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Introduction and Purpose
When making anargument ¥ 2 NJ G KS @I f dssBsamigrd an@agcouhtabibityisystant i a
is important for one to consider a holistic concept of validityt one that attends to both the construct
and consequential qualities of the system. In the context of the statewide accountability system,
construct validity refers to the extent to whichthe & G I G S Qa | &®8numyt Actuatily akdl &
consistently measures what it purports to measure. Consequential validity refers to the extent to which
the accountability system produces intended and/or unintended outcomes or consequences.

While West Virginia has undertaken a great deal of work to demonstrate the construct validity
of its statewide accountability assessments (i.e., West Virginia Educational Standards Test; WESTEST 2
and the Alternate Performance Task Assessment; APTA), the broader consequences of the assessment
and accountability system remain undocumented. The West Virginia Department of Education (WVDE)
acknowledges that this is a critical matter because the accountability system has the potential to
impact such a broad array of education stakeholders including teachers, students, administrators,
parents, community members, policy makers and the general public. As such, the WVDE Office of
Assessment, Accountability and Research (OAAR) has proposed an ongoing research effort to examine
the consequential validity of the assessment and accountability system. The OAAR has posed four initial
research questions to guide this investigation®. They are as follows:

RQ1:What are the Type | and Type Il identification error rates for the 2008-2009 school
year in West Virginia?

RQ2:What do stakeholders believe are the intended and unintended outcomes and
consequences of the assessment and accountability system?

RQ3: What outcomes and consequences have occurred in schools that have been
identified as failing to meet AYP, but satisfy alternate classification criteria?

RQ4:How widespread are the intended and unintended uses and consequences that
are associated with the assessment and accountability system and with the adoption of
WESTEST 2?

This report is the first in a two year effort to address these initial research questions and
contains a summary of the data collected to answer RQ1 and RQ2. WVDE will conduct additional
research in 2010 to address RQ3 and RQ4. A full overview of the WVDE OAAR 5-year research plan to
address the intended and unintended consequences of the assessment and accountability system is
included in Appendix D.

Accuracy and Consistency of School Classifications
In 2004, the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) in consultation with the Joint Study
Group on Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) published A Framework for Evaluating the Validity of
Statewide AccountabilityyStems(Fast & Hebbler, 2004). In this document, the council acknowledged
GKFG GKS @FtARFGA2Yy 2F | aidllisSQa I002dzyilloAtAde a
of multiple research studies over time. Key components of the proposed framework include mapping
2dzi GKS aeadsSyQa i K SRyNGtingxHE propa3ed inRages bietyfeln edciéofitiieS Y I (i A
essential components of the system (e.g., performance indicators, decision rules, consequences and

! It is anticipated that revisions to the current guiding questions as well as new research questions will be
developed as further research is conducted and additional expert consultation takes place.
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goals). While this groundwork is essential to a complete and holistic evaluation of the accountability
& @ & 8 &andi®y, CCSSO acknowledged the constraints that are present in state departments of
education. The authors stated:

In practice, these pieces cannot be considered or conducted linearly; thus, they are not
NEFSNNBER (2 KS Ngystem dnappiry wSuldandegd be & first step b
both the development and the evaluation of the system, but the speed with which
states have had to design and implement accountability decisions, and the prescriptive
nature of NCLH.e., No Child Left Behindgquirements have pushed evaluation of the
decision rules to the top of the evaluation priority list. That is, states must be evaluating

their AYP decisions as soon as they make them. So, system mapping may need to wait

in sane cases (p. 120).

{dzOK A& GKS OFrasS Ay 2S8ai +ANBAYAlIZ 6KSNB (KS

measure of school progress requires the OAAR to attend first to evaluating the outcomes of the school
identification process. While WVDE acknowledges that conducting such an examination is by no means
a complete validation of the entire accountability system, it is an essential step in the process and one
that must be conducted annually®. Fast and Hebbler (2004) provide considerable guidance in how
states should go about evaluating the school identification process. This framework was taken into
consideration in the development of this research proposal. Furthermore, the research design herein is
also based on recommendations presented by Scott Marion during his 2004 presentation to the
American Educational Research Association (Marion, 2004) and was revised with input from a national
panel of expertst the West Virginia Technical Assistance Committee.

Marion (2004) noted that one goal of the statewide accountability system should be to
minimize the occurrence of Type | and Type Il school classification errors. In an accountability context,
Marion indicated that Type | error involves the identification of a school as failing to meet AYP when it
did not truly fail based on other, more substantive criteria. Fast and Hebbler (2004) refer to schools
GKFEG Fret Ayid2 GKAZXéOBII2 NBL ISINNEINE! 3AS/ LA
converse situation, where a school that should have been identified as failing to meet AYP based on
other criteria, is incorrectly identified as having met AYP. Fast and Hebbler refer to these schools as
GFFEA&S yS3alk A e thebuhdenambleNdipartgince RAminihidadg Type | errors given the
high stakes consequences of accountability under the No Child Left Behind A@XICLB). However, he
notes, there are few states that are equally concerned with minimizing the occurrence of Type Il errors.
Marion also discussed the importance of understanding the classification error rates for schools that
met AYP due to the application of confidence intervals.

Fast and Hebbler (2004) acknowledged that one of the challenges of documenting Type | and
Type Il error rates is finding external measures to serve as validation criteria. In West Virginia several
multifaceted measures currently exist which are used to gauge school progress. For example, the state
currently possesses two quantitative indices that encompass a broad variety of school progress
indicators such as academic performance, attendance rates (i.e., for elementary schools), graduation

% OAAR will conduct this analysis annually as part of the aforementioned 5-year plan.

A OOy 1

¢ KS GSN)Y aLRAAGADGSE sAGKAY (KS LIKNbaseSjudgnentofthed L2 aAGADOSE

outcome, but rather the finding of an effect (i.e., failure to meet AYP) when in fact there is no real effect
accordiy 3 (2 20GKSNJ ONRGSNAI® ¢KS alyYS Aa (NHzS F2NJ i
of an effect (i.e., failure to meet AYP) when there is a real effect according to other criteria.
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rates (i.e., for high schools), percentage of students taking AP courses and the percentage of students
scoring at each level of proficiency (i.e., novice, partial mastery, mastery, above mastery and
distinguished). Furthermore, the state has access to additional information such as reading/language
arts (RLA) and mathematics scale scores for each student. While there is certainly some colinearity
between some of these measures and those used to determine AYP, each measure is still reasonably
distinct from AYP. The current study utilized these various measures as alternate indicators of academic
progress to be weighed against AYP status and provide information regarding the validity of the school
identification process.

Intended and Unintended Consequences of the Assessment and
Accountability System

Messick (1989) first introduced the consequential aspect of validity and advocated for its
inclusion in the broader concept of validity. Furthermore, federal education laws have prompted states
to begin considering the consequential basis of validity in the context of their statewide accountability
systems. Certainly, many of the potentially positive outcomes and consequences of accountability
systems are intentional. For example, accountability systems are often intended to lead to the adoption
of statewide curricula that are aligned to rigorous standards and objectives. Furthermore, the school
identification process associated with accountability systems is intended to yield accurate information
upon which professional development decisions and funding allocations are made. However, it is
equally certain that unintended positive and negative consequences are also likely to occur as a result
of adopting a statewide accountability system. For example, the adopted curricula can become rigid
and narrowly focused only on the content standards and objectives assessed by the accountability
assessment. Researchers have also linked the accountability assessment with decreased teacher
motivation, increased turnover and stress, and have also noted negative impacts on student motivation
and self-concept (Guskey, 2007; Mehrens, 1998; Stecher & Barron, 2001; Stone & Lane, 2003;
Ysseldyke et al., 2004). Conversely, it is possible that the accountability system may motivate teachers
and students to perform at a higher level or result in other positive, yet unintended outcomes.

WVDE acknowledges that such consequences are only able to be understood if they are
measured and, as such, OAAR believes action should be taken to ensure that the unintended uses and
consequences of the assessment and accountability system be documented. Fast and Hebbler (2004)
included several key questions that should be considered as states design research efforts to measure
these consequences. They include the following:

1. What are the goals the accountability system is meant to achieve?

Who is to be held accountable for these goals in this system?

What indicators are used to represent performance in relation to these goals?
How and when are decisions made regarding performance toward the goals?
What consequences are associated with different levels of performance?
What changes are these consequences meant to effect?

How are the intended changes thought to be related to the overall goals?

Nooakrwd

WVDE realizes the importance of examining these questions and believes that key stakeholder
groups across the state need to be involved in this discussion. During 2009, OAAR sought input from
key county-level stakeholders (i.e., members of the West Virginia Assessment Advisory Committee)
regarding their perceptions of the intended and unintended uses, outcomes and consequences of
assessment results and the broader statewide accountability system. Their perceptions, which are
summarized in this report, are intended to guide OAAR in the development of additional data collection
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instruments (i.e., a battery of statewide surveys) to be administered during the 2009-2010 academic
4
year”.

Methodology

The methodology used to address RQ1 and RQ2 is presented below in two parts.

Addressing RQ1: Accuracy and Consistency of School Classifications

The purpose of RQ1 was to determine the extent to which schools were appropriately classified
in terms of AYP status during the 2008-2009 school year. This information provides the WVDE with
some evidence regarding the extent to which the appropriate and intended consequences of the
accountability system were applied to schools during the 2008-2009 school year. Furthermore, this
work is an essential step in the process of identifying a set of schools that will serve as case studies to
address RQ3.

Building a Comprehensive Database

First, a data set of all schools that were included in the statewide accountability system during
the 2008-2009 school year was created (N=6620 @ 5 i NB I NRA Y J200)APK & OK2 2
status and total student enrollment was collected. Researchers then compiled information regarding
the number of subgroups tested and reported for accountability at each school during the 2008-2009
academic year. OAAR then gathered the average reading/language arts (RLA) and mathematics scale
scores for each school® from the West Virginia Education Information System (WVEIS) and collected
two additional measures of school progresst the & O K 2 GERAGn&ex and weighted index scores.
Additional data were collected for each school including accreditation status and historic AYP status for
the past four years (i.e., 2005, 2006, 2007 and 2008). Data were also collected to determine if a school
had made AYP in 2008-2009 due to the application of a confidence interval®.

The next step was to develop an alternate classification system upon which the schools in the
dataset could be ranked. This alternate classification would be used as a point of comparison to AYP.

Developing an Alternate Classification System
The alternate classification system developed for this study was based upon ratings from four
alternate indicators of school progress. These indicators were:

1. ¢tKS {OK22f Qa bTheOEPA indéxRcBrEis afsySt@mdapoints on
an index that is used to assess and weigh annual performance measures for
state accreditation of schools and approval of school systems. The OEPA index
includes several factors identified by the WVDE Office of Education
Performance Audits. Indicators are compiled as appropriate to the type of
school and some data are subject to availability. Factors include: (1) student
proficiencies as indicated by student performance and progress on the uniform
statewide assessment program, (2) writing assessment proficiency in grades

* See the aforementioned 5-year plan in Appendix D

® The average 4" grade, g™ grade and 10" grade scores were used for elementary, middle and high schools,
respectively.

Wy applies a 99% confidence interval to AYP status calculations to account for potential measurement error.
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tested, (3) school attendance rates, (4) technology proficiency, (5) percentage
of courses taught by high qualified teachers, (6) percentage of students scoring
at benchmarks on the currently tested ACT EXPLORE and ACT PLAN
assessments or other comparable assessments, (7) graduation rates, (8) job
placement rates for vocational programs (9) percent of students passing end-
of-course career/technical tests, (10) ACT or SAT college entrance examination
scores, (11) percent of students not requiring college remediation classes
(effective when data become available), and (12) bonus points or credits for
subgroup improvement, advanced placement percentages, dual credit
completers and international baccalaureate completers.

2. ¢tKS {OK22ft Q& 2 SAdRathSyBar, the/ WDE OfficeO NB
Information Systems ranks all students in each school on a student
achievement index in each subject of reading/language arts, math, science, and
social students on the WESTEST 2 with progressive weighting for scores at each
performance level (ie, PHp F2NJ a. St 26 al aliSNEZ¢é o
G!' 029S al AadSNEZM & ¥RIDMAWKDBESE OR NBa | N
arrive at a total ranking for each school.

3. ¢tKS {OK22fQa ! SN IS wSI Rihg&gride, 3 dzt 3S | NI &
grade and 10" grade average WESTEST 2 scale scores were used to represent
elementary, middle and high schools, respectively’.

4. ¢tKS {OK22f Q& ! @SNI IS¢ The4ligkaBeYs" gratlenad { OF £ S { 02
10™ grade average WESTEST 2 scale scores were used to represent elementary,
middle and high schools, respectively.

p T2N
B |33

For the current study, all schools were rank ordered into quartiles on each of the indicators
listed above and subsequently classified & SAGKSNI a9 E &Y RIEKNENIEG SEIEA AK[ZZ ¢
MoRS NI G S¢ 2 Ndcatefory systein was ddpted because it is analogous to the system that is
currently used to determine AYP status in West Virginia. Currently, students are categorized at one of
five performance levels based on their accountability assessment scorest dnovice,€ dpartial mastery,&
omastery,€ dabove mastery€é and ddistinguished.€ The percentage of students at the top three
LISNF 2 NXY I yOS masergsS dabiove astdrnyd @rkl ddistinguishedé (are aggregated and
contribute to their scho2 f Qa 2 @S NI f f MeadNdeTtHe Pefcéitdo® studeNts afl the lowest
G062 LINRTA OA Snoviré antl St tmasteryé Aare SomsHered below proficiency and are
O2dzy SR F3FAyald GKSANI amdKppoficiendyarateds@nSn\tbripdred todd® FA OA Sy (
annual performance objective set by the state. If the school meets or exceeds the target, it is classified
as having made AYP. The five alternate classification categories developed for this study were
operationally defined as follows:

1. Exemplaryc The school falls within the top 25" percentile on all four alternate
indicators.
2. High ¢ (1) The school does not meet the criteria for exemplary status, but (2)

falls within the top 25" percentile on one to three alternate indicators and (3)
does not fall within the lower 50™ percentile on any alternate indicator.

'Ly 28ai *ANBAYAL (GKS AyOfdzaAz2y 2F (KS&S 3INIRSE RSGESNNA
school.
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3. High-Moderate ¢ The school does not meet the criteria for exemplary or high
status and does not fall within the bottom 25™ percentile on more than one
alternate indicator.

4, LowModerate ¢ The school does not meet the criteria for exemplary, high or
high-moderate performance and falls within the bottom 25" percentile on two
or three alternate indicators. Low-moderate performing schools cannot fall in
the upper 25" percentile on any alternate indicator.

5. Low ¢ The school falls within the bottom 25" percentile on all four alternate
indicators.

Almost all schools for which complete data were available were classifiable using the above
criteria (n =613)°. However, a small subset of schools (n =33) exhibited large discrepancies in their
ratings across the four alternate indicators. As such, a team of researchers independently categorized
these remaining schools using the following criteria:

1 None of the 33 schools were to be categorized as exemplary performing
because none fell within the top 25" percentile on all four alternate indicators.

1 None of the 33 schools were to be categorized as low performing because
none fell within the bottom 25™ percentile on all four alternate indicators.

1 A school was categorized as high performing if the school (1) fell within the top

25" percentile in both reading/language arts and mathematics (i.e., according
to average scale scores) or (2) fell within the top 25" percentile in one content
area and within the top 50" percentile in the other (i.e., top 25" in math, top
50" in reading/language arts or vice versa)

1 A school was categorized as high-moderate performing if the school (1) fell
within the top 25" percentile in any one content area, but not within the top
50™ percentile in the other content area. A school could also be categorized as
high-moderate if it (2) fell within the third quartile in one content area but
within the bottom 50" percentile in other.

1 A school was categorized as low-moderate if it fell within the bottom 50"
percentile for both reading/language arts and mathematics.

Defining School Identification Errors

One goal of this study was to provide preliminary evidence regarding the school identification
error rates for elementary, middle and high schools in West Virginia during the 2008-2009 academic
year. To do so, WVDE utilized the alternate classification system detailed above and determined the
percentage of schools that were correctly and incorrectly identified in terms of AYP status. There were
G2 oslrea OGKIFG | &oOHKneokdctly DR 824/ Rihdy BSaRidgivia A RS NBE R

Type | Erro(False Positive)A school did not meet AYP, but belonged to either
the dhigh-moderate,¢ chigh,€ or cexemplary€ category according to alternate
criteria.

Type |l Error(False Negative)A school met AYP, but belonged to either the
dow-moderate¢ or dowg category according to alternate criteria.

® Some essential study data were unavailable for 16 schools. Therefore, these schools were removed from
analyses resulting in a final sample of 646 schools (i.e., 377 elementary, 155 middle schools and 114 high schools).
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Conversely, there were two ways that aschool 02 dzft R 6 S O2y aA RSNBRy @ 02 NN (

are as follows:

Avoiding Type | ErrorA school met AYP and belonged to either the ¢high-
moderate,€ ¢high€ or éexemplaryé group according to alternate criteria.

Avoiding Type Il ErrorA school did not meet AYP and also belonged to either
the dow-moderate¢ or dowg group according to alternate criteria.

Addressing RQ2: Intended and Unintended Consequences of the Assessment
and Accountability System

The purpose of RQ2 was threefold. First, researchers sought to identify the extent to which
stakeholders perceived that the results of the statewide assessment and accountability system were
being used as intended. Second, researchers gathered evidence from stakeholders regarding the types
of school-, county- and state-level decisions that are being made based upon assessment data. Third,
respondents were asked to discuss any additional unintended consequences of the assessment and of
the broader accountability system of which the assessment is a part. This evidence was necessary in
order to develop an informed instrument to help answer RQ4.

