KENTUCKY GENERAL ASSEMBLY
OFFICE OF EDUCATION ACCOUNTABILITY

ANNUAL REPORT

December 1995






INTRODUCTION

A review of the Executive Summary from the 1994 OEA Annual Report
finds that many of the recommendations presented there have been acted upon.

o The National Panel on assessment completed their work and
many changes were made in the assessment program as a result.

o A meeting on SEEK was convened and adjustments and changes
for the future were discussed.

s The increased emphasis on school district and state program
accountability continued.

This is the fifth Office of Education Accountability Annual Report, each of
them subtitled "Measuring Progress.” In our travels, we have, indeed, found much
progress. We report that extended school programs are at every school. FRYSCs
are exceeding their expectations. The Kentucky preschool program is considered a
model for the nation.

To date, Kentucky is the only state to fully implement and sustain a major
education reform initiative. We will continue to improve, revise and make
adjustments in our educational programs and keep our commitment to a quality
education for all children of the Commonwealth.

The recommendations found in the 1995 OEA Annual Report are offered in
the spirit of improving what we have and anticipating additional reform initiatives.
It is our hope that you will read the Annual Report and use it as a resource to
review the past and frame the future for education in Kentucky

K. Penney Sanders, Ph.D., Director
Office of Education Accountability
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The fifth report of the Office of Education Accountability relies, as in years
past, on data collection from a variety of sources: Kentucky Department of
Education, Cabinet for Human Resources, Council on Higher Education, Prichard
Committee, Kentucky Institute for Educational Research, research studies from

higher education and OEA field reviews and interviews.

As we move into the final year of the implementation phase of the reform
effort, it appears that much of the structure is solidly in place. Preschool, extended
school services, family resource and youth service centers, school-based decision
making councils, while not in every school, are certainly well underway. AS noted
in several of the recommendations, these programs need to continue refining their
reporting, focusing less on numbers served and more on what has happened as a

result of participation in the programs.

The primary program, while the source of much controversy, needs to be
continued with improved communication to parents regarding their child's
progress. The use of the Kentucky Early Learning Profile (KELP) needs to be
clarified, as well as the development of better guidelines on appropriate student

grouping and instructional strategies.

Underlying many of the recommendations is the continued need for-
meaningful professional development. In fact, over the next several years, -
professional development and training will be the keys to moving our students
ahead academically. All activities need to be carefully evaluated for quality.

Regional service centers are an essential ingredient in ensuring the delivery of



effective development activities for all educators. Curriculum alignment, a critical
instructional component, needs to be a professional development priority for
teachers. There must be a discussion of creating more time for professional

development so that teachers and students do not lose valuable classroom time.

Technology is also an essential component of on-going training and
professional development. While the current ratio of four teachers for every one
teacher workstation is an improvement from past years, we must move
aggressively to ensure that every teacher in the Commonwealth has his/her own
workstation. This would not only provide excellent training for teachers, but
would cause the computer to become an essential instructional tool, much like the

chalkboard or overhead projector.

In the area of finance, tremendous progress has been made. However, we
must continue to review the SEEK formula and begin to determine what
instructional impact the additional moneys have had. Some exploratory work in

cost-benefit analysis has begun and should be expanded.

The section entitled Alternative Education, located in the Appendix,
outlines some of the "horizon" issues that will be under discussion in the next few
years. Included here is a brief discussion of alternative programs, an issue more

school districts are dealing with.

With the development of the new RFP for assessment, many of the
questions and concerns surrounding Kentucky's testing program will be resolved.
However, there needs to be continued discussions regarding the appropriateness of

high stakes assessment and the related technical quality issues. Because



assessment data is used in so many decisions about schools, it must be a credible

"measuring stick."

The implementation phase of the reform initiative is almost at a close. The
focus now must be to determine what has changed in schools as a result of our
efforts and "chart the course" for continuation of Kentucky's reform agenda as

described in House Bill 940.



s

Involvement in Categorical Programs |

¢ Generally, many decisions regarding categorical programs -- i.€., special education,

gifted education -- continue to be made from the district office. There appears to
be a perception among council members that these programs are off limits since
the funds for these programs are controlled by the district.  District
administrators/coordinators should make it an accepted practice to communicate

important instructional and programmatic information to councils and committees.

Likewise, councils should review categorical program budgets to ensure resources

are targeted to the needs of their school. )

Parental Involvement

¢ Council members frequently express frustration at the lack of parental involvement
at their school. However, it appears that very few councils have developed
comprehensive initiatives for involving parents in systematic decision making. At
best, most parents seem to have a peripheral understanding of many important
policy and programmatic issues. School councils should initiate well-planned and
organized parental involvement initiatives that employ the many available
resources for increasing parental involvement. School district central office

personnel should assist councils in this effort.

