call 2-3 times for each assessment to be identified, with additional meeting to review the materials.
2. Working with the Michigan Assessment Consortium

a. Jill: I haven’t moved forward on this at all yet. We have to identify 1 or 2 assessments that we know we need to develop.
3. Logistics of ordering assessments:  What do districts need to know?

· Jill: Patty is checking to make sure whether we will have districts order the assessments and bill OCTE. Alternatively districts would pay for the assessments and OCTE would reimburse them. NOCTI and Oklahoma said most states do a purchase order. Patty has to check with the feds because of the source of funds we must make sure that we do it that way.  Both NOCTI and Oklahoma will send out information.
· Deb: For those of us that are consortiums, if you send to the operating building that will be a problem. The CEPD administrator should receive information.  CEPDs first – a day or two before – then to the principals.

· Jill: Good idea.  Vendors handle logistics.  It looks like what we will try to do is have the districts order, and then the vendor will bill us.  But we have to be able to show it is funding going to the districts.  That would allow us to do monitoring on the front end and the results could come directly to our office as well as to the districts.  

· How will they know how what to order?  CTEIS users can print out a list of those potential students eligible for assessment and required to be assessed. Then it will be up to the instructors to identify which students should be assessed. 
· Brian: Later down the road, when we have 11 different assessments, our principals might get overwhelmed.  This year alone 25% of our principals have turned over, and 40% of our superintendents in the last 2 years.

· Send out a notification letter indicating the CEPD Director will order assessments. Connect with your CEPD Director.

· Jill: Let the CEPD Administrators coordinate it however you want to - CEPD wide or individual programs – then send notification letter to the building administrators, then do a follow-up letter with plan and proctoring process. NOCTI has talked about doing a custom order form for us.
· What happens if you order more assessments than needed?  With Oklahoma – nothing.  With NOCTI there is a $5 restock fee per ID.  You have X number of months to use it, if you don’t there is a charge.
· Can you order more than one time per year?  Yes.  For both vendors the lead time is fairly short. More information on that will be sent to CEPDs. Can you pool/share if you have too many?  No, it is by building.

· It was suggested that some kind of comprehensive online ordering system is needed (MEGS?) to make it easier to order all the assessments from different vendors. (would add a layer between the district/CEPD and the vendor, though).

· Sandi suggested a webinar for CEPD Admin’s to train on how to order test. Webcast would be better so it can be viewed at a later time.  Jill has Camtasia and can record a webinar for posting on the internet.

· Paper letter to CEPD administrators should include:

· Webcast Info

· Each vendor’s ordering process

· Order Forms

· Timelines

· Who gets assessed/how to identify the student (clarification)

· “See webcast for continued information”

Webcast:

· Ordering

· Proctoring (refresh)

· Where to find information on proctoring

· Zoomerang survey information

· Who & how to ID who is to be assessed

· Latitude of ordering

· Getting Results

· Accommodations for special education students

· Would be helpful to post the instructions for ordering on the MCCTE website.

· There is a need for a user manual regarding the technical assessment program: Printed with tabs. Could begin to compile it by putting the communication letters sent so far in it. Add a section on getting results.

· We will have students enter UICs - Jill talked to Doug Wiesner about putting a report in CTEIS – so you’ll be able to print out a class list that has the UIC’s on it.  Then OCTE will get scores back directly and match them with the student records so districts don’t have to enter the scores manually.
4. Update on Assessments to pilot test in 08-09


a. Marketing (52.1999) MarkEd: Jill read Q&A submitted (emailed to group) from Jim Gleason at MarkEd. If there are any questions about this, email Jill. Recommendation is to take this option to the BMMT Cluster Advisory Group (yet to be formed)
b. Education and Training cluster assessment (13.0000): recommendation is to have the cluster advisory group review assessment developed by NOCTI. Carol has reviewed it and thinks it may be acceptable eliminating the need to develop an assessment. 

c. Automotive Technician (47.0604) – NATEF and SkillsUSA – Pat has emailed NATEF for information about their assessment--have not heard from them yet. Jill followed up with SkillsUSA. Has looked at their website. Is impressed with their online delivery system. Is still reviewing the information.
d. Applied Horticulture (1.0600): Randy reported that he looked at the NOCTI assessments and that they don’t align to the state standards for Ag. Also, there is concern that vendor-developed assessments can change (no control over the assessment). Will probably have to develop an assessment in this cluster.  The group recommended that we develop a cluster-level assessment for Ag. Would help us see how the process goes. Would coordinate assessment development through the Michigan Assessment Consortium. Mary Kaye indicated that Jim Gullen would be able to contribute to the development of this assessment. Brian offered provide up to 10 teachers and pay for their sub costs and travel. Deb (Kalamazoo RESA) and Kent ISD are also willing to contribute a teacher to the assessment development.
e. Radio & TV (10.0202) – It appears that there may be no assessments available for this program area. May have to develop an assessment.

f. BAMO (52.0299) – not sure where we are with this program area. Jill will follow up for next meeting.

g. Culinary (12.9999) – Decision is not to try to identify and pilot-test an assessment in this area this year since implementation of the standards is limited to ServSafe this year, to include Prostart next year. 
5. Concerns/questions/issues/recommendations from advisory group members

a. There was discussion about the need to help instructors to prepare their students to pass the assessments. Mary Kaye commented that the state has been in the developmental stage—we’ve developed standards for every single cluster/pathway/CIP. We are now working on the assessments to match standards to curriculum. Oakland is going a step further and taking standards from each one of the (12 segments) and looking to develop a test bank of items to provide teachers with test items they can use to test their kids before they get to this final assessment. Oakland is willing to share the the test bank. Also looking for others interested in working with them on it. Issues: Where would test bank items be held securely? Jim Gullen and 4-5 ISDs are using it. Ed Roeber ready to make push for statewide.

b. Other resources mentioned include a test-writing workshop at the health conference that was well-received, and a parapros tool box.

c. There was discussion about how to share a test bank, possibly connect to database being developed by Ferris? Kitty: The idea is to have public/private items – entered by standards. So if I wanted to create an assessment for module 2, it would automatically pick the standards for module 2 and give me all the public test questions. If we wanted at some point to be able to administer test through the database – so that every test that is administered consistently through the same portal, then we would have private test questions that could be administered in a standardized format - the database can be set up to do that.

d. Shawn commented that we need to be sure that we aren’t putting effort into developing or selecting assessments for program areas that probably won’t meet high skill/high wage/high demand criteria. Jill indicated that OCTE is prioritizing programs that are expected to continue to meet program approval requirements.

e. Toni noted that there is an issue with dual enrollment programs in terms of reporting segments: They are teaching content beyond the segments (postsecondary level). How will this be handled for reporting?
f. It was noted that we will need to address special education accommodations for assessments.
6. Adjourned at 4:00 p.m.
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