A Standardized Protocol for Data Collection

A series of three voluntary focus group interviews were conducted on December 10, 2009.
Each interview was moderated by an OAAR researcher using a standardized protocol. The interviews
were scheduled to follow a meeting of the West Virginia Assessment Advisory Committee. The West
Virginia Assessment Advisory Committee is comprised of county test coordinators and serves to
provide guidance and recommendations to the WVDE for implementing, administering and meeting
federal requirements for statewide accountability assessment programs. Many of the committee
members have other responsibilities such as special education, Title I, Title Ill, technology, curriculum,
and counseling. Some members also fulfill additional roles such as assistant county superintendent.
Advisors are selected to serve on the committee because they demonstrate expertise in statewide
assessment, inclusion of students with disabilities and limited English proficiency, communication and
interpretation of assessment results, and knowledge of West Virginia Board of Education policies. The
Assessment Advisory committee provides input regarding item development, field tests, reporting,
sampling, standard setting, accommodations, universal design and No Child Left Behind requirements.
The Assessment Advisory Committee was chosen to participate in these initial focus group interviews
because of their intimate knowledge of and experience with assessment and accountability issues in
their counties.

Eleven of the 16 Advisory Committee members (69%) agreed to participate in focus group
interviews. After dispersing into small groups of three to five participants each, committee members
were told that OAAR was interested in their perceptions of the intended and unintended uses and
consequences of the statewide assessment and of the broader accountability system. Participants were
informed that OAAR would use their comments in the generation of this report and to help guide the
WVDE in the development of a series of surveys to be administered to teachers, administrators,
students and parents across the state of West Virginia in the coming academic year.

Participants were first presented with a list of the intended uses of WESTEST 2 as published in
the WESTEST 2 technical report (see pgs. 9 ¢ 11). This report is available at the following Web-site:

http://wvde.state.wv.us/oaa/pdf/WestVirginia TechnicalReport 2009.pdf
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Participants were informed that the information provided in the technical report was not an exhaustive
list of all the intended uses of the assessment and that OAAR was interested in having the committee
members openly discuss any evidence they had seen to substantiate the items on the list and discuss
any additional uses they believed were intentional, but were not included in the technical report. Next,
respondents were asked to discuss the types of state-, county- and school-level decisions they believe
are made based upon the results of the accountability assessment. Finally, participants were asked to
respond to two prompts designed to spur discussion about the unintended positive and negative
consequences of the broader accountability system (See Appendix B for a reproduction of the complete
focus group protocol).

A Systematic Method for Analyzing Data

Each focus group interview was digitally recorded and then transcribed by OAAR staff following
the meeting. The audio recordings were destroyed following transcription. Researchers used an
inductive methodology (i.e., thematic analysis) to identify emergent parent themes for each prompt.
First, two researchers independently reviewed the three focus group transcripts and identified what
they believed to be the most salient themes under each prompt. Researchers then met to discuss their
initial codes. An overall percentage of agreement was calculated to estimate the level of initial
interrater reliability. Researchers then discussed the overarching themes and revised the coding
scheme until reaching 100% agreement. Researchers then discussed the coded passages for each of the
agreed upon themes and summarized the findings as objectively as possible, including the most
illustrative passages verbatim. All coded passages can be found in Appendix C.

Results

The results of this research are presented in two sections. The first addresses RQ1, which was
concerned with the accuracy and consistency of school classifications during the 2008-2009 school
year. The second section presents the findings related to RQ2, which sought to identify stakeholdera Q
perceptions of the intended and unintended uses and consequences of the statewide assessment and
the broader accountability system.

RQ1: Accuracy and Consistency of School Classifications

Relationships among Key Variables

Researchers first conducted a series of point-biserial correlations to determine the significance
and magnitude of the relationships between key variables in the dataset. Analyses indicated that all of
the included variables were significantly associated with AYP status with varying magnitudes and
directions. Tables 1 - 4 present the results for all schools, and then for each programmatic level (i.e.,
elementary, middle, and high).

Table 1 demonstrates that, for all schools, factors such as school size and the number of
subgroups reported for accountability purposes are significantly and negatively correlated with AYP
status. The values found in this sample represent moderate, approaching large® negative associations.
The most highly correlated variable for all schools is historic AYP status (r =.630). This variable
accounted for approximately 39% of the variance in current AYP status. Furthermore, all four of the
indicators used in this study as alternate criteria exhibited small correlations with AYP status. The

® According to Cohen (1988) the interpretation of the correlation coefficient (r) is as follows: Small(.10);
Moderate (.30); Large(.50).
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alternate classification variable, which is a function of the four indicators, also exhibited a small, but
significant positive correlation with AYP (r =.250). These findings provide evidence that, while related,
the alternate classification and AYP are distinct from each other. Given the design of the current study,
which seeks to compare the outcomes of two systems that measure school-wide progress, this
relationship is desirable.

Tablel: Correlation between AYP and Key Variables &t SCHOOLS

Variable
Level Hist. # of Enroll. OEPA Wt. SSM09 SSR09 Alt. Class
AYP Subgroups Index Index
Corr. w/ AYP  -.288** .630** -.490** -.446** .245** .326** -.108** -212%* .250**
N =646 N =628 N =643 N =643 N =643 N =643 N =643 N =643 N =642
r2 .08 .39 .24 .19 .06 .10 .01 .04 .06

**Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)

Researchers also disaggregated the dataset by programmatic level and computed point-biserial
correlations once more to determine whether the presence, magnitude or direction of any associations
between key variables changed. Table 2 presents the findings for elementary schools. Once again, all
variables in the dataset were significantly correlated with AYP status. The highest correlation was
between historic AYP status and AYP (r =.446), a moderate positive association. This variable accounted
for approximately 19% of the variance in current AYP status. The OEPA index, weighted index, and
alternative classification variables all exhibited small to moderate positive associations with AYP as
well.

Table2: Correlation between AYP and Key Variables AdilELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

' Variable |

Hist. AYP # of Enroll. OEPA Wit. Index SSMO09 SSR09 Alt. Class
Subgroups Index
Corr. w/ AYP 446 * -.293** -.294** .381** 317** .253** 273** .309**
N =369 N =376 N =376 N =376 N =376 N =376 N =376 N =376
r2 .19 .08 .05 14 .10 .06 .07 .09

Table 3 presents the results for middle schools. Notably, the average reading/language arts
scale score was not significantly associated with AYP status for middle schools. However, student
enrollment exhibited a large negative association with AYP (r =-.510) and the number of subgroups
tested exhibited a moderate, approaching large negative relationship with AYP (r =-.470). These two
variables accounted for approximately 26% and 22% of the variance in current AYP status, respectively.
In addition to these associations, historic AYP status remained the most strongly associated with AYP (r
=.639), accounting for approximately 40% of the variance in current AYP status. The alternate
classification variable exhibited a small, but positive association with AYP (r =.240).

Table3: Correlation between AYP and Key Variables A&l MIDDLE SCHOOLS

' Variable |

Hist. AYP # of Enroll. OEPA Wt. Index SSMO09 SSR09 Alt. Class
Subgroups Index
Corr. w/ AYP .639** - 470** -.510** 275** 249** .356** NS .240**
N =146 N =154 N =154 N =154 N =154 N =154 e N =154
r2 .40 .22 .26 .07 .06 12 N/A .05

N.S. - Correlation is not statistically significant
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Table 4 presents the results for high schools. The correlation between mathematics and
reading/language arts scale scores and AYP became nonsignificant for high schools. Instead, the
strongest associations are between AYP and historic AYP status (r =.415) and between AYP and the
number of subgroups tested (r =-.454), both moderate in strength. These variables accounted for
approximately 17% and 20% of the variance in current AYP status, respectively. The correlation
between AYP and the alternate classification variable was again small, approaching moderate (r =.283).

Table4: Correlation between AYP and Key Variables Al HIGH SCHOOLS

Hist. AYP # of Enroll. OEPA Wit. Index SSMO09 SSR09 Alt. Class
Subgroups Index
Corr. w/ AYP A15%* - 454** -197* .215* .313** NS, NS, .283**
N =113 N =113 N =113 N =113 N =113 N =112
r2 A7 .20 .03 .04 .09 N/A N/A .08

*Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)

Crosstabulations

A series of crosstabulations were conducted to determine the Type | and Type Il classification
error rates for West Virginia schools. The analyses were completed for all schools and then for
disaggregated subsets of schools based on programmatic level (i.e., elementary, middle, high). For all
crosstabulations, AYP was entered as the column variable and the alternate classification was entered
as the row variable. The following section reports the findings for all schools. The disaggregated
findings are included in Appendix A.

Correctly Identified Schools

It is important to note that Type | and Type Il error rates can only be calculated using a smaller
subset of West Virginia schools. This is because Type | error can only occur when a school does not
make AYP while Type Il error can only occur when a school makes AYP. However, it is useful from a
policy perspective to first examine the extent to which all schools were correctly identified (see green
text in Table 5). To do so, researchers first determined where AYP and the alternate classification
criteria were in agreement. There were two ways this could occur: (a) a school made AYP and was
Of  AaATFASR-YRRSSAX il €S MekedfalRk=278) @r;NJ) a school did not make AYP
and was classified as either & f '@ RS NI {0 S ¢ n=65NA totdl of 44% of the 642 total schools fit
either of these criteria. This indicates that approximately 69% of all West Virginia schools were
protected from either Type | or Type Il error in 2068009 The remaining 31% were subject to either
a Type | or Type Il classification error according to the alternate criteria designed for this study.
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Table5: Numberof Correctly Identified Schools

Alternate Classification Number of Schools that did not Number of Schools that Made AY
Make AYP

Low 29 30

LowModerate 36 85
High-Moderate 68 214

High 8 96

Exemplary 8 68
149 493

N =642

Type | Error Rate

Next, researchers examined the Type | error rate. As previously noted, those schools that did
not make ! , t ¥ o0dzi 6 SNB -Gddéraied A TOAARIKI&ES E Sacchafirg Kobtie
alternate classification criteria were considered incorrectly identified (see red text in Table 6). These
schools are subject to a Type | identification error The Type | error rate is calculated by dividing the
number of schools incorrectly identified (n =84) by the total number of schools that did not make AYP
(n =149). Therefore, based on the alternate classification criteria developed for this study, the Type |
error rate in 20082009 was 56% (i.e., 84/149n other words, of all the schools that did not make AYP
(n=149), 56% would have passed according to the alternate classification criteria.

Table 6 Type | Error

Alternate Classification Numberof Schoolghat did not Make AYP

Low 29
LowModerate 36
High-Moderate 68

High 8

Exemplary 8
149

N =642
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Type Il Error Rate
Finally, researchers examined the Type Il error rate. As previously noted, those schools that
YIRS ! ,tX o0dzi ¢6SNBRONI 4824 FTRER af2oaf 2HO02NRAY I (2
criteria were considered incorrectly identified (see red text in Table 7). These schools are considered
subject to a Type Il identificationerror. The Type Il error rate is calculated by dividing the number of
schools incorrectly identified (n =115) by the total number of schools that made AYP (n = 493).
Therefore, based on the alternate classification criteria developed for this study, the Type Il error rate
for in 20082009 was 23% (i.e., 115/493n other words, of all the schools that made AYP (n =493),
23% would not have passed according to the alternate classification criteria.

Table7: Type Il Error

Alternate Classification Number ofSchools that Made AYP

Low 30
LowModerate 85
High-Moderate 214

High 96

Exemplary 68
493

N =642
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Confidence Intervals

Additional crosstabulations were computed to determine the extent to which confidence
intervals were applied to correctly identify schools that should have met AYP. Data for all schools
appears in this report. Data disaggregated by programmatic level can be found in Appendix A.

373 schools (56% of all schools) had a confidence interval applied to their academic
achievement data during the 2008-2009 school year. Of those schools, 241 (65%) made AYP.
Researchers disaggregated these schools and sought to determine the percentage of correct
identifications and the Type Il classification error rate.

Again, schools that made AYPay R ¢ SNBE | f a2 ARSY2RBANSRSEaE BKARK
& S E S Y Lalfcdraid té alternate classification criteria g SNB O2yaA RSNBR a 02 NNB O f &
cases appear in green text in Table 8. Data indicate that 146 of the 241 schoolthat made AYP due to
the application of a confidence interval60%)were correctly identified The remaining 95 schools
(39%)that made AYP due to confidence intervalere incorrectly identified according to alternate
classification criteria(i.e., subject to Typell error). These cases appear in red text in Table 8. In
summary, of the schools that made AYP due to the application of a confidence interval (n =241), 39%
would not have been considered passing according to the alternate classification criteria developed for
this study.

Table8: Alternate Classifications for Schools that Made AYP due to Confidence Interval

Alternate Classification Number of Schools that Made AYP due to ClI
Low 29
Low Moderate 66
High Moderate 109
High 32
Exemplary 5
TOTAL 241
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RQ2: Intended and Unintended Consequences of the Assessment and

Accountability System
As noted previously, two OAAR researchers conducted independent thematic analyses of the

transcribed data from each of the focus group interviews. During initial coding sessions each researcher
identified what they believed to be the parent themes for each of the five prompts using an inductive
methodology. After the initial coding was complete, researchers convened to compare code books and
determine the level of agreement for each of the five prompts and overall. Table 9 illustrates that, after
the initial coding session, there was an initial agreement of approximately 62% across all prompts. The
highest levels of agreement were evidenced for Prompts 2, 4 and 5. The lowest level of agreement was
found for Prompt 3.

Table 9: Agreement Statistics for Initial Coding of Focus Group Data

Promptl Prompt2 Prompt3 Prompt 4 Prompt 5 ALL
Intended Intended Decisions Unintended Unintended PROMPTS
Uses UsesNot Positive Negative
Listed Listed Consequences Consequences
Total # of Passages 37 12 24 22 51 146
Matched 24 9 4 16 37 90
Unmatched 13 3 20 6 14 56
% Agreement 65% 75% 17% 73% 72% 62%

Researchers discussed the unmatched passages over several sessions and came to 100%
agreement on the parent themes to be included under each prompt. A narrative summary of these
themes appears below, organized by prompt. When appropriate, passages are presented verbatim to
provide evidence supporting each parent theme. A table containing all coded passages organized by
prompt can be found in Appendix C.

Prompt 1 - Evidence of the Intended Uses of Assessment Results

Prompt 1 presented the intended uses of WESTEST 2 results as published in the WESTEST 2
Technical Report and asked focus group participants to discuss the extent to which they had seen
evidence of each of the intended uses in their county. Evidence supporting each intended use as
published in the Technical Report is presented below.

IdentE £UET ¢ OOBAAT OOBAAGDADOABOEG T AT7AR OQentbrE OCET EA ¢
Content Standards and Objectives (CSOSs).

A majority of interview participants presented evidence that the results of WESTEST 2 are
consistently used to identify areas of strength and weakness for West Virginia students, as well as
schools, teachers, and the overall county. One respondent noted that faculty and staff use this
AYF2NXIEGA2Y (G2 ARSYUATE AGoKSNB GKSe& TFStt aKz2NIé A
have the potential to make it to higher performance levels on WESTEST 2. One comment was that:
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One of the things we did this year is [that] the principal did an overview on the

WESTEST 2 report format then placed the data in the hands of the teachers in their PLCs

. .. Therefore, they were aliie look at individual student results, identify students at

risk in the grade level [and] pr#an some interventions . [that] had worked in the

past with students who had the same kind of weaknesses o,.th& really kind of

worked and then theyd 1 o6& 3ANI RS fS@Sts o6& t[/Z YR L
management of academic performance plan of how they were going to improve

WESTEST results, not only for those children, but by content area for that year.

Another commented:

The teachers wanted tlook at the scale score to see how far those children were from

YIFAaGSNE AF (GKS@ RARYQU | OKASO®S YILaluSNeEo® LT (KS
to above mastery? If they were above mastery, how close were they to the next score?

What little push ould give them a higher WESTEST 2 score? Was it a plus or minus from

mastery and how far was that? And after they determined that, it was how far above

mastery could they be?

Respondents also delineated that, in addition to identifying strengths and weaknesses at the
student- and the school-levels, assessment data are also used at the county-level. One respondent
indicated as much by noting that the county-level curriculum and instruction staff pay attention to
strengths and weaknesses as evidenced by WESTEST 2 and present reports to the local education board
YSYOSNE &l 02 dziiand2o@BINISIHISf OR P NA Yy I PEé CdzNI KSNX2NBZ |y
GKFG ao0STF2NB L S@Sy KSf LISR (K e r&ddtszyeivéere abIR ¥6A y A & G NI
celebrate strengths and weaknesses, relatively speaking, in terms of math and reading/language arts
YR & 2 Additbridlevidenée appears in Appendix C.

Communicating expectations for all students.

Several comments indicated that the assessment and accountability system communicates
2 SAa0G +ANAAY A high &xpeRaicgns\forJll stiidénts, Ze§aidless of subgroup membership.
Respondents discussed how the assessment and accountability system has led teachers and school
faculty to have discussions about higher order thinking skills with all children, not just those who are
high achievers. In discussing this, one participant said that before the assessment and accountability
movement, educators @ 2 Y f & dzid SR hinking skills with the BighedZlinctidning and gifted
0§SIF OKSNE ®¢

Another common theme was that the assessment and accountability system has helped
LINEY2(GS | Odzt GdzNB 2F GAy P2t Ay waldRSyiase Ay GKS
for YFAGSNAY 3 GKS { KDughd this disdisSiah ong &Pdrdendl todréented that
AGdRSyGa aly2e 6KHG GKSe ySSR (G2 R2 G2 386G G2 GKS
26y LISNF2NXI yOSodé | y2(iKSNI LI2 Aa€sgssmgnil andagcotivtadifityy RS £
system has raised expectations for students with disabilities:

19| Page



This is probably intended as well . . . the same kind of way. Probably very intended [sic],

but the upgrading of the expectations and the curriculum for spediaicagtion

d0dzRSyidasz F2N) 0K2aS (1ARa Ay (KS adzm3INRdzJa GKI
upgrade in what we expect from them, what we deliver to them, how we assess them

[and] how we perceive them.