Superintendent/Principal Training and Assessment

¢ Administrator training, testing, and assessment for principals and superintendents
should be retained and included in the university preparation program for

certification. This would ensure that no one could receive certification without

successful completion of all assessments.
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¢ Promulgate a regulation for the superintendent testing program to address the
issue of those who do not complete the qualification process within the allotted

year's time.

¢ Promulgate a regulation for the superintendent testing program to establish the
maximum number of times an individual can take the test for each module before

declaring that individual to be ineligible for certification in that position.

Superintendent Screening Committee

* All superintendent vacancies should be posted at the Kentucky Department of
Education.
¢ Because of ambiguities in KRS 160.352, the Kentucky Department of Education

should prepare a program advisory to clarify the responsibilities and expectations

for the screening committee.

é Consideration should be given to changing the composition of the screening
g

committee to include more community participation.

¢ Increased efforts must be made to widen search efforts to ensure greater gender,
race, and geographic diversity in the candidate pool. Screening committees and
school boards should review affirmative action (EEOC) regulations before

beginning their work.

Educational Technology In Kentucky

¢ The instructional technology component must be the top priority of
Kentucky's technology program even if full funding of the total program is

not possible.
19



The Kentucky Department of Education should encourage school districts
to move rapidly to attain the 1996 Update to the Master Plan for Education
Technology's goal of one teacher workstation per teacher. Computer access
and training of teachers appear to increase the demand for technology

resources in the classroom.

The Finance and Administration Cabinet should continue to oversee
Kentucky's technology program through the Kentucky Education
Technology System Project Office. This oversight could be enhanced by
revitalizing the Kentucky Education Technology System Steering

Committee and expanding it to include several legislators.

The University of Kentucky/Institute on Education Reform's report
substantiates that school districts are lagging behind in connecting
classrooms to classrooms, schools to schools, and the central office. Also,
the report suggests this connectivity restriction is resulting in the low use of
technology services (e.g., on-line catalogues, search services, and electronic
mail) in the classroom. To accelerate the "connectivity” of classrooms and
schools, the next biennial appropriation for Kentucky's technology program

should be targeted directly to schools and teacher and student workstations.

A careful review should be performed by the Finance and Administration
Cabinet of the MUNIS implementation to determine whether the additional
$4.3 million funding is required because of the Commonwealth
inadequately identifying the requirements of the financial package or
because of The Computer Center Software failing to adequately perform

tasks in Milestone 1 and 2 for which they have been paid.

20



The Task Order process needs to again identify all resources required to
complete a task and also provide an associated timeline. This will allow the
Kentucky Education Technology System Project Office to better determine

fiscally if any particular portion of the project is off track.

The scope of the project, particularly recurring costs, should be carefully
reviewed by the Kentucky Department of Education, the Legislature, and
the Executive Branch to insure that adequate funding will be available in

the foreseeable future.

The Kentucky Department of Education should ensure every effort is made
to alleviate any "red tape" so that local districts may be able to spend their

money on technology in a reasonable timeframe.

The Kentucky Department of Education should continue to discern mission
critical human resource requirements for both long and short term. Long
term positions should be hired as employees to protect continuity of the

project.

Studies must be conducted to determine how technology is being used to

improve instruction in the classroom.

The Kentucky Department of Education must focus on identifying,
articulating, and providing acceptable practices for implementing

technology to schools that are encountering difficulty.

Funding Kentucky's Schools

The SEEK base amount should continue to be increased. A 4-6 percent increase

in each year of the 1996-98 biennium appears appropriate when utilizing the
21



National Center for Education Statistics' projected increases in national per pupil

spending as a benchmark index.

All SEEK factors; i.e., exceptional children, transportation, at-risk, home/hospital,
should continue to be fully funded. This would continue to impact the adjusted
guaranteed base component of the SEEK program positively for all 176 Kentucky

school districts.

A study of professional compensation should be initiated so the Commonwealth
can change the base of teacher compensation to professionally recognized factors

beyond the indirect measures of education, rank, and experience currently used.

Extended school services, preschool, and professional development programs
should become additional factors of the SEEK program's calculated base instead of

continuing to be "stand alone" categorical programs.

Use prior year assessments in the SEEK program calculation. This would allow
Kentucky Department of Education to provide local school districts with a final
calculation by the close of the calendar year rather than the close of the fiscal year.
Also, tentative calculations would be more accurate and timely, thus enhancing the

local school district budgeting process.

The Facilities Support Program of Kentucky program should continue to be fully

funded.

Resolve the conflict between KRS 160.470 and KRS 157.440 so that the Tier II

limit on the amount of local revenue a school district can raise is absolute.
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ASSESSMENT

OVERVIEW

Historical Perspective

The General Assembly with the passage of House Bill 940 in 1990,
envisioned an assessment program that would eventually change the way
classroom instruction was delivered. The goal was a performance-based
curricalum that would require students to think critically, solve problems,
communicate, integrate and apply knowledge as well as produce responsible and

self-reliant individuals.

