Assessment & Accountability Advisory Group Meeting 3/4/08


Perkins IV Accountability and Assessment Advisory Group
Meeting Notes
Tuesday, March 4, 2008
1:00 – 3:00 p.m.

Victor Office Building 2nd Floor

OCTE Conference Room
Present: Jill Kroll (OCTE), Linda Nordstrand (Kent ISD), Brian Pyles (Shiawassee RESD),  Art Neavill (Wayne RESA/Dearborn Heights), Ed Roeber (MSU College of Education), Deb Miller (Kalamazoo RESA), Mary Kaye Aukee (Oakland Schools), Andy Middlestead (OCTE), Katherine Manley (Ferris State University/MCCTE), Jim Gullen (Oakland Schools), Dave Treder (Genesee ISD), Ed Stanton (Macomb College), Glenna Zollinger-Russell (OCTE), Shawn Kolbus (Gogebic-Ontonagon), Carol Clark (OCTE).

Meeting Purpose:

Review criteria and process for selecting technical skill assessments and apply proposed process to evaluating two assessments for implementation in 2008-09.
1. Housekeeping issues:

· Parking lot provided for issues aside from meeting purpose

· Security and confidentiality: Any test items reviewed or discussed by the advisory group must be kept confidential and neither shared nor discussed with others. Advisory group members will be asked to sign a security agreement. Draft documents are to be kept confidential and not to be shared with others.

2. Reviewed the criteria and process for selecting technical skill assessments. It was noted that it is important for content experts to review potential assessments for alignment to the standards as a first step in selecting potential assessments. One method would be to have OCTE program consultants identify content area experts (current or recently retired teachers in the specific CIP area, postsecondary instructors in the CIP area or pathway, business and industry representatives) to review potential assessments.
Also need to add to criteria list:

· Do any postsecondary institutions accept a passing score on the assessment for postsecondary credit?

· What accommodations are provided for special populations students?

· Can a statewide price per student be negotiated
3. Reviewed summary of technical information compiled by Ed Roeber on two assessments:
Advanced Accounting Assessment (NOCTI) (CIP 52.0800)

Summary: “The Accounting—Advanced assessment is a new assessment and not much technical information is available for it. Information about the previous version appeared to be relatively good, with the exception of some low internal consistency values for the subtests.”

Since little information was available for the “Advanced” assessment, Dr. Roeber also summarized the technical information for Accounting—Complete: “This assessment appears to be a good one. The only exception is the KR-20s for the subtests are low. Other than that, however, the data for this examination are good. NOCTI indicated that this assessment has been superseded by the Accounting Advanced 3900 assessment.”

The advisory group recommended that Karen Pohja (BMMT consultant) have some recently-retired accounting teachers take the NOCTI test to check the content and to ask for a cross-reference of the standards to the items. The next step would be to try to obtain more statistics on this assessment, perhaps through a pilot-test or by contacting districts that currently use this assessment. It was noted that Mike Hoffner uses this assessment. Jill will follow up with him. It was suggested that the state pursue the possibility of negotiating assessment costs at a statewide level.
Health Core Assessment (Oklahoma) (CIP 51.0000)
Summary: “This assessment seems to be promising. Although no statistics are provided, the review materials seem to suggest a comprehensive development process. In order to determine the suitability of this assessment, either pilot/field test data would need to be provided, or the assessment would need to be field tested here in Michigan. The other issue to determine is whether to use the portfolio component of the assessment system. The use of the portfolio component with the assessment component is not spelled out in detail. For example, can students receive the Certificate of Mastery just by taking the test? If schools were to order the materials during March, is there time to administer the portfolio component?”

Carol Clark clarified that the assessment was developed in three phases. An initial vendor (Brainbench) developed the test items, which were pilot-tested by NOCTI. The final development was carried out by the State of Oklahoma under a grant from the National Consortium on Health Science and Technology Education. The technical manual provided from NOCTI is based on the pilot test of the items owned by the consortium. The current items differ somewhat due to modifications as a result of the pilot. No statistics are available on the final version of the assessment as it has not yet been pilot tested.
A set of 10 sample test items were set to the advisory group to review. There was some concern that the items were too elementary since people with no health care background were able to answer all of them. Carol emailed Jennifer Nuttle (OK) who provided five additional items (which are to remain confidential). After review of these items it was concluded that they appeared to be sufficiently rigorous. Carol reported that 26 states were involved in the NOCTI pilot test. Of those who took the test there was some concern that it was too rigorous.

Both a portfolio portion and a written assessment are available. Carol said that the portfolio is not required for the certificate but that it is suggested that teachers have the students do the portfolio before they let them take the assessment to be sure they are prepared.

The advisory group recommended that Michigan pilot test this assessment this spring. Carol reported that she has a number of teachers who have volunteered to pilot test the assessment.
4. General comments

· In general, the group felt that there were at least three “make or break” factors to consider in selecting a technical skill assessment:

· Cost

· Alignment to standards

· Results available

· It was suggested that we contact community colleges to see what assessments they use (if any) to determine whether a student is eligible for articulated credit.

· A cap of $50 maximum per student was suggested as a rule-of-thumb regarding the cost of assessments.

· Clarification was sought in several areas:

· Who can administer assessments?

· Can districts/regions use Perkins funds for assessments?

· Can districts use Added Cost funds for assessments?

· Ed Roeber mentioned that a 2-page paper on how a MEAP test is developed may be useful in looking at a process for developing state assessments.
· Shawn Kolbus said that it would be helpful for grant planning purposes to have an idea of the costs per student for assessment so that it can be included in the budgets, even it if is a range. He also noted that $50 per student would take 1/5 of the grant budget for his region. He also expressed concern that the state not be locked into using a particular test long term if it was determined that it wasn’t meeting the state’s needs.

5. Discussion/Next Steps needed

a. For each currently state-approved CIP code, prepare a list showing:
· # (%) of concentrators in the CIP Code (based on 06-07)

· Does this CIP code have a ‘customized’ set of standards (e.g. for which no previously developed assessment may be available)?

· How many assessments are available for this CIP code? Are there any that are lower cost because the cost may be shared with other states?

b. Topics of interest related to selection of assessments:

· Performance-based assessments?

· Assessment Costs

· How will state address assessments for CIP program areas with customized sets of standards?
c. Jill will email the group to set the next meeting date.

6. Adjourned
PARKING LOT
1. How do we get concentrators who drop from program to take the assessment?

2. Can we use Perkins or Added Cost funds for assessments?

3. Who can administer assessments?
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