Another participant echoed this sentiment, noting that assessment and accountability has been
one of the driving factors that have led to the adoption of a stronger education system for all students.
Shesaidz &2S NBFftfe KIS AadNBy3adK Ay SRdOIGA2Y Oy266
bui G2 0SS K2ySail ¢A0GK €2dzx AG KFa 62N] SRS

Evaluating school -, county- and/or state -level programs.

Respondents were clear that the results of WESTEST 2 are currently used as an indicator of the
extent to which interventions and programs aimed at impacting students are successful. One
participant relayed the following anecdote:

A while back we had gone to the curriculum people, and the central office people . . .
had decided to hire additional math teachers so grades 6, 7, and 8 were doing a double
period ofmath, so we have 90 minutes of math instead of what we had beforgh][Wi

the WESTEST 1 data, . (. [ig ay Qi 6 NBFffte Of SINI GKIFIG ¢S ¢SNB
and progress that we had hoped for. [But], it looked like, from the WESTEST 2 data that
the time period [during which] we had that double period seemed to be paying off.
b2égx ¢SQff &4SS K2g¢g GKAy3Ia LIy 2dzi FNBY GKSNB:
f S@St LINBINI Yazr (GKFIGQa az2yYSiKAy3a ¢S 221 iz

Others commented more generally and indicated that the results of the accountability
assessment are, without a doubt, one of the outcomes most commonly used to evaluate the success of
interventions. The results are integrated into evaluations of 8 LISOA FA O & (i Sla@kiik y3 &
determining  NBl a8 ¢KSNESSBI ORSMEYLWE @S &2 GKIGOndiKS &
participant stated succinctly, & 2hen we write grants, we always are looking at the percent proficient or
a desire to increase above mastery.¢  {cd@thued, dWe force that into the way we look at anything
6SQONB (NBAYy3 G2 R2 FYR (GKSy S@I t dahaihé dissuss&lidvS NJ 2 NJ y
assessment results are also indicators of teacher effectiveness. She said:

In my county we do actually break it downth® teacher level . . . We sit down and . . .

W SQNBEB8 NBIFffe aidlNIAy3a (G2 221 4G GSIFIOKSNAR |y
GKFG @2dz FNB 3F2Ay3 (2 R2 GKAa &@SIFN G2 OKIy3S
now being incorporated as paof their . . . goabetting process.

Informing stakeholders (teachers, school administrators, county administrators,
WVDE staff, parents, and the public) on the status of the progress toward meeting academic
performance standards of the state.
Respondents noted that communicating the results to the public is primarily a function of the
state department and that it is commonly I OO2 YLX AAKSR (GKNRdzZK G(GKS LINR A :

20| Page



cards®dé ¢KS& AYRAOFGSR GKIG GKSNB 2WWHBI K SAINISONGEA farksya L
that the test results are released publicly and disseminated via local media. One respondent noted,

GES ySoaLI LISNI LINRA YwHREA RALI I BAKE Aly ¢sRodti dbdlisteifstiapal | v 2 ( K ¢
ways in which the community at large is provided with information regarding progress. She said:

As far as informing stakeholders . . . we do all that because we have to. . . We are
required to do it, you know? We simply do. We do PTO meetings. We do, you know, all
kinds of othe things. | can tell you that | do board presentations . . . They get put in the
paper. | know the superintendent takes that same presentation and takes it over to the
Chamber of Commerce meetings and stuff like that.

A final comment illustrated that, during the 2008-2009 school year, some county staff were
able to present and discuss the accountability assessment results with school administrators in a very
meaningful way prior to the release of AYP data. She said she, & ®wagableto do a whole day with the
principals with the data before AYP resultscameiné I YR G K I (i & & Katefobd muttin@d O K
functional day because they were looking inside the data G 2 NB I f { @&dditioraldedenceA G ® ¢
appears in Appendix C.

Meeting the requirements to measure adequate yearly progress by NCLB.

During focus group interviews, respondents briefly acknowledged that data from the
accountability assessment are used by the state to meet the requirements to measure adequate yearly
LINEPINBaa o! ,tod Ly LIaairy3adr (GKSe AYyRAOFGSR GKFG !
GKS OFftOdzA GA2Y F2NJ !, t A& d2dzad R2ySdé ¢KAa A& |
are a function of the state department, and not county-level staff. Additionally, it should be noted that
other evidence related to the relationship between the statewide assessment and the calculation of
AYP was coded more appropriately under different parent themes (e.g., unintended positive
consequences or unintended negative consequences). The reader is directed to those sections for a
review of participant responses.

-AAOCET ¢ OEA OANOEOAI AT OO T £# OEA OOAOGAB8 O AAAT O1
Again, focus group respondents acknowledged that data from the accountability assessment
arecertainydza SR 2 YSSG GKS NBIldZANBYSyi(ia 2 Theystkd&, adl G4SQ

this was not one of their responsibilities as county-level staff and, as a result, they were not

comfortable providing examples to researchers. Later, respondents did discuss the consequences of the
aldladSQa | 002dzyil oAt AlGe aeal®dedundérdiiffefet Parelt themksSa S O2y
(e.g., unintended positive consequences or unintended negative consequences). The reader is directed

to those sections for a review of participant responses.

County and school administrators can use test-level scores to plan curriculum.

Several comments were made regarding the utility of assessment results in the curriculum
planning process. Most of these comments dealt with how educators and administrators use the test
results to determine which curriculum will be a primary focus for specific students. According to
respondents, the results of the accountability assessment are also used to determine which students
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will participate in remedial programs and in making decisions about which courses will be offered in a
given county or school.

In terms of how teachers use the assessment data to plan curriculum, one respondent

commentedtht § G KS OdzNNA Odzf dzY YI LJA | NB GNBTFTf SOGABS 27F¢

SRdzOF G2NB aaldl NI 2dzi ¢AGK GKS YFAGSNI YIHLE GKSYy Ay

NEOAEAZ2YED | RRAGAZYIE  O2 YY fifely dse in[afsSmenRBR] toipléal

OdzNNRX Odz deYKléy I REKI2G ¢S | NB JI2Ay3I G2 0SS R2Ay3IIE

look at [assessment results] to plan curriculum and decide what types of materials and support teams
to [usS 6 Atiditional evidence appears in Appendix C.

The state can use aggregate testlevel scores to meet the accountability requirements
of NCLB and other school improvement programs.

Only limited evidence emerged during focus group interviews regarding this intended use of
assessment results. Passages supporting this intended use overlapped with and were more
appropriately coded under the parent themes of (1) evaluating school-, county- and/or state-level
programs, (2) unintended positive consequences of the assessment and accountability system and (3)
unintended negative consequences of the assessment and accountability system. The reader is directed
to those sections forareviewof LJF NI A OA LI yiaQ O02YYSyiao

Teachers can use CSO sub scores as indicators of academic strengths and weaknesses
when corroborated with other sources of evidence such as homework, classroom
participation, etc.

Only two passages were coded under this theme and agreed upon by both researchers. These
passages indicated that the intersection between WESTEST 2 data and data from other academic

measures is something that is considered by educators 4 KSy RSGOGSNXAYAyYy3a addzRSy
weaknesses. Furthermore, there was concern on the part of one focus group participanté K 4 & ( dzRS y

scores on additional academic measures are not always predictive of performance on WESTEST 2. This
respondent estimated that, for approximately 6% of students at one middle school, & (i K $/ddJ
RSTAYAGStEE y20 | OB acarddland othey measdres. (ke SeSpgndent
indicated that that this situation can be something that is difficult to reconcile with parents. She asked

0 KS 3INRodzLBE2 &&l2 dz S E LI | A ¥gotinlPfailihg grades sids e jpassés knEWESTESS Q
H 6AGK al aidSNEK | 2 8he a8 quigk 2odzknbwledgs tBaudhidisikuatitnkvas not
necessarily typical in the majority of cases, but that it was something that deserved consideration.
Additional discussion of this issue can be found in the section on Unintended Negative Consequences.

County and school administrators can use CSO sub scores to compare their aggregate
results with the state average to better understand their strengths and weakne sses within a
content area.

Only one passage was ultimately coded under this theme and agreed upon by both
researchers. The passage described how in one district, county-level staff have taken data from the
WESTEST 2 Online Writing Assessment and compared scoring information across various schools to
determine which schools had performed well and which had not. The goal of this process was to
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identify promising strategies that could potentially address systematic deficiencies county-wide. The
respondent said,

We looked at the mean score on each analytic [trait] . . . per school and really tried to
identify when we had particularly high performance in attraihat they had done at

that school in relation to that trait at that grade level to . . . score sahrhigher than
other schools at the same level.

The respondent also noted that similar discussions utilizing data from the WESTEST 2
assessment take place in her district and that such discussions were encouraged at the school-level as
well. She said:

Wealso have a process in place for test analysis, we have forms and we run a workshop
where every school comes in . . . we put all their WESTEST stuff in a data notebook . . .
and they come into a workshop and go through a process of filling out the foans th

end up in [a list of] strengths and weaknesses. They talk about things that surprised
them. They talk about things they hoped to see that they saw, or things that they were

disappointed to see . . . The idea is that, that conversation, the people tiltleefor
that school then go back and run a similar strengths and weaknesses discussion with
their staff.

Prompt 2 z Other Intended Uses of the Statewide Accountability Assessment Results

Prompt 2 asked focus group respondents to discuss what they believed were some of the
additional intended uses of the results of the accountability assessment that were not listed in the
WESTEST 2 Technical Report. Two parent themes emerged for this prompt. Each is presented below
along with selected evidence.

Performanc e monitoring through benchmarking

Focus group respondents noted that data from the assessment and accountability system are
commonly used to monitor and track student performance over time. Specifically, respondents were
referringto2 S& G+ A NA Aayk Aste@ndent dysteyh AéUi¥y. Monitoring student progress toward
proficiency on the WV CSOs is the intended use of Acuity. However, because Acuity is a separate
assessment from WESTEST 2, the use of these data to track student progress over time was not
included on the list of intended uses that was provided to participants.

One respondent indicated that educators in her county routinely SEI YAY S a G dzRSyG&aQ 2
scores to determine which Acuity benchmark items/assessments should be administered. Another
made a more general comment that teachers use Acuity to measure student progress toward specific
goals. Yet another commented that she believed the assessment and accountability system has
contributed to the momentum behind the implementation of Wed i * ANHA YAl Qad 06Sy OKY! N
She said:
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L ¢2dzZ R aleée GKIG L 0StAS@®S 4SQ@S 3I2yS G2 o
and all of that . . . the whole assessment cycle rather than just the end of the year test.

2 SONB Y {1 Ay 3 & dtNakherS talk witl eashl-offidr @idut Bodzkids are

doing on assessments.

(p)
<
O

Using data to show student growth

Focus group participants also commented that they believed one of the intended uses of
WESTEST 2 that was not listed in the Technical Report was to monitor student growth over time. For
SEIFIYLX ST 2yS NBALRYRSYl y20SRT 4¢KS ydzYoSNI 2y S i

a0dzRSyd 3INRPgUKZI GKFG GKS&@ FFNB fSEFENYyAy3 az2vYSGKAy
assessment to a mastery assessment ISR (126 GKS FFO0G dGKIFIG ¢S IINB y24
AYAGSIR 2F O2YLI NAYy3I GKIFIG OKAfR (G2 | ylFrGA2y Lt adt

Prompt 3 - Decision-Making Based on Assessment Results

Prompt 3 asked focus group respondents to discuss the state-, county- and school-level
decisions they believe are made based upon the results of the accountability assessment. Four broad
parent themes were identified and are presented below.

Decisions surrounding areas for targeted intervention
Numerous comments were made by focus group participants that indicated educators are
using the results of the assessment system to make decisions regarding areas for targeted intervention
both at the school- and student-level. The most common use appears to be in identifying specific
students who have consistently fell behind on the assessment, for whom additional instructional
services may be most beneficial. One respondent noted that examiningthe 8 8 SaaYSy i NXadz {a
to help group [these] students for additional either re-teach opportunities or enrichment
2 LILI2 NI dzy A G A S & @ én gréaiertiépt BoWbnR schdaDinlzeradhiity had used assessment
data to identify such a group of students who were then provided with additional test preparation
services. She stated:

2 KI G GKS8Q@S R2yS A& KF@GS &Yttt 3INRdAJE 2F &0 dzf
2y GKS AYLERNIIFIYyOS o & & 2F (GSad GlrF1Ay3s odzi 3AA
whole six weeks where they meet with the schoolytguSt 2 NX» ! yR L GKAYy 1 GKI
GKS I OFRSYAO | OKAS@SYSyd 2F GKS aoOKz2z2f o LGQa 2
I Rdzf G GKIFIGQa F20dzaAy3a 2y GKS OKAfR IYyR YIF{1AY:
the test.

Respondents also discussed the role of assessment data in the student assessment team
process in the implementation of Response to Intervention (Rtl) and as a major contributor & K I & & KSf LJ&
R NJ t@eSridividualized education plan (IEP) decision-making process. Respondents noted that all of
these are key processes that drive student-level decision-making. One respondent summarized this
process concisely by stating:
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Ly GSNyxya 2F aiddRSyd FaarxadaryoOoS G4SFyasx ¢S dzasS
and see if a student is being referred [fpesial education services]. And [if] somebody
Aay Qi SEIFIOQGfe adNB wlo2dzie GKS tS@St 2F LINE AN

A0K22t t808ts w28 &18 G2KFG INB GKSANI 29{ ¢
LINE TAOASYyOe f S@Sft rakegdmet] pfdicieicy, thenichancdsla@ ive (G K S @
aK2dzZ RyQi ySOSaalNAte 0SS Y2@0Ay3a Ay | RANBOGA?Z

education. In contrast, [if] you have a pattern of no proficiency . . . that adds to the case
that maybe we should be examig this thing and see[ing] if there are special needs
GKFG 68 INBYyQG | RRNB&AAAY IO

It was also indicated that assessment data are used to identify specific areas of deficiency at
the school-level and to plan interventions to address such deficiencies. One respondent recounted the
following:

We hada dropout prevention [program] and we had a sheet where we started even in
Kindergarten, listing those kids [that were at risk] . . . | think that [the assessment] data
gra @GSNEB KSELFdzAZ Ay (GKFd OLINROSaaez FyR AlG |2
this <£hool needs an interventionist more than this school. This school needs this person
® ® & 2SS ySSR (2 NBGKAY]l @ & & K2g ¢SQ@S 32
I ARS& ¢
Another discussant said that she had seen evidence that school staff in her county had used school-
f S@St FraaSaavySyid RFEGF (2 allzi G23SGKSN) 6KS aoOK2z2
which programmatically addresses how the school g A improveét WESTEST results . . . by content area
F2NJ 0KS &SI NWwé |y 2 théwSdNdold\BeaskesneRt 8afaiio hébpahenDdizardide R
the potential root causes of school-wide deficiencies. She noted that schools use these data to
determine if the results  SNE A YRAOFGABS 2F alGAYS 2y AyaidNHzOiA
concurred with this approach indicating that:

We had the time and the luxury of having the results back earlizdlo usidentify the] new

kids [that] hal not performed [well] . . . [andve used the data to helRSOARS8 A F AlC
instructional issue that dealtith [a] particular teacher.. Plus, if you saw it across the board,
multi-school, then it was probably [a problem rooted in] our approach to our instruction, so
[teachers] wanted to make sure there was . . . more than one question addressing that content

to make sure kids were getting it this time. And we made a concerted effort to go back and add
guestions on certain topics on each of the benchmarks so that there will be multiple revisits to

that content.

Professional development planning and needssensing

Some focus group respondents noted that the results of the accountability assessment are
commonly used in the needs sensing process to help counties and schools determine their professional
development needs. Comments were mostly general and included: ¢ , 2dz &St SO0 @& 2 dzNJ LJIN
RSOSt2LIYSyid 6A0GK GSIOKSNBR o0FaSR 2y onpkfssiosal NI & dzf
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RS@OSt2LI¥Syid wolaSR 2y aasSaaySyid RIGlFIB8d®E hyS NBalL
the starting point upon which professional development RS OA & A 2y & | NB ehkindaf§dtd { KS &
with [the assessment results] and base everything off of that . . . it shows you . . . where you were
4dz00SaaFfdd |yR ¢gKSNB e&2dz gSNBYy Qi wl yR6 aykddi @& 2 dz
FYR AYRAOFGSR GKFG a28 221 G 2dzNJ G6§Said NBadzZ G Ay
to train teachers, [to] better prepare them for, maybe, capitalizing [on] areas where they need to

AYLINR @GS a2 GKIFG GKS indl oouReStyvdrth nothh was rélavetd N gheyéndral | F
quality of professional development that is selected based on the results of the assessment and

accountability system. A respondent stated the following:

| think another positive of the entire account#pi [movement], not just the
assessment piece of it, [but] of NCLB, is [the quality of] professional development, the
research base . . . | think that people are more focused and professional development is
much more meaningful.

Allocation of staff and resources
It was clear that assessment data are also used in making decisions regarding personnel
LX I OSYSYyGi® hyS F20dza 3INRdzLJ NBalLRyRSyid alrAR aL (K

R R

&0 NHzOG dzNB  2dzNJ oL F OSYSy(d ARENKAAKLR & ljazit S BRSR KA

8
RSOAaA2ya lo2dai & & & LISNBA2YYySté o6FaSR 2y |aasSaa)
S YIRS LISNER2yySt RSOAaA2ya oFaSR 2y RIGFEF® & o ¢
about data driving, bdzi A G RAR RNAGS (Kz2a$S GKAy3Iaodé ¢KNBS NB

about how data are used for these purposes. An excerpt is presented below:

P1: With personnel, you get funds that follow personnel. So . . . if the school needs
personnel, indirectly | think that . . .

tHY L GKAY]l GKFIG AFT Ay FLFHOGxX @2dz YySSR | y2iKSE
teacher needs to go and you have a schibait is impaired by that [i.e., shows

deficiencies in terms of assessment data], chances are that the school will get that

teacher.