KRS 158.6453-55 mandated that the Kentucky Board of Education (KBE)
contract with three or more consultants in the field of performance assessment to
develop a framework for an interim performance-based assessment program that
would move all public schools toward a primarily performance-based assessment
program by July 1, 1996. These consultants were required to develop a request for
Proposal (RFP) that the Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) would issue to
potential contractors, then review the proposals and recommend one to the KBE
for implementing the five-year interim assessment program. The enabling statute

i

called for the assessment to measure schoo! accountability, be "NAEP-like," and
measure reading, writing, mathematics and social studies in grades 4, 8, and 12 so

that there could be national comparisons.

Advanced Systems in Measurement and Evaluation (ASME) of Dover, New
Hampshire, was awarded the $29.5 million contiact to develop, administer, score

and report assessment results for the five-year period. KDE and ASME jointly
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developed the Kentucky Instructional Results Information System (KIRIS) in the
fall of 1991. The first assessments, administered in the 1991-92 school year,
consisted of writing portfolios, performance events, an on-demand essay, and

multiple choice items.

KRS 158.6455 and 704 KAR 4:010, the subsequent regulation approved by
the KBE, called for this data to be aggregated into a single-school score that would
provide a baseline for schools to be measured against over the next two years.
Schools would be rewarded or sanctioned based on an expected growth of 10
percent of the distance between the baseline score and 100. The regulation also
defined four performance standards and their value: Novice (Value 0), Apprentice
(Value .40), Proficient (Value 1.00) and Distinguished (Value 1.40). Individual
student scores were multiplied by one of these values to comprise five-sixths of
the school score. The remaining one-sixth was a compilation of various
non-cognitive indicators that included school attendance, drop-out rate, retention

and transition to adult life for all high school graduates.

The enabling legislation also required the creation of a Council for School
Performanc: Standards whose charge was to frame the leaming goals and
transform them into expected outcomes that were to be couched in "measurable
terms.” Seventy-five standards were developed and they were called "Valued

Outcomes."

As the curriculum frameworks were delivered to schools in the summer of
1992, criticism began alleging that the assessment system was inaccurate and
imposed certain values and beliefs on children. The valued outcomes became

very controversial, especially as they related to the goals of "self-sufficiency” and
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"responsible group membership." Even the term "valued outcome” became

controversial.

The 1991-92 assessment data for the baseline year indicated that about 90
percent of the state's students scored either at the Novice or Apprentice levels. In
1992-93, KIRIS assessment data revealed that scores regressed at the 12th grade
with only 20 of 256 high schools making progress. Eighth grade showed slight
progress and fourth grade scores indicated excellent progress. KDE attributed the
low 12th grade scores to schools not taking the test seriously ("senioritis," low
motivation). At this point, it became clear that testing students with no

consequences attached was not a good indicator of a school's efforts.

In January 1994, Dr. Boysen, Commissioner of Education, requested that
the legislature delay until 1996 the "schools-in-crisis” sanctions. Additionally, he
requested that the grade 12 tests (after the 1993-94 school year) be moved to grade
11. The rationale was that the test had little meaning for seniors who would not

receive scores before they graduated.

Also as part of these "mid-course corrections,” Commissioner Boysen
requested that goals three and four ("self-sufficiency” and "responsible group
membership") be removed from the assessment. Subsequently, KBE promulgated
a regulation reducing the number of outcomes from 75 to 57 and changing the
name to "Academic Expectations.” All these requests were granted by the General

. PSR P
Assembly.



Current Status

Results from the 1993-94 assessments indicated that 95 percent of the
state's schools made improvement, while less than 5 percent were in-decline after
year two of the biennium. There were 480 schools (38 percent) eligible for
rewards, while an additional 8 percent (100 schools) met threshold and were
deemed successful. In year two of the biennium, 22 percent (269 schools) of
schools were categorized as "successful in year two" which exempted them from
sanctions. An additional 28 percent (349 schools) of the schools had an
accountability index that fell somewhere between baseline and threshold and were
classified as "improving." In summary, 46 percent (580 schools) of schools met or

exceeded threshold in the first biennium.

Twenty-six million dollars ($26,000,000) was given to schools as rewards
for certified staff to determine how the money was to be distributed. Of the $26
million reward, initially $25,531,395 was distributed to 479 schools and 42
districts. It is interesting to note that from a survey by KDE of 74 rewards schools
only 8 percent of those who received the bonuses want to continue the reward
process as it is. Many educators reported that making decisions about rewards was
difficult, emotionally painful, or divisive. In the same survey, 63 percent of
teachers want the statute to: (1) Regulate distribution, 32 percent; (2) More
guidelines, 19 percent; (3) Money should go to schools, not teachers, 7 percent; (4)
Totally do away with rewards, 5 percent. It is obvious that certified staff are not

pleased with the decisions related to disbursing awards. (See Appendix A: Major

Suggestions Regarding Rewards Based on Survey of 74 Rewards Schools).