P3: Oh, and if you have a school struggling, we had a school last year that was
struggling and we focused a lot of attention them. You know, just through the board
office and a lot of different programs and things go to that school . . .

One respondent went beyond a discussion of human resources and noted that decisions are
also made regarding the selection of materials such as textbooks based upon the results of the
F O02dzy oAt AGe FaaSaavYSyio ¢KS NBaLRyRSyd adl d8R
YI1S RSOArAarzya 2y GKS &aStSOGAz2y 2F (GKS (SEGo02214ad

Decisions surrounding classroom instructional strategies
One of the most commonly discussed uses of assessment data was to drive instructional
decision-making. This theme emerged throughout all three focus group interviews and during
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discussions spanning all five discussion prompts. Respondents clearly indicated that educators are using
assessment results as a measure of their own instructional strengths and weaknesses (i.e., an intended
use listed in the Technical Report), but that they are going beyond this approach and making specific
changes in their instruction based on these data. One focus group respondent summarized this
approach:

What we asked them to tell us [was] not only what they are suggesting as a strategy to address

what the kids were weak in buffor the] areas that they were really good on, to te$l what

they had used last year. Then we created charts and shared those with all the schools. . . It

gl ayQi 2dzad F20dzaAy3a 2y (GKS gSI{ySaasSa IyR ol 2
[also] asked them to focus on what they had done well on asidsfiare . . . those resources,

those strategies, how they approached it, how to dettt. . . fluency with the kids . .

Another focus group participant likened the use of student data to make these types of
AYyaiNUuzOGAz2yl € R GRS badickllg, yF&2 NI 25 @S NE A yadi dz&dBug grobp, a Ly | y 2
respondent concisely stated that assessment data are generally used to drive important changes in
instruction. She noted & 2hat we did was we sat down and looked at the data and made a bulleted list
of what things we could change instructionally within the building in order to impact how the students
FOKAS@PSR 2y GKS {(Saiopé

Other respondents noted how the assessment and accountability system has been one factor
that promotes positive changes in the quality of instructional decision-making. One respondent
discussed the & RNJ Y I (i Ati@t has FodcuFrédé especially among veteran teachers regarding
instructional decisions. She discussed 1 KS I NI Rdzl £ NB LI a@R@RBERNDSKNE ¥
instruction with what she perceived to be, a Y2 NBE adoF dBRNRES daz2yazé |
activities.€ Another interesting comment was that teachers are becoming more selective about which
strategies to use with students as a result of the increased rigor and expectations that have
FOO02YLI YASR (GKS NBGA&aAZ2Yya G2 2Sal AkedhpBhdeytsaidQa | aas

X« o

B8RS
y a

b2¢g (GKS&Qf ¢ I OGdz f & LIAO| dzLJ +y | OGAGAGE YR S
a new series, and there are like 6 or 7 differenha@A G A Sa (G KI & d&odkdz Oy R2 @
Fd GKSY FYyR GKAY(1X ah{lés L R2y Qi KIFI@S GAYS i
FNE NBFfte 3ASdaGAy3a G2 (GKS RSLIGK 2F 1y26f SRASK
CKS&8QNB NBL & OtalkigyhowtalofittiisS 61 &8 (KS& QNB

~

Z

Prompt 4 - Unintended Positive Consequences of the Assessment and Accountability System

Prompt 4 addressed the unintended positive consequences and outcomes of the assessment
and accountability system. Seven parent themes emerged from the focus group data and are discussed
below.

Increased teacher collaboration

LG ¢éla fa2 OfSFENI FNRBY AYUSNWBASG NBaLRYyRSy(a-
helped to promote a culture shift that has resulted in teachers engaging in meaningful collaboration,
especially with regard to student data. For example, one respondent recounted an anecdote about
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how, after an early release day, the teachers in one small school were able to spend a great deal of
time discussing student progress relative to benchmarks and assessment data. She said:

All we did for four hours was look atilda F2NJ I a0K22f 2F wmnm waddzRS
only 60 kids that took the test. We talked four hours over 60 children, and still we could

have probably been there still today, still looking at that data. And teachers were really

excited . . .

She admitted that this was not the most typical approach in her county, chiefly because of time
Oz2yaidN}XYAyda FyR adlFiSR GKIG GKS YI22NRGe 2F GSI O
0SOIdzasSs ad & & GKSe& ySdSakabsut.JS hoii weyh&ed th hange A G | & |
AYyaiNHzOG A2y ¢

Other respondents also commented about a sense of increased teacher collaboration
ddzZNNR dzy RAy3 aiGdzRSyid laasSaavySyid RIEGEF® C2NJ SEF YL S
promotedconversatiz Y& | Y2y 3 (S OKSNBZ¢ KAES Fy20KSNJ y2iSR
Y2NB GO02ttl 02N A2y S6AGK RFEGF®E y20KSNI O2YYSyil ¢
what instructional activities took place that caused the results to look tK S gl & (KS& R2 ®¢
comment was that the assessment system was at least partially responsible for building the capacity of
G§SIFOKSNR (2 O2yadzyS adGddzRRSyd RIFGF Ay gleéa GKFG (K
sometimes, teachershavenevSNJ f 221 SR 4 RIGIF GKS gle& GKIFIG GKSe@
AYLRNIF Yy (G oé

The provision of increased technology resources
Focus group respondents acknowledged that the statewide assessment and accountability
system, which integrates several online tools such as Acuity, Writing Roadmap 2.0 and the WESTEST 2
Online Writing Assessment, has carried with it a variety of additional technological needs. Respondents
stated that one unintentional positive outcome of this technological integration is that schools have
received additional resources to allow them to use these tools. One respondent stated very succinctly,
G. SOFdzaS ¢S y26 KI @S |y 2ytAyS FaasSaavySyd |yR 08
unintended result is that we now have more focus on getting more computers, more hardware, [and]

Y2NB 1AR& Ay GKS f1o0dé hiKSNI NBaLRyRSyida 02y OdNNB
fro SINIASNES 2NJ GKFG GKSe GKSNB KlFa 08Sy | LI NIR
tSOKy2t23ade | FAYLE O02YYSyid éra GKFHiG GKS Faasaayvys
2y ¢3SGGAY3 Y2NB froa Ay &a0Kz22taxzé a3aSdaay3a vYz2nNB

technological resources.

Aunified focus andgoals for the education system

Respondents believed another unintentional positive outcome of the statewide assessment
and accountability system was that it has resulted in a set of uniform educational goals, objectives and
expectations across the state of West Virginia. Respondents were clear in their opinion that this has
been especially important for large districts where it is difficult to ensure all schools stay on the same
curricular path and schedule. It was stated:
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When | think of an unintended use of this fdaege county like [ours] is that finally, for

the most part, everybody is on the same page. Everybody is teaching the same thing we
have in our prioritized curriculum. Everybody is kind of teaching everything at this same
time through the year going towasdthe benchmarks and the summative assessment.
That, in a large county, is huge, absolutely huge.

Respondents also felt that this unified system of goals, objectives and expectations was also
especially important with respect to new teachers, for whom the statewide curriculum provides a
Gal ¥Shde ySié Ia GKSeaoner&thdanynbtédS (2 GKS LINRPFSaarzyo

There are so many new teachers that are coming into the system. A lot of the older

ones are leavinlg ! FUSNJ 22dz2Q@S GF dzZ3KG Fat hNevelthisy dzY o SNJ 2 F
internal clock that [helps you] know how to approach [the curriculum], and you know

€2dzQNBE 3F2Ay3 (G2 3ISG (2 GKS SyRd ¢KSasS &2dzy3 2
[yet], and it takes, what? A good 7 to 10 years to develop that? Tinfgedi curriculum]

provides some structure for them. . . And it helps.

hidKSNJ NBaLR2yRSyida NBFSNNBR (G2 (GKA&a +a GKS
GKFG AG0 LINRPGARSAE | OSNIIFAYy tS@St 27F davarNbeOGd
respondent cautioned that such a benefit can quickly become a pitfall if certain boundaries are not
203SNUSR® {KS 0l1y26f SRIASR FTYyR FaNBSR (KIFIG GKS |2
0A3 AYLI OGé¢ 2y oKIG (SEDKSESMKA GRFOKIGSROKE&KA NV &8RRG
FINI G2 G118 GKIG F20dzaé o0SF2NB Al aSNWSa G2 dzyAyi
(e.g., see the section on focus group findings regarding Prompt 5 - Unintentional Negative
Conseguences).

Early intervention to prepare young learners for success

Respondents also indicated that the adoption of the statewide assessment and accountability
system has helped proliferate the belief that early intervention is critical to ensure students are able to
reach proficiency. One respondentsaid, d L (1 Qa y 2 (0 KdAIG 2 99{de0 {@# DI dzasS QDS
AYGSNIBSYS Ay | Y2 NB OtfeedduarsattRtomyhieniey tBalNdary inthidedtiGnd b £
such as DIBELS and ébenchmarking kids at averé S| NI &  pradtiSes that alFsootedinfa desire
to prepare young students to become active participants in the statewide assessment and
accountability system. A final and more general comment that arose during this discussion served to
summarize the impact the system has had on instruction and intervention. A respondent said, & do
believe that the desire to impact the WESTEST data has motivated many changes to the way we deliver
instruction, whether it be in a WESTEST grade-f S@St 2 NJ y 2 (1 ®¢

Promoting positive competition among schools and districts

A small number of comments were also made by focus group participants that indicated the
assessment system fosters some degree of positive competition among districts and schools. It was
apparent thatpaNIi A OA LI yGa FStd dGdKAa tS@St 2F a3a322R 2t R Tl
for schools to continuously improve.
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Selectiveteacher attrition that is beneficial to the education system

During focus group interviews, respondents discussed both the positive and negative
consequences that the assessment and accountability system has had on teacher attrition. On the
positive end, respondents appeared to believe that the increased demands and pressure associated
with the system has functioned as a way to weed out under-LINS LJF NER (Sl OKSNE 2NJ (K2
to the task of teaching in a more rigorous education environment. One respondent recounted how
gKSy az2vy$sS 2F (KSasS (GeaLsSa 2F GSIFIOKSNER fSF¥d GKS LJ
sedldSYwe ! y2UGKSNI RAa0dzaaSR K2g KSNJ O2dzyideé KIR SS
response to the increased demands of the assessment and accountability system. She also appeared to
view this as a positive and necessary, but certainly unintey G A 2y £ = 02y aSljdzSyO0So { KS
had a couple of teachers that just decided to go ahead and retire, you know? | can honestly say that we
RAR y20 aSié 2dzi Ay 2dzNJ O2dzyGe G2 R2 Al GKIG gl ex

QX

Increased parental involvement

It was the opinion of some of the focus group participants that the assessment and
accountability system has contributed to increased parent involvement in their counties. Three specific
comments were made. One was as follows:

| have tohonestly say that . . . parents are actually asking questions now ang bdittle bit
more involved . . .drause we are doing test talks with the kids, where the kids have to set their
goals and work from that . . . and the parents sign off on that.

This respondent later commented more generally that, as a result of the assessment and accountability
system, éCertainly everybody knows more about testingh Y R LINP ol of & wmn €SI NAR |32

The remaining two comments were more generally stated. For example, when asked about the
potential positive consequences of the assessment and accountability system one respondent stated
concisely> aL GKAY]l Ay 2dz2NJ St SYSyGalNE fS@St 6SQONB KU ¢
comment was that parents were ad { Ay 3 aVY2NB (Said ao0O2NB ljdzSaldArizyas
involved as a result of the assessment and accountability system.

Prompt 5 - Unintended Negative Consequences of the Assessment and Accountability
System

Prompt 5 was designed to promote discussion among the assessment advisory committee
regarding the unintended negative consequences and outcomes of the assessment and accountability
system. Seven parent themes emerged from the discussion. Each is detailed below and specific
examples are cited.

Test results are not valuable or u nderstandable to some gments of the public

It was the opinion of some respondents that the WESTEST 2 scoring reports possess only
limited utility for some segments of the West Virginia population. For example, it was stated that the
scoring report is not very useful to families with a history of college attendance who are most
interested in how their child compares with children in other states. It was generally believed that, for
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these families, a normative report, such as those provided by ACT would be more valuable. It was
stated:

hdzZNJ KAIKfe&e | OFRSYAO FrYAftASAE R2yQdG 221 Fd GKI
Ald® ¢KSBQNB Y2NB AyGaSNBads
chidreninthenatig > ¢ y 20 aK2g RAR Y
LI NByGas> odzi ¢S KIFI@S |y StS
scoring report useful].

R Ay | LISNOSyilAtS 2
& OKAfR 221 Ay 2S8a
Y S yitie WESTEST @NJ  LJ2 LJdzt | @

This same participant later clarified that, while this type of family may not be the average family in
West Virginia, the state stillhasa I LJ2 O1 SG 2F LIS2LX S GKIF G NBlItffte 2yfe
they can comparetheA NJ {1 AR (2 &a0dzRSyGaxX ylIGA2yISHehals® Boted I YR K|
unequivocally that & . . the very academically-oriented family understands and gets more information
GKFG GKSe& O2yaARSNI dzaSIFofS FNRY (K2a$8S NBLER2NI& whAo

During this same conversation another respondent discussed a different, yet similar situation.
She stated that, for other segments of the population, specifically those parents who live in rural
communities and who possess a limited college history, the WESTEST 2 scoring report may be too
complex and not yield understandable information. It was discussed that the majority of parents in
these types of communities are primarily concerned with whether or not their child is making the
grade, so to speak. The respondent stated, a LY Y& 02 Y Y dzy A (E@cBmmarfityh thef(jush & | € 2 .
gyt G2 1y26 WwWLA Yeé OKATf RclagfiichetBositiok Se ySSR (2 06SKQ

t I NByda sgltyd G2 aSS (GKFd GKSANI OKAft RNBYy | NB 3
GkK2asS OKSOl YINjlad ¢KSe | NBradeESRK HEHNI RBXT RIS OTN

Y2YOGKTQ SljdzZdAy3a | a02NB (2 (GKS 3INIRS tS@gSt A
understand scale scores. A lot of our parents in a rural community have never been to
O2ftfS3ASd ¢KSe& R2yQlU 1y26 oKIFG I aoltS ao0O2NB Aa

A final comment that emerged during this discussion, and one that deserves mention as an
unintended negative consequence, is that the results of the assessment and accountability system may
not be properly consumed and interpreted by the public in a very meaningful way. For example, one
respondent stated:

You know, our realtors use thejne., AYP/assessment results]lot when they are

GNRBAY3a G2 aStf K2dzaSad .dziz Aa GKFIG | YSIEYyAy3
schools? No. The information is out there and #ccessible, but the timeliness of it . . .

AGQa Y2NB fA1S ONRaaAya az2YSGKAYy3a 2FF @2dzNJ £ Aa
2dzNJ Lldzof AO® 2SQ@S AYyF2N¥SR (KSYO®

Later comments indicated that public (i.e., media) misinterpretation of assessment and accountability
information may also contribute to other unintended negative consequences such as increased teacher
pressure, stress, burnout and occupational turnover (e.g., see the next parent theme).
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Increased teacher pressure, stress, burnout and turnover

During all three focus group interview several comments were made about the negative impact
that the assessment and accountability system can have on teacher morale. Discussants indicated that
the demands of the system can lead to several unintended outcomes such as increased teacher stress,
professional pressure and ultimately, teacher attrition. Some of the focus group participants made only
general comments about thisissue suchas,a hyS 2 F (G KS degcongequdngeRiSjigt the S 3 |
f S@St 2F adNBaa NABSRGfyRasy2byR d2RB a&NEaADE

Others commented on the tremendous pressure associated with preparing for test day,
upholding standardization during test administration and the consequences associated with even
minor mistakes. h yS & dzOK 02YYSyid ¢l a GKIFIG GSFOKSNA FSSt (KI
0221ftStac¢ 2y GSaid RFre |yR GKFGX Ay GKS FI10S 27
Respondents indicated that all teachneNB | NB &adzo 2S00 (G2 aGKS LINBaadaNBE (K
G§SIFOKAYy3 tA0SyaSosé

It was also noted that the stress and pressure that comes with the job is not limited to the
school setting, but that it can follow teachers home as well. A respondent said:

[It affects how they arefp ® & Ay OGSNI OGAy3a 6AGK GKSANI {AR&X
their spouse when they come home, their general job satisfaction, and it contributes to

a lot of different things . . . They might be thinking that we ask tamhmor even
g2NAST (KSeé R2yQi 1y2¢ SEIFIOGte o6KFEG 6SQNB | &1
not happy.

Another discussant talked about how the added stress of assessment and accountability can
NBadzZ G Ay &l &b R &Afordziclies @ FOI dzd S (XBY S @ Ok NRAH R¢¥ 2 G
gAOK GKS &a2dadsSyé IyR AyaidSIRzE aoflyYS (KS addzRSyid
a4 K 2 dsheRaebad that this is a generally negative consequence for both teachers and students.

Several additional comments focused on the fact that teachers are subject to increased
pressure because the public and local media tend to blame them when students do not do well on the
accountability assessment and when schools do not make AYP. A respondent summarized the situation
as follows:

When they smear them [i.e., schools] in the paper and you have, say, a small school

GKFG KF& Wwn {AR& Ay GKANR 3INIRST YR & & o (K
YFE1S !, tZ GKIFGQa LI Anaddithé @hole woFldkyfichSwhb thaik & KI & G St
GSFOKSN) Adad ' yR GKIFIGQa NBILfte& y2ad FFIAND & & o
gK2 GSIFOKSa (K2a$S 3INIRSa 0SOFdzasS &2dz KF@S avl

Respondents then discussed how this unintentional consequence of accountability can lead to
increased teacher mobility out of certain grade levels (i.e., those where accountability testing is
conducted). As one participant stated, for the non-accountability grades, dii Q& y 2 G LJdzi 2 dzi Ay
F2NJ D2R | YR Q@d&litinyiah ddBmenis Bubstarii&ed £his issue. One was that teachers,
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aoltyid G2 3ASG 2dz2i 2F (K2a$S OdSaidSRB 3IANF RSawaso SOF dza S
iK2asS GKI GsamR2y Qi

that, d ¢ KS Sy @ASR LRardizya | NB
respondent later stated:

Our teachers feel a tremendous amount of pressure and | see this as moving away from
the pressure. Certainly we all know that what happens inkPend K and 1 and 2
contributes to 3, 4 and 5, but that [accountability] is egbypressure. It is definitely a
pressure that our teachers in tested grade levels feel.

Another issue related to teacher stress that emerged during focus groups is early attrition.

wSaLRyYyRSyida ¢SNB Of SN dKIF G K Saotdarring @mong gachrg K | {

due at least partially to the increased demands of accountability. One respondent discussed this issue
thusly:

2SS KSFNJ GKS WNIXOS (2 NBUGANBYSYylioeQ , 2dz KSI NR

who are retiring because of all the increased accountability. | came from Virginia and
one of the things | loved about it when | came here was that there was less esphasi
that test and more emphasis on what was good for kids. And | Feangthis is part

of the negative effect [of accountabilityjnoving more and more to emphasis on this

K

27T

i K

6Sad IyR L GKAYy]l GKFG a2YSGAYSa iviether & 2dz aK2dz
0KS OKAfR Aa adz00Saa¥fdzZ zQ o6dzi | f2G 2F GAYSaxz
KStR | O02dzy il o6fS F2NJ K2g @&2dz2NJ {AR&A LISNF2NY 2y

a2YSGKAY3 GKFHdQa + NBIf t2aao

Another respondent made a similar comment about teacher attrition and added that attrition is driven
by the fact that the education system has continued to raise expectations for teachers, but has not
provided adequate incentives for them to stay the course. She stated:

We keep increasingftS t S@St 2F6 | OO02dzydlFoAfAde 27
more. So are you getting the very best people to be teachers? Because before, you could
aleyYy WY, 2dzONB ARSIFfA&AaGAO YR @&2dz glyld (2
g2 NI RoRDdzdg by (d W2 KSE LI {ARax 2yS 1AR Fd |
G2NI RPQ b2¢g @2dz ISG GKSNB FyR @&2dz YAIAKI
and your kids are not doing really well on the test, and do you want to stay in this and
get paid this little bit of money? Or do you want to go out and find a different job where
you can actually get career advancement? | mean, | think that might be a reach, but |
GKAY]l GKFGQa LINIL 2F 6KIFIGQa KILIWISYyAy3ao L

Narrowing of curric ulum and instruction

One of the commonly identified potential unintended consequences of assessment and
accountability is a general narrowing of curriculum and instruction to focus on tested content areas or
subject matter. To a limited extent, evidence of this consequence also emerged during the three focus
groups conducted in West Virginia. For example, it was acknowledged by most participants that the
FaaSaaySyd aKFa | 3aINBFG o0A3 A Yddbn®d.(Résporigfits arietl
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that this is not necessarily negative and that some degree of standardization and alignment to the

assessment is necessary to ensure a strong education system. However, respondents cautioned that

G¢ KSNB I NB LIS 2 thit e., thkagsessmént] tb have b fey darrow definition of what

0 KSe {dHeyexpriésded the concern that some teachers tend to focus narrowly on specific content
G0SOldzaS (KSe (y24 yRO GKATGE adS 105E835 3 Rauselio? 2 Y dzOK
accountability.

Furthermore, there was concern that the assessment and accountability system has resulted in
a differentially strong focus on the content areas of mathematics and reading/language arts because
these are the subjects assessed for state and federal accountability purposes. One respondent stated
simply that she was concerned & | 6 2 dzi-SW KK 85& 2F ONBIFIAGBS FINIa I yR
the state, along with the entire nation K I & @& 2dzY LJSR NRIKG 2y 0 ori]die NGSK ARSA y 3
respondent indicated that, while, West Virginia and the nation have done well and made strides in
building the mathematics and reading/language arts achievement of students, they have done so by
G al ONR T AirGpbriar éontehtiarkaS She explained her concern as follows:

N

SQ@S 324 G2 FAYR | ¢gle& 2F {1SSLAy3a GKFG F2 0dz
SAGNRPEAY3I (GKS 20KSNJ GKAy3Ia 0SOFdzaS GKIFG SyNRC
2 adaNB (GKFG GKS 1 ARaand @ayif tRey fall mite2exppssiré G SNI oAy N
G2 20KSNJ adzo2S0iaéed ale&oS (GKIFIGQa oKe ¢S asSsS f
$SQ@S 3J2yS a2 FIN AY SAGK OGKIFG adGNHzOGdzNB GKIF G
method of incorporating [other subjects as well].

Q¢ ¢

Differential difficulty for schools with significant subgroup populations and more
tested grade levels (i.e., middle schools)

One complaint that is commonly leveled against the current NCLB accountability system is that
it is differentially difficult for schools with large subgroup populations to meet AYP. In fact, in the
current study it was discovered that the number subgroups tested for accountability at West Virginia
schools was significantly and negatively correlated with AYP status for all three programmatic levels
(i.e., Elementary, Middle, High). This correlation was strongest for middle schools (r =-.470).

Notably, during focus groups respondents indicated that middle schools, especially, have borne
the brunt of the assessment and accountability system. Respondents seemed to agree that such
schools are at a disadvantage because they possess high enrollment, have larger subgroup populations
and all included grades are tested and reported for accountability purposes. One comment was that
middle schools ha®dS &6 SSy LldzyAdaKSR | 20 ¢6A0GK GKSasS GS
O2dzyie aKI@S y244 YFRS !t F2NJ GKS tFad FAQBS @

atao
S| NA

CdzNIIKSNJ O02YYSyida ¢SNB GKFU YARR{tDaveckiz2f a aOl
that require they report the achievement of those students for accountability purposes. One

respondent indicated that there is some resentment among middle school staff about this issue. She
stated:
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Researchers also asked participants if the same could be said about elementary and high
schools. One respondent NB LJt A SR dzy SljdzA g2 0Lt t 83X aAdQa SIFaaASNI F21
YE1S !, td ¢KS gK2ftS GKAy3a Aa NBadAaAy3a 2y (KS YARRCE
w2yfee INIRS mm AlUQad {AYR 27F S| depbrexplanytidn oNisa LI2 Y RS Y
viewpoint. She stated:

First of all they [i.e., middle schools] are larger than the elementary schools. They have
three tested grades, but 100% of their school is tested and managing that is huge. But
because there are fewer ohém, the disabled population is concentrated in fewer
schools and more of those schools have cell size.

Decreased focus on sudents who are at or beyond proficiency

Respondents were clear that the culture of assessment and accountability has led, in some
cases, to a decreased focus on meeting the needs of students who are at or above proficiency. Instead,
more effort is placed on those students who require more intensive intervention to meet the
accountability target. One respondent stated:

An unintended 8 3 GA PGS AYLI OG 2F GSadAay3a Ara GKFG 6SQ
SOSNEO2Re (2 YIFradSNE GKIG az2ySdAaySa ¢gSQNB yS3af
0KS &LISOGNHzY F'yR 6SQNB y20 GFr1Ay3 GKSY gKSNB

The same respondent discussed how focusing on these children with the highest level of need
is symptomatic of the fact that there are only limited resources in schools. It was said:

,2dzQ@S 2yfeée 320G &2 YdOK GAYSIT FOdGSyaAz2zy FyR LI
to focus that and sometimes yodi 8 GhKX GKS&S {(AR&a N’ R2Ay3
YIFadSNEdE 2Stf gKIG Foz2dzi 102@3S YIFaldSNEBEK 2KIFQ
LGQ& +y dzyAYyGSyRSR yS3alFiA@S STF

It was discussed that this approach is perpetuated by policies within the accountability system.
That is, more resources are provided to schools that have more students below proficiency. One
discussant remarked of this situation, § 2 KSNBE R2S& GKS YI 22tNJeisodnel2IF & 2 dzNJ
32Sa R2¢y KSNBI Al R2SayQd 32 dzZLJ § KSNB d¢

Other classroom level assessments and WESTEST 2 are not aligned to each other

A few particA LJI iAdicdted that, for a small, but meaningful group of students, WESTEST 2 is
not necessarily predictive of successon 2 1§ KSNJ YSIF adz2NBad [A1SsArAasS (GKSasS a
Of FaaNR2Y R2SayQi ySOSaal NAf & PanBpansOléarly fek that NJ LIS NJFF 3
there is some level of disconnect between multiple measures for these students. For example, one
O2YYSyild sFa (GKFiXZ Ga¢KSNB FNB (1ARa GKIFIG FNB YI1Ay3
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Decreased student morale and increased pressure

As noted above, participants felt that the assessment and accountability system can have a
negative impact on teacher morale by creating increased professional pressure leading to stress. A
small number of respondents also commented that students experience similar stress which can lead
G2 RSONBIFaSR Y2NlIfSod ¢KAa ogla SalLlSoOAlrtte SHARSYI
the cycle of failure on standardized tests for some special education students. The individual stated,
G¢KSe IINB 3ASGdAy3a GKS YAYRaSid Ay YARRES aokKz2f
4dz00SaafdzZ ®Q¢ 'y FRRAGAZ2Y I (aYiyY Soyaiz YNSS tarQiKRR2 a2 NaBi
4 ONRBAYy3I 0SOIFdaAaS GKS@ NP a2 aliNBaasSR 2dzioé
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Conclusions

9 The correlation between school enrollment and AYP was statistically significant and negative.
The negative relationship was evidenced for all programmatic levels at varying magnitudes.
This provides some evidence that it may be differentially difficult for larger schools to achieve
AYP.

9 The correlation between the number of subgroups tested and AYP was significant and negative.
The negative relationship was present in all three programmatic levels. This provides some
evidence that it may be differentially difficult for schools with significant subgroup populations
to achieve AYP.

9 Of the variables compiled for each school, historic AYP status was the most highly and
positively correlated with AYP for all programmatic levels. This finding is intuitive in that a
a0K22f Qa LINA 2NJ I OF RS Ysiadgest ffsehidfo? M NslcyfrénSor fiitdre £ A 1 St @
academic performance.

9 During the 2008-2009 school year, approximately 69% of schools for which necessary data
were available were écorrectly identified®d Essentially, for 7 out of every 10 schools included in
this study, the alternate classification criteria and AYP status decision were in agreement. The
remaining approximately 31% of schools were either subject to a Type | or Type Il classification
error according to alternate classification criteria. This amounts to approximately 3 out of every
10 schools included in the study.

9 The Type | error rate for the 2008-2009 academic year was 56%. However, it is important to
note that this rate is calculated including only those schools that did not make AYFn 2009 (n
=149). The percentageof schools that were subject to a Type | classification error in 2009
amounts to aproximately 13% of WV schodts which the necessary data were available (n
=642).

9 The Type Il error rate for the 2008-2009 academic year was 23%. However, it is important to
note that this rate is calculated including only those schools that made AYHn 2009 (n =493).
Thepercentageof schools that were subject to a Type Il classification error in 2009 amounts to
approximately 18%all WV schoolfor which the necessary data were available (n =642).

9 Approximately 241 schools made AYP due to the application of a 99% confidence interval in
2009. Approximately 60% of these schools (n =146) were O 2 y & A R&@rd:ty Rdentifiedé
0SOIFdzaS GKS& Iftaz2 oSNB OflFaaAFTASRceordingta KAIK Y
alternate classification criteria. The remaining 95 schools (approximately 39%) that made AYP
due to the application of a confidence interval were O 2 y & A RG@MERIRIdentifieds because
GKSe gSNB Of I aaAFASR adcoddingtd atepnateycsBifSatdn drifeda. 2 NJ a f 2
This represents a Type Il classification error rate of approximately 39% for those schools that
met AYP due to a confidence interval. In other words, of those schools that made AYP009
due to the application foa confidence interval, 39% would not have passed according to the
alternative criteria designed for this study.
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9 Researchers acknowledge that the school classification error rates reported herein can only be
as valid as the alternate criteria that were used as a point of comparison. As such, some
limitations must be noted. Specifically, for the current study all four contributing indicators
were weighted equally and there were no growth metrics calculated into the OEPA index score.
This is because 2008-2009 was first administration of the new accountability assessment,
WESTEST 2. Furthermore, some of the criteria used to develop an alternate classification
system possess some colinearity with AYP. Researchers conducted correlation analyses to test
this assumption which indicated this is likely only a minor concern. Additionally, the error rates
reported in this document were calculated based upon the total number of schools for which
data were available for all four indicators. Some schools were excluded due to a variety of
circumstances. Therefore, the final sample did not include all West Virginia schools.
Identification error rates should also be interpreted with a degree of caution given that the
2008-2009 school year serves as the baseline year for WESTEST 2. Future analyses will
determine if the error rates remain consistent over time.

9 Focus group data revealed evidence that supported each of the intended uses of WESTEST 2 as
presented in the WESTEST 2 Technical Report. Furthermore, evidence emerged that indicated
assessment results are used to document student progress over time and more general student
growth. There were also a variety of county-, state- and school-level decisions that focus group
participants indicated were made based on assessment results.

9 Focus group data are limited because they are representative of the perceptions of a single
group of stakeholders. Nevertheless, the insights of the Assessment Advisory Committee are
particularly valuable given their unique expertise in dealing with the assessment and
accountability system in their counties. Their comments revealed a variety of unintended
positive and negative consequences, many of which closely mirror those discussed in the
broader literature.
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Recommendations

9 There is undoubtedly a dialectic that exists between the practice of applying confidence
intervals to save schools from failing to meet AYP due to measurement error and a desire to
decrease the occurrence of classification errors. As the confidence interval widens, more
schools are able to be saved. However, this causes the identification error rate to increase.
Conversely, if the confidence interval becomes more conservative, the identification error rate
will likely decrease. However, more schools will fail to meet AYPtT and are subjected to
increased measurement error. West Virginia should continue its efforts to find a balance
between these two forces. Researchers recommend that the width of the confidence interval
applied for AYP status should be informed by the extent to which there is believed to be error
in the measurement of academic progress (i.e., WESTEST 2).

9 Focus group data revealed several unintended consequences of the assessment and
accountability system. Many of those that were uncovered are also evidenced in the available
literature. However, the evidence specific to West Virginia that has been gathered by research
staff so far comes from only one stakeholder group at the county-level. Researchers strongly
recommend conducting additional focus groups with school-level stakeholders such as
administrators and teachers to determine additional unintended consequences. The results
from these focus groups should inform the development of statewide surveys to measure the
scope of these perceived consequences as currently planned.

9 Additional documentation regarding the intended uses and consequences of WESTEST 2 and
the broader accountability system of which the assessment is a part should be examined, and a
concise model of the intended uses and consequences should be generated. Such an approach
is advocated in the CCSSO-sponsored publication, A Framework for Evaluating the Validity of
Statewide Accountability Systen(@ast & Hebbler, 2004). Once such a model is produced,
researchers can continue to systematically document the extent to which each component of
the system is functioning as intended.

1 A continued examination of classification error rates should be conducted annually by the
WVDE to determine whether a discernable trend exists. A systematic review of the results of
each annual report is recommended to inform policy.

9 Further research needs to be conducted to identify the specific consequences associated with
classification errors, both Type | and Type Il. Researchers plan to conduct a series of case
studies in schools that were subject to classification error.

9 Additional research should be conducted to examine the intended and unintended
02yasljdSyosa | 4a20AF08R SAGK 284G +ANBAYALQ
Performance Task Assessment (i.e., APTA).
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Correctly Identified Schools by Programmatic Level

Researchers also examined the percentage of West Virginia elementary, middle and high schools
that were correctly identified according to the alternate classification criteria developed for this study.
To do so, researchers determined where AYP and the alternate classification criteria were in agreement
for each disaggregated group of schools. As noted in the body of this report, there were two ways a
a0K22f O2ddZ R 0S O2yaARSNBR GO2NNBOGf& ARSY(GATASRE

a) ! a0K22f YIRS !, t YR nmoRENDIBAaAAGKSERKEZA2BAGRENR
by ! a0OK22f RAR y20 YIS !, tY2lRCRNIAISE GiNI 303 A2ToAE:

For elementary schools (see Table Al), 283 of the 376 schools for which data were available fit
GKS ONRGSNRAI G2 0RS yORA/HE SRIBAES Bat apPraxidstByO16% &f West
Virginia elementary schools were protected from either Type | or Type Il error in 22089 The
remaining 25% were subject to either a Type | or Type Il classification error according to the aféern
criteria designed for this study.

Table Al: Number of Correctly Identified Elementary Schools

Alternate Classification Number ofElemenatary Number ofElementary
Schools that did not Make AYP Schools that Made AYP

Low 11 23

LowModerate 14 62
High-Moderate 7 144

High 1 71

Exemplary 0 43
376

For middle schools (see Table A2), 84 of the 154 schools for which data were available fit the
ONRAGSNRLF G2 0S8 02y aARShidiBaks thaDapaxid&daly{54% ok \ReStyViigh@ A SR d ¢
middle schools were protected from either Type | or Type Il error in 2@0®9 The remaining 46%
were subject to either a Type | or Type Il classification error according to the alternate criteria
designed for this study.

Table A2: Number of Correctlgentified Middle Schools

Alternate Classification ' Number ofMiddle ' Number ofMiddle
Schools that did not Make AYP Schools that Made AYP
Low 13 3
LowModerate 16 11
High-Moderate 44 32
High 4 10
Exemplary 8 13
154

For high schools (see Table A3), 76 of the 112 schools for which data were available fit the
ONRGSNRE G2 0SS 02y a NKSHdBakes thaDahhaxiB &dely (68% ok ReStyiighie A S R @ €
high schools were protected from either Type | or Typeitor in 20082009 The remaining 32% were



subject to either a Type | or Type |l classification error according to the alternate criteria designed for
this study.