28



During the spring of 1995, schools began KIRIS testing in grades 4, 8, 11,
and 12. It was necessary to test grade 12 for one more year to equate with grade
11 and adjust schools' index back to the baseline year. The methodology for this
equating has still not been communicated by KDE. Current projections are that
school will not receive 1994-95 assessment data until January 1996. This will
include the baseline for biennium two. Grade 11 will begin testing in February to
determine success for biennium two. There is a one-month window between

baseline notification and the beginning of testing at grade 11.

In February 1995, the Kentucky Institute for Education Research (KIER)
released a study done by Western Michigan University which concluded that
KIRIS, in its current form, was not yielding school scores that were reliable

enough for school accountability or disbursing rewards.

OEA, through its Oversight Committee, commissioned a study in the fall of
1994 to review the technical quality of KIRIS. The study was conducted by Dr.
Ronald K. Hambleton, University of Massachusetts at Amherst,
Dr. Richard M. Jaeger, University of North Carolina at Greensboro;
Dr. Daniel Koretz, The Urban Institute, Washington, D.C.; Dr. Robert L. Linn,
University of Colorado at Boulder; Dr. Jason Millman, Cornell University; and

Dr. Susan E. Phillips, Michigan State University.

The report, completed in June 1995, was presented to the OEA Oversight
Committee. The chief purpose of the OEA report was to advise the legislature of
technical concerns that needed to reviewed and corrected before the next KIRIS
contract.  These included the issues of standard-setting, equating/linking,

appropriateness of portfolios, and other technical concerns related to validity and
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reliability. While many educators believe that KIRIS has positively changed
classroom instruction, the technical integrity issues need resolution. Because
KIRIS is used in a "high stakes" environment, there can be no questions about its

technical quality or defensibility.

During the June 27, 1995 meeting of the OEA Oversight Committee, the

following resolution was enacted affirming the continued support of a primarily

performance-based assessment program for Kentucky schools:

Resolution of the OEA Oversight Committee - June 27, 1995

The committee:

L. Emphasizes its fundamental and strong support for an assessment and an

accountability system.

b

Recommends the Department of Education report to this committee how

portfolios may appropriately be used in an accountability system.

(o

Reconfirms its commitment to primarily performance-based testing systems
and to a test that provides the state with valid national comparisons, and
directs the Department to advise this committee how these objectives will
be met, both in the short term and the long term.

4. Reconfirms its commitment to the financial reward system and demands
that the Department, before further distribution of rewards, demonstrate
adequate proof of the validity and reliability of the accountability system;
and further recommends that the reward money be retained in the trust
fund, and that the legislature proceed with the expected increase in

appropriation in the 1996 session.
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5. Recommends that the Department assure that the test emphasizes content,
not just process.

6. Recommends that the Department take the time to make appropriate and
wise adjustments to the assessment and accountability systems and solicit
recommendations from teachers, superintendents, board members,
interested members of the public, and test experts, keeping in mind that an

accountability system is essential.

The following includes the Executive Summary, Major Evaluative

Questions, Major Findings, and Recommendations from the OEA report:

Review of the Measurement Quality of the Kentucky Instructional
Results Information System, 1991 - 1994

-Executive Summary-

Pumoses of the Review and General Conclusion

In September of 1994 a national panel of six measurement specialists was appointed by the
Office of Education Accountability of the Kentucky General Assembly to address the following

question:

Is the measurement guality of KIRIS sufficient to support the

intended uses of the KIRIS results and the actions taken by the

Kentucky Department of Education and the legislature? And. t©
the extent that shortcomings in KIRIS are identified. what
changes would need to be made to improve the accountability and
assessment system?

After reviewing large numbers of curriculum and technical documents and assessments,
conducting a number of relevant analyses, and carefully considering our findings, the Panel is in

unanimous agreement that KIRIS is seriously flawed and needs to be substantially revised. The
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Panel is not suggesting that the educational reform movement in Kentucky is a failure or that
educators are not working hard to implement the goals of KERA. We are not suggesting either
that the educational reforms taking place in the areas of curriculum design and instruction and
teacher in-service training are not worthwhile. The Panel is saying that the accountability and
assessment system has major flaws which need to be corrected as Kentucky moves into the second
accountability cycle. This broad conclusion does not arise from any single piece of evidence but
rather is based on the Panel's review and analysis of (1) assessment development procedures, (2)
the accountability index and its reliability, (3) portfolio scoring, (4) the linking or equating of
assessments from one year to the next, (5) the procedures used to set performance standards, and
(6) evidence addressing the impact of KIRIS on student leaming. Appropriate corrections or
modifications along the lines of the recommendations below should allow KERA to come closer t0

achieving its full potential.