Table A3: Number of Correctly Identified High Schools

Alternate Classification Number ofHigh Number ofHigh
Schools that did not Make AYP Schools that Made AYP
Low 5 4
LowModerate 6 12
High-Moderate 17 38
High 3 15
Exemplary 0 12
112

Type | Error Rate by Programmatic Level

Next, researchers examined the Type | error rate for schools within each programmatic level. As
LINB@A2dzat e y20SRXI (GK2aS aoOKz22fa (KlnbdelRtzR FRAIRE |
orcexemplaryé OO2 NRAYy 3 (2 GKS FEtGSNYyILragS OflaaATAOFGAZ2Y
These schools are considered subject to a Type | identification error The Type | error rate is calculated
by dividing the number of schools incorrectly identified by the total number of schools that did not
make AYP for each programmatic level. Tables A4 ¢ A6 present the number of schools that were subject
to a Type | classification error in 2008-2009 according to the alternate classification criteria developed
for this study.

For elementary schools, (see Table A4) the Type | error rate in 2002009 was24%(i.e., 8/33).
In other words, of all the elementary schools that did not make AYP (n =33), 24% would have passed
according to the alternate classification criteria.

Table A4 Type | Errofor ElementarySchools

Alternate Classification Number of

Elementar Schoolghat did not Make AYP

Low 11

LowModerate 14

High-Moderate 7

High 1

Exemplary 0

33

N =376
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For middle schools, (see Table A5) the Type | error rate in 2008009 was66% (i.e., 56/8% In
other words, of all the elementary schools that did not make AYP (n =85), 66% would have passed
according to the alternate classification criteria.

Table A5 Type | Errofor Middle Schools

Alternate Classification Number of

Middle Schoolghat did not Make AYP

Low 13

LowModerate 16

High-Moderate 44

High 4

Exemplary 8

85

N=154

For high schools, (see Table A6) the Type | error rate in 2002009 was64% (i.e., 20/3L In
other words, of all the elementary schools that did not make AYP (n =31), 64% would have passed
according to the alternate classification criteria.

Table A6 Type | Errofor HighSchools

Alternate Classification Number of
: HighSchoolghat did not Make AYP

Low 5

LowModerate 6

High-Moderate 17

High 3

Exemplary 0
31

N=112

Type Il Error Rate by Programmatic Level
Finally, researchers examined the Type Il error rates for each programmatic level. As previously
y2G0SR: (K2aS al0OKz2z2fa GKFG YYREBSNI &S oanNy wiSNSLE Of GG
alternad S Of  AaAFAOIGA2Y ONRGSNRAI G6SNBE O2yaARSNBR daAiy
subject to a Type Il identification error The Type Il error rate is calculated by dividing the number of
schools incorrectly identified by the total number of schools that made AYP for each programmatic level.
Tables A7 ¢ A9 present the number of schools that were subject to a Type Il classification error in 2008-
2009 according to the alternate classification criteria developed for this study.

For elementary schools (see Table A7), based on the alternate classification criteria developed
for this study, the Type Il error rate for20082009 was 25% (i.e., 85/343In other words, of all the
elementary schools that made AYP (n =343), 25% would not have passed according to the alternate
classification criteria.
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Table7: Type Il Error foElementary Schools

Alternate Classification Number ofElementary
Schools that Made AYP

Low 23
Low-Moderate 62

High-Moderate 144
High 71
Exemplary 43

343

N =376

For middle schools (see Table A8), based on the alternate classification criteria developed for
this study, the Type Il error rate for20082009 was 20% (i.e., 14/§9In other words, of all the middle
schools that made AYP (n =69), 20% would not have passed according to the alternate classification

criteria.

TableA8: Type Il Error foMiddle Schools

Alternate Classification Number ofMiddle
Schools that Made AYP
Low 3
Low-Moderate 11
High-Moderate 32
High 10
Exemplary 13
69

N =154

For high schools (see Table A9), based on the alternate classification criteria developed for this
study, the Type Il error rate fo20082009 was 20% (i.e., 16/81In other words, of all the high schools
that made AYP (n =81), 20% would not have passed according to the alternate classification criteria.

TableA9: Type Il Error foHigh Schools

Alternate Classification Number ofHigh
Schools that Made AYP
Low 4
Low-Moderate 12
High-Moderate 38
High 15
Exemplary 12
81

N=112
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Confidence Intervals by Programmatic Level

Researchers also sought to identify the percentage of schools that were correctly identified due
to the application of a confidence interval (Cl) for each programmatic level. Again, schools that made

AYP and were also identified as SA 0 KSNI2ZKRENA K ST ¢
Of FaaArATAOl G)\zy ONRM (G SN I

classification criteria.

aKAIKE

2N a SESYLJ I N

6 SNE O-2A123plederd thdSnumber 0F2 NN O ( f
schools that met AYP due to CI that were correctly and incorrectly identified according to alternate

For elementary schools, (see Table A10) data indicate that 85 of the 155schoolsthat made AYP
due to the application of a confidence interval (&) weredcorrectly identifiedd &he remaining 70

elementary schoa (4%%) that made AYP due to confidence interval waieh y O2 NNB O f &

according to the alternate classification criteria developed for this study (isubject to Type Il error
In other words, of the elementary schools that made AYP due to confidence intervals (n =155), 45%
would not have been considered passing according to the alternate classification criteria developed for

this study.

TableAl10: Alternate Classifications foElementarySchools that Made AYP due to Confidence Interval

Alternate Classification Number of
Elementary Schools that Made AYP due to Cl

Low 23

Low Moderate 47

High Moderate 65

High 19

Exemplary 1
TOTAL 155

N =185

For middle schools, (see Table A11) data indicate that 28 of the 41 schoolsthat made AYP due
to the application of a confidence interval (88) wereccorrectly identifiedd €he remaining 14 middle

schools (3%6) that made AYP due to confidence interval weréh y O2 NNB O t &

alternate classification criteria developed for this styd(i.e., subject to Type Il error In other words,
of the middle schools that made AYP due to confidence intervals (n =41), 34% would not have been
considered passing according to the alternate classification criteria developed for this study.

TableAl11 Alternate Classifications foMiddle Schools that Made AYP due to Confidence Interval

Alternate Classification Number of

Middle Schools that Made AYP due to ClI

Low 3

Low Moderate 10

High Moderate 22

High 5

Exemplary 1

TOTAL 41

N=110
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For high schools, (see Table A12) data indicate that 33 of the 45 schoolsthat made AYP due to
the application of a confidence interval (P8) were écorrectly identifiedd &he remaining 12 high
schools (2%) that made AYP due to confidence interval weéreh y O2 NNBS OGf & ARSYGATFTASR
alternate classification criteria developed for this study (i.esiibject to Type Il error In other words,
of the high schools that made AYP due to confidence intervals (n =45), 27% would not have been
considered passing according to the alternate classification criteria developed for this study.

TableAl12 Alternate Classifications fadighSchools that Made AYP due to Confidence Interval

Alternate Classification

Number of
High Schools that Made AYP due to ClI
Low 3
Low Moderate 9
High Moderate 22
High 8
Exemplary 3
TOTAL 45
N=71
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Appendix B z Focus Group Protocol



Focus Group Protocol

Intended and Unintended Uses of the Statewide Assessment

Results

The intended uses of WESTEST 2 results, as cited in the 2009 WESTEST 2 technical report™ (p. 9) are

as follows:

a) LRSYGAFeAy3d adGdzRRSydaQ aiNBy3al®nuryEoftent 6 S 1ySaasSa
Standards and Obijectives.

b) Communicating expectations for all students.

c) Evaluating school-, county-, and/or state-level programs.

d) Informing stakeholders (teachers, school administrators, county administrators, WVDE staff,
parents, and the public) on the status of the progress toward meeting academic performance
standards of the state.

e) Meeting the requirements to measure adequate yearly progress by NCLB.

) aSSiAy3a GKS NBIdANBYSyGa 2F GKS aidl iSQa

11):

Additional intended uses of WESTEST 2 results include the following (see Technical Report pgs. 10 -

)

County and school administrators can use test-level scores to plan curriculum.

The state can use aggregate test-level scores to meet the accountability requirements of NCLB
and other school improvement programs.

Teachers can use Content Standards and Objectives sub scores as indicators of academic
strengths and weaknesses when corroborated with other sources of evidence such as
homework, classroom participation, etc.

County and school administrators can use Content Standards and Objectives sub scores to
compare their aggregate results with the state average to better understand their strengths and
weaknesses within a content area.

% The WESTEST 2 Technical Report is available at:

http://wvde.state.wv.us/oaa/pdf/WestVirginia_TechnicalReport_2009.pdf



Questions for Focus Group Discussion

1. Which of the intended uses listed above have you seen evidence of in your county or statewide?
Can you share some examples?

2. What additional intended uses of assessment results can you think of that are not on this list?
3. What types of county-, school-, and state-level decisions are made based on assessment results?

4. What have been some of the unintended positive consequences of the accountability
assessment?

5. What have been some of the unintended negative consequences of the accountability
assessment?
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Appendix C z Focus Group Data by Prompt (All Coded Passages)
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Prompt 1 7 Intended Uses as Listed in Technical Report

Parent Theme Coded Passages

1. LRSYGAFeAy3d aiddzRS Sy 1
sSI1ySaasSa 2y 2Sai
Century Content Standards and
Objectives (CSOs).

2. Communicating expectations for all
students
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| know that the C and | people look at strengths and weaknesses not only at the county-level but [they]
look at the school and give reports to the board members about overall county- and school-level scoring.

.. it even goes on down to specific schools. They look at the strengths and the weaknesses of the
students. They look at what they did poorly on with the right/wrong responses and grade-levels and see
where they fell short of measuring those CSOs.

The teachers wanted to look at the scale score to see how far those children were from mastery if they
RARYQlG | OKAS@GS YIaaSNero LT GKS&@ RAR I OKAS@S
above mastery, how close were they to the next score? What little push could give them a higher
WESTEST 2 score? Was it a plus or minus from mastery and how far was that. And after they determined
that, it was how far above mastery could they be?

The kids have gone through with highlighters . . . marking content and concepts that they did well on, and
..onestK i GKS@QNB y2i [[dAdiS GKSNB &Si w2ye a2z
the new content for the current year.

Before | even helped the county administrators to disaggregate the results, we were able to celebrate
strengths and weaknesses relatively speaking, in terms of math and reading/LA and so forth.

One of the things we did this year is the principal did an overview on the WESTEST 2 report format then
placed the data in the hands of the teachers in their PLCs. . . Therefore they were able to look at

individual student results, identify students at risk in the grade level, pre-plan some interventionst
research-based strategies they know had worked in the past with students who had the same kind of
weaknesses, so that by the time the students arrive in September, they had some kind of tiered
interventions already to embed in what they were doing and some support ready to go if they saw, as the
child progressed, that we need support right now. So, that really kind of worked and then they sat, by
AN RS tS@Stsx o6& t[/Z FYR Llzi G23SGKSNJ GKS a0
they were going to improve WESTEST results, not only for those children, but by content area for that

year.

LQY &dz2NB GKS O2dzyaSt 2NRA YS Sétingardisaon dodutitheiti KS @
expectations.

This is probably intended as well . . . the same kind of way. Probably very intended, but the upgrading of
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the expectations and the curriculum for special education students, for those kids in the subgroups that
R2y Qi R2 la ¢Sttt GKSNB KIFI& 0SSy | &aSNX2dza d
them, how we assess them, how we perceive them.

1 ...inmy part of the world, [we] only used to talk about thinking skills with the higher functioning and
gifted teachers.
1 ...[Weare] giving those kids those notebooks so they know how they did or they know what they need

to do to get to the next level and givingthemakindof LJ2 4 SNJ G KIF § G KS& RARYyQf
over their own performance.

1 ...involving them [students] in their own learning and having them take responsibility for mastering the
things that they need to.

f ...testtalks makethosekidsfeelNB I f AYLR NIyl & & & {ARa
AlGQa Fty2ad tA1S G(KS@QNB NB@StAy3a Ay GKS
attention.

g K2
b

| Ithink the other part . . . is that we really have strengthiy’ S RdzOF G A2y wy266d L
unintended you know, but to be honest with you, it has worked.

1  One of our schools had been most interested in trying to have the kids invest themselves in doing well on
the test. Part of their effort had been to really look and find . . . something specific to celebrate for each
student. They have a celebration of something that happened . . . a real positive for a particular student . .
. They believe that there is not a lot of ability on the part of kids and sometimes parents to see the value
of improving on. . . a test. So they want to make a particular effort to recognize something positive that
the student has achieved as evidenced by this test so that they understand that people are really looking
atthisay R G KFd Al R2S& NBTFTESOG é6KIFIGQa I2Ay3 2y A

91 Ithink there have been some good things that have happened, | think that there is more of this owning of
how our kids do

3. Evaluating schoel county, and/or T 2KSy 6S gNARGS aANIylGa ¢S ltglea INB t221Ay3 |

state-level programs YIaGSNRBPE 2SS F2NOS GKIG Ayhaz2 GKS gLe S f22)
2N y2i 6SQ@S I 002YLX AaKSR (KIGo

 WelookatourtestNB & dzAf Ga Ay S@IFfdzr GAy3a 2dzNJ LINEINF Ya
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using, and what professional development we need to train teachers, better prepare them for, maybe,
capitalizing [on] areas where they need to improve so that the students can improve.

1 A while back we had gone to the curriculum people and the central office peoplet not met had decided
to hire additional math teachers so grades 6, 7, and 8 were doing a double period of math so we have 90
minutes of math instead of whatwe K R 0 STF2NB d® w2 AGK8 (GKS 29{¢9{
that we were making the kinds of gains and progress that we had hoped for. It looked like, from the
WESTEST 2 data that the time period that we had that double period seemedtobepayind 2 ¥ ¥® b
see how things pan out from there, but in terms of evaluating the county-f S@St LINR ANI Y &
something that we look at, the WESTEST data.

1 Inmy county we do actually break it down to the teacher level and we can tell you that every. . . you
1y26 6AGK GKS SEOSLIIAZ2Y 2F (GKS KB3IKWNesitDosnd andwef
say that Mrs. B. you know had so many kids ¢ you know what | mean? That Mrs. B. had so many, you
know? Mrs. S. had so many and Mrs.J.hads2 Yl yeé® | yR w2 SQONB6& NBI ff &
are o®© ® & WgKIFIG INB GKS (g2 2N 6KNBS (GKAy3a
a0dzRSydakKQ !'yR GKIFG Aa y2¢ 0SAy3a AYO2NLIRNI (S

4. Informing stakeholders (teachers, schoc 1 The state really does that with the state report cards and the letters that we send home and the
administrators, county administrators, release of the test results. Those grids that go out whether a school made mastery or not. We don't
WVDE staff, parents, and the public) on do a whole bunch more it seems to be done for us.
the status of the progress toward
meeting academic performance 1 We do that in September when we send home the results

standards of the state.
f ¢KS ySgald LISNI LINAyidGa AG Fff FyR AdGQa F oA3

1 Asfarasinforming stakeholders . .. we all do that because we have to . .. We are required to do it,
you know? We simply do. We do PTO meetings. We do, you know, all kinds of other things. | can tell
you that | do board presentations . . . They get put in the paper. | know that the superintendent takes
that same presentation and takes it over to the . . . Chamber of Commerce meetings and stuff like
that. ..

1 1think, help me to understand what happened this past fall, but my sense was that it took them a
while longer than they thought for the AYP data to become available. Because we had things set up
such that | was able to do a whole day with the principals with the data before AYP results came in,
which made for a much more functional day because they were looking inside the data to really study
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it, they then turned to their individual schools whereas if AYP results have already been back they
would have looked at the AYP results and some of them, no matter how much time | would have
AaLSyid 6AGK GKSYX Al adGAatt g2dd R KIFI @S 0SSy
20KSNJ 0KFyX L YFRS Aid4X L RARYQU YISz dgeare

5. Meeting the requirements to measure f ¢KFIiQa | TFdzyOlAazy 2F GKS adrisSz L OFyQid &l
adequate yearly progress by NCLB. doing.

T L GKAY] AGQa KSfLWdzZ G2 KI@GS (GKIFIG YSSiGAy3
figure out . .. how they did . .. it makes you look at the data more closely.
T !, t RFEGF6 FNB 2dzad {AYyR 2F fA1S @2dz a4l ARXZ
6. aSSiAy3I (GKS NXBIjdzA N 9 o!,t RIGFI8 NB 2daAad (AYyR 2F tA1S @&2dz al ARZ
accountability program
7. County and school administrators can 1 We look at them [test scores] to do remedial programs within the school too. You look at a child that
use testlevel scores to plan curriculum has [attained] partial mastery. We use them in the SAT process. We use all of these scores for lots of
GKAYy3a 6AUKAY (KS a0 K st thaRoheimiablile OV ldok at GtheRigngs Q
ddzOK +a 5L.9[{ IyR Fftft (dKSaS 2G0KSNJ FaasSaay
the key things that we look at is how did they do on this [WESTEST 2].

9 Our curriculum maps . . . use the information and the [test] data . . . and the teachers copy those and
GKSEQNB NBFi SOGAGS 2F a2YS 2F GKS AyF2NXNI 0
GKSe8 0S802YS GKSANI 0OdzNNRX Odzf dzY 8 Y I LJa ZtingahdO K
NE@AaAy3d oFadSR 2y AYRAGARIzZ f {ARAQ ySSRa o
of this [testing] information.

1 We definitely use it [test data] to plan curriculum and to help change what we are going to be doing
youknow?Ay R A0 Q&8 RSTAyA(GSte 3I2Ay3 G2 o6S asSia GK
know what | mean? Absolutely. | mean the depth of the item analysis | got for math, we are taking a
look at that part, you know? We are definitely taking a look at that to plan curriculum and decide
what types of materials and support teams to [use].