Background

In 1990 the Kentucky legislature passed a major education bill that was intended to
substantially redesign educational goals, services, and programs in the state. The Kentucky
Education Reform act (KERA) required that new and ambitious goals for education be set and that
curricula, instruction, and school administration to be reorganized to insure that all students in the

Kentucky public schools could and would meet the new goals.

A major component of the education reform initiative in Kentucky is the Kentucky

Instructional Results Information System (KIRIS). KIRIS is the accountability and assessment

system of KERA which (

\

1) produces annual results on the performance of schools, districts, and

the state, in relation to the new goals of Kentucky education in the areas of reading, mathematics,
science, social studies, and writing, (2) holds schools accountable for achieving the new goals of
Kentucky education, (3) results in schools being given rewards and sanctions based upon student
performance at selected grades (grades 4, 8, and 12) in relation to expected levels of performance
on both cognitive as well as non-cognitive outcomes, and (4) provides student performance results

in five subject areas to students, parents, and their teachers.

Among the main features of KIRIS are that (1) the rewarding and sanctioning of schools
based upon student performance makes KIRIS a "high-stakes" accountability system for schools,
(2) school accountability depends mains on the assessment of cognitive outcomes in the areas of
mathematics, reading, social studies, science and writing performance but also on non-cognitive

variables such as school attendance, and (3) assessment is performance-based which means that
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students are expected to construct responses to questions and tasks and produce performances and
projects rather than select answers to problems (such as is the case with multiple-choice items).
These three features of KIRIS as a set as well as others in KIRIS are relatively new in American
education and not easy to implement because they represent a major change in educational

philosophy, curricula, instructional methods, and approaches to assessment.

Major E iv ion

The main measurement questions which guides the work of the Panel along with brief

descriptions of the questions themselves and how the questions were addressed follow:

1. Are the cognitive tests of the Kentucky Instructional Results Information System (KIRIS) built

in a sufficiently sound way to support the accountability and assessment tasks of the Kentucky
Educational Reform Act?

To answer this question, the Panel reviewed the educational goals in Kentucky along with the
efforts to operationalize those goals into instructional initiatives and then considered the
assessments which were produced to address the initiatives. How were the assessments
developed, and can the development of assessments be improved? To the extent that the
educational assessments fall short in quality, then the whole accountability and assessment
system becomes questionable. A review of technical documentation and available assessment
materials provided the basis for answering this question.

2. For the school accountahihtv Wstem How accurate is the CldSSIflCthlOll ofa echool into one of

Evidence re(uu‘dmg this queqtmn can be obtained by evaluating the expected size of the
changes from one assessment to another of the same kind in a school's accountability index.
Little confidence in the accountability system should exist if the classification of a school
depended to a great extent on the particular tasks which were selected for the assessment, on
the particular persons who rated the students' work, or on the cohort of students enrolled in a
given year. To address this question, the Panel reviewed results of generalizability and
decision consistency of school classification analyses provided by the Department of
Education.

Scores are reported in KIRIS for both schools and students. To what extent might student
scores change simply due to the choice of raters to grade student work, or the selection of _
assessment tasks? Without a reasonably low level of error in the scores due to the selection of
tasks and assignment of scorers, any use of the scores would be limited. For example, it only
makes sense to describe a student as "proficient” when there is reasonable confidence that, ona
new assessment with content chosen within the same curriculum framework and of the same
difficulty as the first, a student would have a high probability of being classified as "proficient”
again. The Panel reviewed analyses of KIRIS data to investigate this important questions.
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6.

Are the scores from the writing portfolio reliable and valid? The development of writing skills
is a central part of the education reform movement in Kentucky and therefore writing
assessment is a main part of the accountability and assessment system. Are the portfolios
scored accurately enough for the purposes to which KIRIS puts them, and are they
implemented in ways that will produce valid inferences about gains in student performance?
Available documents and new analyses provided a basis for investigating this question.

Are KIRIS scores equivalent across administrations? Equivalent measures are especially
important when the focus of an accountability system is on growth or change over time. To

the extent that assessments from one year to the next are not statistically equivalent and
equivalent in content, comparisons of achievement from one year to the next will be seriously
misleading. Analysis of equating data from 1991-92, 1992-93, and 1993-94 enabled the Panel
10 address this question.

Are the performance standards defensible? KIRIS is a criterion-referenced assessment system
and this means that performance standards are set to define levels of performance or
proficiency in relation to a well-defined set of educational outcomes. Students are classified as
Novice, Apprentice, Proficient, and Distinguished, and the percentage of students in each
category over time is the primary component in the accountability index which drives school
rewards and sanctions. It is critical, therefore, that a defensible method for setting
performance standards be adopted and then be implemented with considerable care. A review
of available documents and some new analyses provided a basis for addressing this question.