1 We fashioned a booklet for them [teachers] for their initial review and then once they got through

and determined strengths and weakness [they] looked at the maps and reflected on the amount of
time that [they] taught, and restructured the curriculum maps . . . based on the [assessment] data . .
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10.

The state can use aggregate testvel
scores to meet the accountability
requirements of NCLB and other school
improvement programs

Teachers can useSDsub scores as
indicators of academic strengths and
weaknesses when corroborated with
other sources of evidence such as
homework, classroom participation, etc

County and school administrators can
useCSGsub sores to compare their
aggregate results with the state mean tc
better understand their strengths and
weaknesses within a content area

56| Page

As far as [what] decisions are made . . . at the county-level, the school-level you make decisions on
student classes [based on assessment data].

LiQa wlaaSaaySyid RIFIGFI®e RSTAyAGSte |faz dzas
need to go back and next year, you know last year you know only two percent of my kids got
regrouping or something . . . and then that teacher can go back themselves and look at what their
lesson plans were.

No evidence emerged for this intended use.

We take at look at where they also come out on other assessment scores. Like we give everybody . . .
NBIRAYy3 &a02NBa & & o aasSaayvySyda G2 FAIdzNB
We give them running records [for] K-8. We do running records to give them a rating placement. But
when you take a look at [the] running record here, when you take a WESTEST score here, ok. Finding
those things out . . .

So there is to some extent looking at whether or not things are converging or cooperative . . . with
other [assessment] pieces. And at our middle school we had almost 6% [of students for whom] there
was definitely not a corroboration [between datasources]® ¢ Kl 4 Qa y 20 I Kdz3 ¢
L YSFyYyK .dzi 4 GKS alyYS G4AYS K2g R2 e2dz SE
passes the WESTEST 2 with Mastery? How do you answer that?

We looked at the mean score on each analytic [trait] within the writing . . . per school and really tried
to identify when we had particularly high performance in a trait, what had they done at that school in
relation to that trait at that grade level to make such a large . . . to score so much higher than other
schools at the same level. We also have a process in place for test analysis, we have forms and we

run a workshop where every school comes in with we put all their WESTEST stuff in a data notebook
FYR 0KIFGQa K2g¢g GKSe 3ISG GKIFIG oF Ol YR (KSe
out the forms that end up with strengths and weaknesses. They talk about things that surprised them
they talk about things they hoped to see that they saw or things they were disappointed to see that
RARY QO aKz2g dzldd ¢KS ARSIF A& GKI {thatdihdl thengdo 2 y
back and run a similar strengths and weaknesses discussion with their staff.



Prompt 2 7z Intended Uses not Listed

Parent Theme Coded Passages

1. Performance Monitoringhrough
Benchmarking

57| Page

1

w2S IINB dzaAy3d GSaid NBadzZ# Ga Aye8 RSOARAY3IA 6K
like that. We are using, them all . . .

2SS KIFER Fy SIFENIeée 2dzi 2y b2@0d mydiK FyR (KI
141 [studentd 8 ¢ KSY GKSNBQa 2yfeée LINRolofe cn |
children, and still we could have probably been there still today still looking at that data. And
teachers were really excited, but they never have time to sit as a group and talk about, this is what
S aSS 2y (KA& IyR (KA&A A& K2g 6S ySSR (2
Aaz2tlrdA2yd® LGQAa y20i aKFINBR gAGK lyeg2yS Sta

(W)

U
AR

I would say that | believe 6 SQ@S 32y G2 0SYOKYIFN] FaasSaavys
® GKS ¢gK2tS | aas Y G 0eO0fSz 29{¢9{¢x L R
Y2@AYy3 G266 NR (K | SaavYSyid Oe Of Sakihystiides s NI
having our Teachers talk with each other about how kids are doing on assessments.

Especially acuity. How did they do and what was the process . . . How do you figure this stuff out?
Why do you think your kids did so well on that? Or . . . Jeez your kids did really well on that and mine
RARYQlG® 2KI{i RAR @2dz R2K 2SQNB y23i ¢gKSNB ¢

We had spent a lot of time with Acuity and benchmarking and how the students had done compared
to what their acuity and benchmark results had been like. So they were making comparisons and for
the most part celebrating the fact that the students in fact had done better than what they had
anticipated.

LGQa FYFTAyYy3as 2dzNJ (S OK &rhBkis of Atzhty . K sHykar . 4. EvErg 2
time they did a benchmark, because we had kids that take the ACT 3 and 4 times, their ACT scores
gSy il dz2LJ SPSNE GAYS® ' yR GKS@BQNB FGiNROGdziAY
and they modeled it off of the 11th grade CSOs, so they were making . . . their own ... mock 11th
grade assessments and the kids were taking them and practicing for the ACT and the kids kept getting
higher and higher [scores] every time.

We use the benchmarks as they were provided, but then we developed what we called common
assessments, that matched the scope and sequence of curriculum, and there was a great deal of
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value for the teachers to develop those common assessments and share that with all of the fourth
grade teachers.

2. Using Data to show Student Growth 1 The number one thing you should be using them [assessment results] for is to show student growth
GKIFG GKSe INB tSIENYyAy3a a2YSGKAy3aId ¢KIFGQa

1 Ithink this falls in the intended consequences . . . changing the assessment to a mastery assessment
wf SR (286 GKS FI 00 G(GKIFG ¢S NS y2¢ t221Ay13
national statistic.

Prompt 3 7z State-, County- and School-Level Decision-Making

Parent Theme _ Coded Passages
1. Decisions surrounding areas for T LY GSNya 2F addRSyd FaaradlyoS GStvyaz ¢
targeted intervention see if a student is being referred. And somebody A 4 y Qi SEI Ot & & dzNB

progresst and this is beyond the progress monitor[ing], and the Rtl and stuff like that,
particularly at the middle and high school levelt what are their WESTEST scores? And where
are their proficiency levels? And if in fact, they have [met] proficiency, then chances are we
aK2dzZ RyQi 0SS ySOSaalNARfte Y2@0Ay3d AYy | RA
education. In contrast, [if] you have a pattern of no proficiency . . . that adds to the case that
maybe we should be examining this thing and see[ing] if there are special needs that we
FNBYy Qi I RRNBaaiAy3io

T 2KFd GKSe@Q@S R2yS Aa KF@S ayvyrff 3INE
the importance . . . of test taking but giving them test taking skills, & { dzR & é
AAE 6558144 3INRdzZ) 6KSNB (KSe@ YSSG G Al
I OF RSYAO IOKAé@SYéyG 2F GKS ao0okKz22f
GKFiQa F20dzaAy3d 2y lykfers@ri thé iRportantddf the ite

FF.eC,_a

1 [Looking at assessment results] seems to help group students for additional either re-teach
opportunities or enrichment opportunities.
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T

They [teachers] sat, by grade level, by PLC, and [using the data] put togethS NJ G KS & (
management of academic performance plan of how they were going to improve WESTEST
results, not only for those children, but by content area for that year.

We had a dropout prevention [program] and we had a sheet where we started even in
kindergarten, listing those kids [that were at risk] . . . | think that [the assessment] data was
GSNE KStLFdA Ay (GKFd wLINRPOS&aaesz |yR Al
needs an interventionist more than this school. This school needs this person ... We need to
rethink our special education, how we've got our special education teachers working as our
FARS&PQ

Once you get the data backt and we do this even with our benchmarkst when we get our
benchmarks back, then [we] sit down with our benchmark reports and with their

[curriculum] maps and what the kids are not performing well on, then they go back to the
YL FyR 221 4G4 FANBRG 2F €3 Ww2ra AG
W2 S RARY QU @E®DSHZKSLINBBERNMNI G§Ste& G§SIFOK A
well on the benchmark or the WESTEST 2, on that concept, but others are not, then they
AaKFENB ¢KFG ¢la AdG GKIG GKS& RARZ GKSANI
maps so they can see how they approach that content.

We had the time and the luxury of having the results back early [to identify the] new kids
OiKF(i6 KIFI@S y2G LISNF2NN¥SR wgStited @& d
that particular teachert so he or she wanted to make sure that they were doing a better job
of approaching what children had had problems with in the past. Plus, if you saw it across the
board, multi-school, then it was probably [a problem rooted in] our approach to our
instruction, so [teachers] wanted to make sure that maybe there was . .. more than one
question addressing that content, to make sure the kids were getting it this time. And we
made a concerted effort to go back and add questions on certain topics on each of the
benchmarks so that there will be multiple revisits to that content.

,2dz YI'1S RSOA&AA2YyaA | o2dzi adGdzRSydaQ L9t 2
think . . . that every child needs an individualized education plan. Then data-driven decision
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making . .. makes sense.

9 [Assessment data are] used . . . for individual students . . . to help drive my |EP decisions . . .

2. Professional development planning anc § WESTEST does give me funds that we can turn around and give to our schools to help with
needs sensing 29{¢9{¢ LINBLWD !yR ¢S ¢g2dzZ Ry Qi KI @ Sdrivek | {
And they also gave us money to purchase the Terra Nova for first and second graders so that
we would be able to get some data on the first and second graders.

1 ¢KSe R2y Qi dzaS Al owl 3a8BiVidydE KISDIS& &l AJ
they do go over it with the teachers . . . to see what they need. . . And our coaches work with
them a lot [based on the data].

1 Welook at our test results in . . . [planning] what professional development we need to train
teachers, [to] better prepare them for, maybe, capitalizing [on] areas where they need to
improve so that the students can improve.

9 You select your professional development with teachers based on these results.

I We kind of start with [the test results] and base everything of off that . . . It shows you . ..
GKSNB @2dz sSNBE adz00Saa¥fdzZ FyR #gKSNB @&2c
better.

1 We make decisions on professional development [based on test scores].

1 Ithink another positive of the entire accountability [movement], not just the assessment

piece of it, [but] of NCLB, is [the quality of] professional development, the research base . . . |
think that people are more focused and professional development is much more meaningful.

3. Allocation of Staff andResources 9 Ithink... thatalot of our data feeds into how we structure our [placement of] highly
qualified teachers.

1 You make decisions about . . . personnel [based on data].

60| Page



Parent Theme Coded Passages

4. Decisions Surroundin@lassroom
Instructional Strategies

61| Page

1
1

We are using assessment results to make decisions on the selection of the textbooks.

P1: With personnel. You get funds that follow personnel. So the if the school needs
personnel, indirectly, I KAy { G KIF (X

tHY L GKAY]l GKFG AF Ay FLHOG &2dz ySSR |y
needs to go and you have a school that is impaired by that [i.e., shows deficiencies in terms
of assessment data], chances are that that school will get that teacher.

P3: | guarantee you that through special education and Title I, their funds get focused [and
dispersed] based on that data.

P1: Oh and if you have a school struggling, we had a school last year that was struggling and
we focused a lot of attention on them. You know, just through the board office and a lot of
different programs and things go toward that school and then you see results with that
almost immediately.

| think we made personnel decisions based on data. So, | mean that was something that you
normally don't think about data driving, but it did drive those things.

When we refer them for special education services, when they write IEPs they are required
to put those test scores in the performance levels.

They then moved onto the instructional strategies and they turned in . . . reports. What we
asked them to tell us [was] not only what they are suggesting as a strategy to address what
the kids were weak in, but [for the] areas that they were really good on to tell us what they
KIR dzaSR flad &8SFENW ¢KSy 6S ONBFGSR OKI
2dzal F20dzaAy3 2y GKS ¢gSI{1ySaasSa yR wl 2
asked them to focus on what they had done well on and [to] share . . . and list those
resources, those strategies, how they approached it, how to get that math fluency with the
kids and then we passed them around. They liked that.
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1 What we did was we sat down and looked at the data and made a bulleted list of what things
we could change instructionally within the building in order to impact how the students
achieved on the test.

1 Asateacherin the classroom in looking at those right/wrong responses across the board,
[they try to identify] which one of those content standards were lacking in your instruction?

1 [As aresult of the assessment and accountability system] they are getting away from the
stand-and-deliver model. They are getting more into standards-based lessons, more group
activities rathertK I y G KS GSFOKSNJ 6SAy3a GKS adlyR

9 The teachers have had to do a dramatic shift in the way they were taught to teach. Especially
2f RSNJ 4SIF OKSNA® ¢KSNB KI & 0 Sddfdeliver. RNJ Y I {

1 We take all the data, we break it down using a very old book that the state actually gave to
us and they said, years ago, where we look at the data, um, by school and we break it down
to make Individualized Education Plans, IEPs basically, for every student.

f NowlikKSeQtft Oldzatte LAO] dzZLJ Iy | OQGA@GAGE
ySé aSNAS&> IyR GKSNB NS fA1S ¢ 2N T F
GKSY FyR GKAY1Z Whllé&® L R2y @hichokesatkSealli A
3SGiaAy3 G2 GKS RSLIWK 2F 1y26ft SRISK 2 KA
OKFy3aAy3a GKS gl e (KIG (KS@QNB GFf{1Ay3 |

1 We talked about how [they could] have looked at those questions [where students
performed poorly] a little bit better. One of the things was . . . [students] need to know what
GKS 1jdzSadAzy gl a aiAy3aoe Wi @S ¢S (I dAak
gFayYy W5AR &2dz I Olddz-rfte aAid R2gyrscorghbnd I f
show them the right wrong responses? What did they have to say about it? How could they
KFE2S YIRS 'y AYLIOG 2y GKSANI a02NBakKQ !
right/wrong responses across the board, which one of those content standards were lacking
in your instruction?
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Parent Theme _ Coded Passages

1. The Provision of Increased
Technology Resources

T

More and more schools are seeing the value of technology. | think it really, | mean two years ago,
it really hit with third grade testing on writing. But with Acuity, with Writing Roadmap, [and] all
GK2aS 20KSNJ GellSa 2F GKAy3Ias (KIFIGQa oSSy
more computers, multimedia, whiteboards, the clickers.

Because we now have an online assessment and because we now have online benchmarking, an
unintended result is that we now have more focus on getting more computers, more hardware,
[and] more kids in the lab.

[We are now] putting kids in the lab earlier.

2. A Unified Focus and Goals for the
Education System

[The assessment and accountability system] has a great big impact on what they teach in the
Ot FaaNRB2Y FyR L &az2yYSiéAaySa GKAy1l GKI G @éus LI
but [teachers need to be cognizant of] how far to take that focus. . .

When | think of an unintended use of this for a large county like [ours] is that finally, for the most
part, everybody is on the same page. Everybody is teaching the same thing we have in our
prioritized curriculum. Everybody is kind of teaching everything at this same time through the
year going towards the benchmarks and the summative assessment. That, in a large county is
huge, absolutely huge.

There has to be something..® L { Q& f)\“[S 2dz2NJ OKSO1a |yR o
OF NBFdd G(KIG &82dz R2y Qi dzad Al &2 YdOK (K
& GKS ONBlFGAGAGET odzi AGQa GKS al ¥FSGeé

[The assessment and accountability system] gives people that structure [they need] because
everybody needs some kind of structure to make sure everything is covered.

There are so many new teachers that are coming into the system. A lot of the older ones are
fSFEPAYyId | T i® Ndundoer deearSyousortadhd(dithisThternal clock that [helps
82dz8 (y26 K2g G2 | LIINRBIOK wiKS OdzNNA Odz dz
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10 years to develop that? This [the unified curriculum aligned to the assessment] provides some
structure for them, ok? Andithelps. ¢ KI 1 Qa ¢ K& 2dzNJ 6SIF OKSNAE NJ
curriculum maps at the beginning, but the ones that were so proactive and were so vocal that
then the older teachers started listening to them. Those young teachers ate them up because
GKSe O2dA R 32 2FF IyR 4SS 20KSNJ LIS2L¥X SQa
that they knew they could approach to do this, now, all of them are very positive about it, but

boy that took a long time.

9 The alignment of these materials and the things that the state helped us with, like the Acuity and
the benchmarking and stuff, all that alignment has helped people realize if they work on their
CSOs, that they will see some results in their improvement scores.

3. Early Intervention to Prepare Youn(§ LG Q& y20G dGKFd 29{¢9{¢ OFdzaSR AGXI odzi & @
Learners for Success earlier . . . | do believe that the desire to impact the WESTEST data has motivated many changes
in the way we deliver instruction whether it be in a WESTEST grade-level or not.

1 The instructional things that we are doing | mean DIBLES and the benchmarking kids at a very
early age. The [programs like] Read 180 the Success Net and System 44, all that [is an unintended
outcome of the assessment and accountability system].

I [We are] putting kids in the lab earlier.

4. Promoting Positive Competition 1 People always go in there and look [at the data] and compare.
Among Schools and Districts

f Maybegoodold-FIF aKA2y SR O2YLISGAGAZ2YZ L R2y Qi 1Yy

1 2KSyYy I &0 KIatddite than Riatyds thought they were going to do or even than
they thought they were going to do; the kids did better so they want to go back and look at what
they did well, so they can keep doing it.

5. Selective Teacher Attritionthatis § ¢ KS L2 aAGA S waARS Aae (KFG wazyYS GSI OKS
Beneficialto the Education System helped the system. You know what | mean?
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I We have had a couple of teachers that just decided to go ahead and retire You know? | can
honestly say that we did not set out in our county to do it that way, but that was something that
came about.

6. Increasing Teacherdllaboration 9 Ithink that sometimes teachers have never looked at data the way that they are looking at it
y26d L GKAY] GKFGQa AYLRNIIYyGdG G22e

9 It [the assessment system] has promoted conversations among teachers.
9 [Teachers are engaging in more] collaboration with data.

9 [People are] talking about instruction and what instructional activities took place that caused the
results to look like they do.

7. Increased Parental Involvement 9 Some other unintended positive consequences, | would have to say, | think in our elementary
level were having more parent participation now.