Are the reports of accountability and assessment results prepared for policy-makers,
administrators, educators, students, and parents clear and understandable? To the extent that
any or all of these groups may be misinformed because of the types of report forms used or
scales on which results are reported, KIRIS will fall short of its goals. It is impossible for
persons who are misinformed to use the wealth of accountability and assessment information
provided by KIRIS. This questions was addressed by the Panel by reviewing a sample of score
reports from 1993-94,

To what extent do any gains in KIRIS scores reflect real improvements in student learning?
Large gains in KIRIS scores have been reported by the Kentucky Department of Education.
However, experiences with other test-based accountability systems suggest caution: Gains in
scores on high-stakes assessments do not always indicate commensurate gains in student
achievement. Spurious gains can be produced by a variety of factors, such as breaches in
security and teaching students to be better test-takers. The Panel examined limited data from
other assessments -- in particular, the National Assessment of Educational Progress and
American College Testing college admissions tests -- to explore the meaning of the large gains
in KIRIS scores during the first biennium.

The questions above provided the framework for the review that was carried out by the

Panel. In addition, Professor Susan Phillips provided a review of KIRIS from a legal perspective.

That work and recommendations which were generated from Dr. Phillips' review are contained in

Appendix A.
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Test Standar

The 1985 Test Standards were developed jointly by the American Educational Research
Association, the American Psychological Association, and the National Council on Measurement
in Education. These professional standards for the construction and use of educational and
psychological tests provide a widely accepted and useful basis for reviewing KIRIS. For aspects
of KIRIS not covered directly by the test standards, the Panel applied its collective professional

judgment,

The Panel reviewed the 1991-92, 1992-93, and 1993-94 KIRIS technical reports, and a
large number of memos and other curriculum and technical documents, assessments and related
materials, training manuals, and interpretive guides and score reports. In addition, the Panel
carried out a number of new analyses and repeated several analyses which had been carried out
previously by the Kentucky Department of Education or Advanced Systems. All of our findings
were considered by the Panel at several meetings and were thoroughly discussed prior to inclusion
in our Final Report.

Major Findings

As KIRIS is currently designed and implemented, it is flawed to the extent that, in the
Panel's judgment, the present form of KIRIS cannot support its accountability and assessment
goals and objectives. Also, as a result of the serious measurement flaws, (1) the public is being
misinformed about the extent to which student achievement has improved statewide; and (2) the
public is being misled by being given information about the accomplishments of individual students

that may be inaccurate.

Our major findings which support the main conclusion above are as follows:

1. The misclassification rates of schools in some reward categories are high and therefore
the rewards and sanctions may be difficult to defend.

2. Although limited, evidence from other assessments (National Assessment of
Educational Progress and the American College Tests) fails to show any reflection of
the large gains observed on KIRIS. This suggests that at least in the grades and
subject areas to which these data pertain, KIRIS markedly overstates actual gains in
student achievement. The Panel did not have enough information to ascertain the
causes of the exaggerated gains on KIRIS, but many factors, such as teaching students
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to be better test-takers, faulty baseline scores, or breaches of assessment security,
could have contributed.

3. Repeated use of ad-hoc, judgmental procedures for linking or equating assessments in
1992, 1993, and 1994 result in an accumulation of equating errors which make year (o
year comparisons of KIRIS results of questionable validity. Changes in equating
methods over the years further reduce the validity of the equating results and challenge
the desired interpretations of KIRIS results.

4. The setting of performance standards was seriously flawed -- for example, by the
decision to set standards only on the basis of three items per subject and grade. In
addition, critical aspects of the standard-setting process were not well enough
documented to determine their adequacy. Therefore, the Panel considers the
performance standards used to classify students as Novice, Apprentice, Proficient, and
Advanced to be untrustworthy. This makes the information provided to parenis and
others about student performance potentially misleading. It also compounds the errors
in the classification of schools that result from other factors, such as sampling and the
limited number of test items.

5. For numerous reasons, the Panel concluded that the KIRIS portfolio assessments are
currently inappropriate for use in the KIRIS accountability system. Despite
improvements in rater consistency over the first biennium, the scoring of portfolios
remains too flawed for use in a high-stakes system. IN particular, scores provided by
teachers in students' own schools -- the scores used in the accountability system --
remain biased upward by a substantial and variable amount. Numerous aspects of the
operation of the program cast doubt on the validity of portfolio scores, and the
evidence pertaining to validity is both very limited and unpersuasive. On the other
hand,. the Panel remains guardedly optimistic about the potential instructional effects
of the portfolio program and would endorse its continuation in a lower-stakes form.

Several other findings which support our main conclusion but are of lesser importance

than the five major findings above are as follows:

1. There is inadequate documentation of the assessment development process (e.g.
assessment review process), equating, and standard-setting. This inadequacy of
documentation undermines the trustworthiness of the key conclusions the assessment is
intended to support because it makes it impossible to evaluation numerous threats to
validity.

2. Although the Panel recognizes that the Department has terminated the multiple-choice-
component of KIRIS primarily for the presumed effects on instruction rather than for
measurement reasons, the negative ramifications of this decision for the quality of
measurement are numerous and severe. The Panel strongly recommends re-
incorporating multiple-choice items by the Department of Education from all of the
important analyses unnecessarily restricts content coverage, lowers the reliability of
the school accountability index, reduces the stability of the equating or linking of
assessments from one year to the next, reduces the stability of the performance
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standards, and creates less reliable and valid scores for school and individual score
reporting.

3. Collaboration between students and others (other students, teachers, and others) is
substantial in KIRIS and poses a potentially serious threat to the validity of both
student-level and school-level results. Although formally identified group products
play a very limited role in the KIRIS assessment, collaboration between students and
others is substantial in both the portfolios and the performance events. The difficulties
inherent in collaborative assessment are clear but the Panel is not aware of any
evidence having been collected to support the validity of KIRIS's use of collaborative
work. The Panel considers it essential that evidence of validity be presented for any
collaborative work included in KIRIS for high-stakes purposes.

Other conclusions based upon our Panel's review are important to highlight because they

are encouraging for the future of KIRIS:

I. The Panel applauds the Department of Education for encouraging research and
evaluation pertaining to KIRIS and for permitting and facilitating independent research
by third parties unconnected to the Department or its contractor. This research will be
essential for improving KIRIS, and the Panel strongly recommends that the
Department continue its support of both internal and extemnal research efforts.

2. The Panel's impression is that the Department of Education is willing to improve
KIRIS and there is evidence that improvements have been made over the last four
years when problems have been identified (e.g. improvements in portfolio scoring, and
assessment development). Even some of the preliminary suggestions from our Panel
have already been accepted and incorporated into KIRIS.

3. The Department of Education and Advanced Systems have demonstrated the
capability of developing essential material and training documents in the areas of
KIRIS implementation, curriculum development, assessment development, and
portfolio implementation and scoring.

4. The Department of Education has recognized the central role of teacher training and
has devoted significant effort to the delivery of essential teacher training.

Recommendations

The Panel's major recommendation is that KIRIS needs to be restructured and redesigned
if it is to accomplish its objectives. Main recommendations follow and more specific

recommendations appear in other parts of our Final Report:

1. The portfolios should not be used at this time in the accountability index.
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Any assessment data used for accountability purposes should be scored extemally to

the schools in which the data are collected.

An ethical code of conduct for assessment activities should be developed and
implemented. The Department of Education should also develop an in-house
capability for auditing school procedures and sanctioning confirmed breaches of

assessment security.

The amount of validation work on the assessments should be expanded. Additional
construct validation evidence is needed to support the various uses and interpretations

of the performance assessment data.

The design for equating assessments should be strengthened and the ad hoc procedures
eliminated. The Department should use a scientifically sound and rigorous approach
to assessment equating because this activity is absolutely critical to the integrity of the
total KIRIS system.

Performance standards should be re-established and full documentation of the process
should be provided. The Department is strongly advised to avoid the use of ad hoc,
unjustified statistical linkages in establishing standards.

The various score report forms should be field tested prior to their use to insure that
communication of important information is clear and understandable. Also, effective
communication of results must include caveats about the resulis (e.g., altemative
interpretations and cautions) and indications of the measurement error in the data to

reduce the likelihood of over interpretation and misinterpretation.

Material provided to the press and the public should provide alternative interpretations
of the results when such altemative interpretations are plausible. Results released in
the media should contain important caveats such as the lack of generalizability of

findings to new sets of tasks.
There is a great need to establish routine auditing procedures on all aspects of KIRIS

including assessment development, standard-setting, equating, etc. Because of the

high-stakes nature of KIRIS and the resulting potential for inflated gains in scores, it is
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essential that mechanisms be established for ongoing auditing of observed gains on

KIRIS.

10. Item assessment formats should be used which contribute to the validity of the
educational assessments. This means that multiple-choice items should have a role to
play and will be valuable in enhancing content validity, the reliability of school and

student scores, score equating, and score reporting.

t1. The documentation in technical areas of equating, standard-setting, and score

reporting, needs to be substantially improved to facilitate review and replication.

. There has been a shift toward process at the expense of content in the curricula and

®

this shift needs to be reconsidered. Our Panel does not have a view that the current
situation is wrong. We simply feel that this situation needs to be reviewed to be sure
that the impact on instruction, while presumed by the Department of Education to be
positive, is, in fact, positive. In addition, the implications of this shift away from
content for the adequacy of measurement -- for example, for the accuracy of the

estimates of change upon which KIRIS focuses -- should be more fully evaluated.