9 I'have to honestly say that . . . parents are actually asking questions now and being a little bit
more involved. Because we are doing test talks with the kids, where the kids have to set their
goals and work from that . . . and the parents sign off on that. Certainly everybody knows about
G6SadAy3 wl-a I NBadzZd 2F | OO02dzyiloAtAies

9 I'hear more test score questions [from parents] compared to actual [questions] about the
assessment.
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Prompt 5 z Unintended Negative Uses and Consequences

Parent Theme Coded Passages

1. Test Results are not Valuable or
Understandableto Some Segments of
the Public

2. Increased Teacher Pressure, Stress,
Burnout and Turnover
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1 They believe that there is not a lot of ability on the part of kids and sometimes parents to see the

value of improving on . . . a test.

You know our realtors use them a lot [i.e., test results] when they are trying to sell houses, but is that
a meaningful part of our community's assessment of schools? No. The information is out there and it

is accessible, but the timeliness of it . . . It's more like crossing something off your list that you have to
do ... We have to inform our public. We've informed them.

Parents want to see that their children are growing. Most of them don't understand those check
YENl&® ¢KS& | NB dzaSR (2 WFAFHEK 3INI RS AAEGF
the grade level is what [they understand] . . . They don't understand scale scores. A lot of our parents

in a rural community have never been to college. They don't know what a scale score is.

LGiQa y20 wdzaSTdz 8 F2NJ GKS 02YY2y LISNE2Y GKI
hdzNJ KAIKEe& | OFRSYAO FILYAfASAE R2y Qi f221 hib
CtKS2QNB Y2NB AYyiSNBAGSR Ay | LISNOSyGaAtS &aosz
b2 Wl 26 RAR Y& OKAfR 221 Ay 2xKQ ¢KIF{iQa vy
GKFd R2SayQi wTAYR ESKSepoktyaligbbl¥ I GA2y Ay GKS 2

We have a pocket of people that really only look at ACT and SAT scores because they can compare
their kid to students nationally. They like it better.

| think that the very academically-oriented family understands and gets more information that they
consider useable from those reports [i.e., ACT] than they do from WESTEST 2.

LQY y2i4 GNBAYy3 G2 alreée GKFd 6S R2 lgle @gAGK
significant group of people.

Inmy community whichisl £ 26 {9{ O2YYdzyAleés (KSe& wAdSo>
sKSNBE (KSe ySSR (2 06SKQ
We have teachers who will, in elementary schools, choose not to be a third grade teacher or a fourth

ANI RS 2NJ FAFGK 3INIRS (iSIHOKSNXW ¢KS Sy@iSR Lk
them.



Parent Theme Coded Passages

9 [For the untested grades] It's not put out in the paper for God and country to see.

1  Our teachers feel a tremendous amount of pressure and | see this as moving away from the pressure.
Certainly we all know that what happens in Pre-K and K and 1 and 2 contributes to 3, 4, and 5, but that
[accountability] is a huge pressure. It is definitely a pressure that our teachers in tested grade levels
feel.

1 1see some excellent teachers exiting those [tested] grade levels.

f LG 32S8a (G2 GKS LISNE2YIf LINB&aadzaNBSI odzi GKSNE
my teaching license.

1 2KSy @2dz2ONB G(NBAYy3 (2 &knkyowd ehatialey, forhetintes itis&inddf ¥
easy to forget to cover up that poster.

f ¢KSNB Aa FSIFEN 2dzi GKSNBE iUKF{i86 AT @2dzQNB 47
aleAy3as WL R2y Qi 1y26 6KI G Y nNdSbutlkndlsfiouliR2 5 L
R2Ay3 42YSGKAYy3IDQ

9 [one consequence is] early retirement.

I o¢KS aiNBaa | FFS0Gae K2g wiSIFHOKSNAR FNB68 Ayl
spouse when they come home, their general job satisfaction, and it contributes to a lot of different
GKAYy3a & & & ¢KSe YAIKG 6S GKAYylAy3a (GKFG ¢
gSQONB aiAy3a 2F (GKSYI odzi GKSe 2dzad 1yz26 ¢

Ny Ny

We keep increasing [the] accountability of teachers,andwS R2y Qi LI} & GKSY Iy
3SGGAy3 GKS @SNE o0Sad LIS2L)XS G2 0SS GSI OKSNE
glyd G2 YIS I RAFFSNBYyOS:I |yR &2dz ral)/u 02
tohelpkids.One{ AR &G GAYS®Q WL gl yd G2 YF1S I RATHT
might be working with kids who are really struggling and your kids are not doing really well on the
test, and do you want to stay in this and get paid this little bit of money? Or do you want to go out and
find a different job where you can actually get career advancement? | mean, | think that might be a
NBI OKZ o6dzii L GKAY]l GKIFIGQa LI NG 2F 6KIGQa KI
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Parent Theme Coded Passages

1 And for these teachers that have been in the system a while, and they choose not to try and grow with
GKS aeaidsSyz AGQa Slae FT2NI GKSY G2 oftlYS GKS
aK2dzZ R FyR GKF{iQa KFENR 2y (GKS ({ARaz | MHRwayk
around.

T 2SS KSINI GKS aNI OS G2 NBGANBYSyldoé | 2dz KSI NF
retiring because of all the increased accountability. | came from Virginia and one of the things I loved
about it when | came here was that there was less emphasis on that test and more emphasis on what
was good for kids. And | see ust and this is a part of the negative effectt moving more and more to
emphasis on this test and | think that sometimes that take the emphasis off the child, and | know that
ARSIfAaAGAOFffReY GKIGQa y20 ¢KFG aKz2dz R KI LI
OKAfR A& &adz00Saa¥FdzZ = odzi | t2G 2F dGAYSa GSI

for how your kids performon thistest. And 10 KAy 1 GKIF 4Q&a 3I2Ay3 (G2 685
T hyS 2F GKS dzyAYyiSyRSR yS3alriArA@S O2yaSljdsSy0Ss:
1 ¢KS aGNBaa fS@St Aa y2aG F+ 3I22R GKAYy3I FyR L

1 [Some teachers] see that they are not going to be able to roll with that [i.e., increased stress] and
@2dzQ@S 326G G2 R2 GKIG & o o 0tHY YR GKSe&
you know. (P2: | remember my first year of teaching | cried on the way home every day and people
R2y Qi dzy RSNEGlIYR (KFd® .dziz LQ@S 320G G2 Syeé
YR L GKAY]l LQ@S KIFIR a2yYS adz00Saavo

1 When they smear them [i.e., schools] in the paper and you have, say a small school that has 20 kids in
thirdgrade, yR & & & (G(KS G(S&ad a0O2NBa INB t246 I YyR
GKFG GSFOKSNI YR GKS gK2tS g2NIR (y26a o6K2
well as | know that when kids go through the system sometimes you have the cream of the crop and
sometimes you have the cream and mediocre and sometimes you have mediocre and the basement.
.dzi @2dz FNB adAft Lidzi Ay GKS LI LISNX ¢KS& Rz
grades because you have small schools. So they want to get out of those [tested] grades because no
fingers are being pointed at [them].

3. Narrowing of Curriculum and 1 [The assessment and accountability system] has a great big impact on what they teach in the
Instruction classroom and . . . | think there are people who will allow that to have a very narrow definition of what
they teach.
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Parent Theme Coded Passages

4. Differential Dfficulty for Schools with
Significant Subgroup Populations and
More TestedGrade Levels (i.e., Middle
Schools)
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1

We talk about [the fact that] we want to do Project Based Learning. PBL takes a lot of time, and it

incorporates many, many CSOs, inmany, manyRA FFSNBy i sl &ad . dzi AT
GKSNE &2dzQ@S 320 (2 KI PGS & & & (KAaAZ GKAAZ
I NBIFffe& ONBIGADBS GSIFEOKSNI KFGQa gAf A yRE2 WA

to say target that test, but you essentially do have to do that.

LQY KSNB G2 (Stf @&2dz dKIFGd L ¢2dzf R 32 FYyR 1y
R22NJ I yR al ez L R2y Qi 0S|I OK &@auh. S th&s&ne anynéd unit ¢
was taught in Kindergarten, and first grade, and second grade, and third grade, and fourth grade, and
really, by the time you get those kids at the beginning of fifth grade, the only thing those kids have

ever experienced, was a magnet, what it can touch and attract, and they did it for five years or for six
years. Their animal unit, their dinosaur unit, and basic biomes of plants. And that was it. Whether we
like it or not, because they know it will be assessed, they will make sure that those kids [know it].

| have a concern about the de-emphasis of creative arts and music [as a result of the assessment and
accountability system].

9@3N§2Y§Qé 2dzYLISR NARAIKG 2y GKFG NBIFRAYy3 4yF
AL Ayad GKSNBIX odzi (G2 G4KS al ONATFAOS 2F az2vY$S 2
[some counties], especially at the K - 4 level.

2S50@S 320 (2 FAYR | ¢gle& 2F 1SSLAyYy3I (KI G thee C
GKAy3a 06SOFdzaS (KIFIG SYyNROKSa (K2aS 1ARaQ f A
0SGGSNI WAy NBIFIRAY3I YR YIiIK AF (GKSé& KIR SEL
2dz2NJ {AR&a R2® al 806S ¢ StudBe [dfacysiBg orirea eadirfg andidhath}thats A i
NEFftte 6SQ@S ySSRSR G2 221 (26 NR GKS YS{k

The teachers think we test way too much with all of the benchmarking [that goes on].

The unintended uses too, especially in middle school are, they have such a large pocket of special
education and they are the . . . ones that . . . never make it [i.e., AYP]. In my mind those are some of

the more formative years [that set the stage for] how they are going to perform down the road. They
FNB 3SiGidAy3I GKS YAYyRaASG Ay YARRES aokKz2z2ftzx \

Our middle schools do carry a big load. We have very few elementary schools that have cell sizes in



Parent Theme Coded Passages

RAalof SRY odzi ¢S KIFI @S F2dz2NJ YARRES aoOKz22f as
KFE@Ay3a olGGfSa 20SNE W2Ke R2¥NEBE &2 &SXQY R yRz
Y18 ', t 0S0FdzaS e2dz R2y Qi KI @S OStt aail § ¢

2 A0K w2yftée INIRS mm AldQa {AYyR 2F Slaeée wi2

LGQa SFAASNI F2NJ KAIK a0OKz22fa FyR St SYSyhél NE
middle school.

First of all they [i.e., middle schools] are larger than the elementary schools. They have three tested
grades, but 100% of their school is tested [for accountability] and managing that is huge. But because
there are fewer of them [i.e., middle schools], the disabled population is concentrated in fewer
schools and more of those schools have cell size.

In the high schools, three grades are tested, but only one is used for accountability. In the elementary
schools, three gradesaretestSRYX odzi G KS &a0K22fa FNB avlftsSn

Middle schools [have] . . . been punished a lot with these tests in my mind.

hdzZNJ YARRfS &d0K22fta & & & (KSe& KIFI@S y20 YIRS
Ed subgroup.

5. Decreased Focus on Students who are T
at or Beyond Proficiency

| think another thing that kind of came up in our meeting, an unintended negative impact of testing is
GKFG 6SQNB adNHAItAy3I a2 KIFNR (2 m@@eitingdhdS NE ¢
dddzRSyda |4 GKS dzlIJSNJ SyR 2F GKS aLSOdNYzy

FGadSyldAazyzs |y
and sometimes you say, oh, these kidsaredoingo] 8 > G KS@QNB |G Yl aid SN
YIaGSNEK 2KIG Fo2dzi I32Ay3 0Se@2yR (G2 RAAGAY:

,2dzQ@S 2yfe 323G a2 YdzOK (GAYSZ

.dzi é2dz ySSR G2 Itaz2 t221 Fi Y2@Ay3a waddzRSy
2y GKIFl wWagSikRr&aGsd tAGGES o0AG 2F GNXr O 27
would it have [taken] to move that kid from the mastery to the above, and the above to the
RA&aGAYy3IdzA AaKSRKQ

And where does . . . funding go? Where does the majority of your funding go with personnel? It goes

70| Page



Parent Theme Coded Passages
R2gy KSNB wi2 GKS 1ARa o0St2¢ YlIauSNBGxz Al F
above].

T 'YR L R2yQli (y2¢> GKSNBE FINBE LidzaSa | yR YAyo
whole lot of stress on the system, personnelqwise. And [it involves] shifting the way you look at things
and the way you do things and the way you utilize the people, but it is still [focused on] those kids who
FNBY QG 1ljdzZA GS YI { Ay 3 AGGS yUlkAF 20y FANBD 346 dFGyAR/ 30 K- it
the middle and high school as well.

1 Ithink kids pick up on that, especially at the high school level . . . | see them, we catch them doing
things on the computer because | have this accountability system now and | can catch them now. And

F 20 2F GKSY IINB 322R 1ARaXI IyR (KS@2QNB ax
CKS@QNB 322FAy3 2FFX (KS@QNB R2Ay3 GKSasS {k
becausewedoy Qi KI @S GKS LINRPIANIY GKFdG 6S ySSR Ay

shortcoming.
6. Other Classroom Level Assessments a § You know the one thing that . . . [keeps] going through my mind with this is [that] we keep comparing

WESTEST 2 are not Aligned to Each and contrasting WESTEST 2 with every other test that children take, including NAEP. Sometime along
Other GKS 6Fr8& LQR tA1S G2 aSS K2g y20G 2dzad GKS NE
do.

9 There are kids that are making Mastery on the WESTEST that are failing on that [other] part and when
GKSe GF{1S I NBFIRAYy3I tS@St laaSaavySyid AdQqa
made Mastery on the WESTEST, you know? Reconcile that.

f Theybomboutonthe2 9{ ¢9{ ¢ & & o @St GKSe YIRS ! Qa
that are doing that. We are seeing probably . .. almost 6% of our kids [for whom] there is a difference
between grade level scores . . . and their placement scores in reading and math.

7. Decreased Student Morale and 1 We have some schools report children as crying because they are so stressed out.
Increased Pressure

T ¢KS@QNB 3I227F
0SO0FdzaS ¢S R
shortcoming.

ya 2FFz GKS@QNB R2Ay3 i
GKS LINRINFY GKI G

N >
<
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FNB 3ISiGiAy3a (KS YRKRRIABR ALY WRRRRKS aKOK 2
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Appendix D z Proposed Research Agenda to Examine Intended
and Unintended Consequences of the Statewide Assessment and
Accountability System
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Relevant Peer Review
Questions

5-Year Research Agenda Overview

4.1(a)

Has the State specified the
purposes of the assessments,
delineating the types of uses and
decisions most appropriate to
each? Has the State ascertained
that the decisions based on the
results of its assessments are
consistent with the purposes for
which the assessments were
designed?

4.1(b)

Has the State ascertained whether
the assessment system produces
intended and unintended
consequences?

Study of the
extent to which
Type | and Type Il
classification
errors occurred in
2008-2009 is
conducted

Focus Group data
collected from key
county-level
stakeholders to
address RQ2
regarding
intended and
unintended uses
and consequences
of the statewide
assessment and
accountability
system

2008-09 error rates
published in Part |
report

Focus group
findings published
in Part | report

Second annual
examination of
Type | and Type Il
classification errors
(09-10 school year)

Case studies
conducted in
schools identified as
either Type | or
Type Il error schools
during 08-09 school
year to identify
nature of
consequences

Additional focus
groups with school-
level stakeholders
conducted to
further address RQ2

2011

2009-10 error rates
published in Part Il
report

Case study results
published in Part Il
report.

Focus group
findings published
in Part Il report

Third annual
examination of Type
I'and Type Il
classification errors
(09-10 school year)

Battery of surveys
are developed using
input from focus
groups and expert
panel (i.e., WV
Technical Assistance
Committee)

Surveys
administered
statewide to WV
educators, school
administrators,
students and
parents

2012

2010-11 error
rates published
in Part Il report

Findings from
surveys
published in Part
Il report

Fourth annual
examination of
Type | and Type
Il classification
errors (10-11
school year)

Conduct
additional
research
activities
deemed
necessary by
prior research
and expert
review

2011-12 error
rates published in
Part IV report

Fifth annual
examination of
Type I and Type Il
classification
errors (11-12
school year)

2012-13 Error
rates published in
Part V report

Conduct
additional
research activities
deemed necessary
by prior research
and expert review

1.

2013-2014 error
rates published in
Part V report
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Quarterly Milestones

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Focus groups conducted
with West Virginia
Assessment Advisory
Committee

Part | report disseminated via Part Il report disseminated via Part Il report Part IV report Part V report
OAAR Web-site OAAR Web-site disseminated via disseminated via disseminated
Quarter 1 OAAR Web-site OAAR Web-site via OAAR
January thru Planning for Part Il report Planning for Part Il report Web-site
March begins begins
Meetings conducted Select schools to take part in Develop battery of surveys to
with OAAR staff to Part Il case studies to be administered statewide
Quarter 2 discuss and plan 5-Year determine nature of based on focus group data
April thru Research Agenda and consequences of assessment collected in 2009 and 2010
June Part | report system (selection based on
data from Part | report)
Data compiled for 2008- Data compiled for 2009 ¢ Data compiled for 2010 ¢ Data compiled for 9§  Data compiled for
2009 Type | and Type |l 2010 Type | and Type |l 2011 Type | and Type |l 2011 ¢ 2012 Type 2012 ¢ 2013 Type
classification error rates classification error rates classification error rates l'and Type Il l'and Type I
Quarter 3 o A
July thru _ N _ classification classification
September !Data c_ollected viasurveys and Administer statewide surveys error rates error rates
interviews at case study sites to measure scope of
intended/unintended
outcomes and consequences
Outline of research plan Conduct additional focus
presented to West group interviews with school-
Virginia Technical level stakeholders
Assistance Committee
(WV TAC) for comment
Quarter 4
October Comments from TAC
thru integrated into research
December design
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