In summary, the Panel feels that the Kentucky Department of Education set unrealistic
expectations for itself and its contractor to deliver an accountability and assessment system that

would meet all of the essential Test Standards within a period of several years. The result is a

system which has many technical shortcomings and, therefore, is not meeting the accountability
and assessment needs of the Commonwealth as represented in KIRIS. Progress has been made in
the last four years and the Department, its contractor, and everyone who has worked on KIRIS and
its implementation deserve credit for the efforts and accomplishments which have been made. On
the other hand, considerably more progress is needed to establish KIRIS as a technically sound
accountability and assessment system. The Panel hopes that our conclusions and
recommendations will be valuable to the Department of Education as it sets out on the second

accountability cycle.
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Reference

American Education Research Association, American Psychological Association, & National;

Council on Measurement in Education (1985). Standards for educational and

psychological testing. Washington: APA.

KDE has developed an RFP that addresses most of the recommendations of

the OEA Report. The following is a summary of the major changes for the RFP

and the strategies developed by KDE to correct identified deficiencies and other

concerns raised by educators and citizens:

Table 1.

Major Changes for KIRIS Called for in RFP

Change Specified in RFP

Features of Change

Current System

1. Conduct on-demand testing
in half the content areas each
in Grades 4/5, 7/8, and 11/12.
For example, Grade 4,
Reading, Mathematics, Social
Studies, Arts & Humanities;
Grade 5: Writing, Science,
Vocational Studies/Practical
Living. (Note: preference is to
place accountability
assessment in Grades 11 and
12, rather than Grades 10 and
11. Testing in Grade 12 would
require legislative approval.)

Reduce testing time
allocated for on-demand
testing by approximately
half, to about three days per
grade level.

The number of teachers
directly involved in teaching
accountability grades will
approximately double.

Conduct on-demand testing in
seven content areas (Reading,
Writing, Mathematics,
Science, Social Studies, Arts
& Humanities, Vocational
Studies/Practical Living) each
in Grades 4, 8, and 11.

2. Incorporate multiple-choice
and other machine-scorable
item formats into the on-
demand assessment for
accountability purposes.

Will allow additional
evidence to be gathered
regarding student
understanding and
performance.

Will probably not enhance
test reliability significantly.

On-demand assessment does
not include multiple-choice or
other machine-scorable format
questions.
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3. Require mathematics
portfolios in Grades 5, 8, and
12: require writing portfolios
in Grades 4, 7, and 12.

Reduce workload on
students and teachers in
Grade 8.

Involve teachers in Grade 7
directly in accountability
assessment.

In Grade 8. both writing and
mathematics portfolios are
required. Other grades are
same as proposed.

4. Require performance events
in content areas where
performances fit naturally, and
where there is not a portfolio,
i.e., science, social studies, arts

& humanities, vocational
studies/practical living.
Distribute performance event
materials (e.g., prompts) to
schools prior {0 assessment
administration; assess leamning
derived from performance
event activities in on-demand
assessmernt.

Reduces testing time by one

content area.

Supports classroom
teachers in administering
performance event tasks in
instructional setting.
Note: reduces types of
assessment evidence
available for mathematics.

Includes mathematics
performance events, in addition
to the proposed content areas.
Performance events
administered in standardized
setting by hired facilitator;
grouping of students done at
random; administration
scheduling somewhat
inflexible.

5. Expand work on setting
standards, i.e., on new grade
levels.

Accurate standards set for
each component reflecting
each grade level.

Standards set in 1992 and
redone in 1995 for existing
test.

6. Contractor will manage
expanded work to establish
validity of assessments,
including consequential
impact, concurrent validity,
and predictive validity (e.g.,
DIF and other item/test bias
analyses; subgroup and school
bias and adverse impact
studies; item/test content
analyses; relationships between
KIRIS and ACT, SAT, NAEP,
and other available tests;
relationships between
assessment and changes in
instruction and school
practices).

Systematic, extensive
evidence collected (0
address validity of KIRIS
assessment.

Limited evidence collected by
KDE and contractor; irregular
studies done by external
individuals and organizations;
very limited studies done of
consequential validity.
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7. Contractor will manage
work by Content Advisory
Committees and others to
review test specifications,
including increased
specification of content, skills,
and performances (0 be
assessed, while
reducing/reorganizing the
number of topics t0 be
manageable in a realistic
curricuium.

Provide tighter assessment
framework for test.

Provide clearer support for
curriculum and instruction

Broad guidelines given in goals
and Academic Expectations;
extensive topics listed in
Content Guidelines
(organization varies by conternt
area); on-going work to
identify core concepts in
content areas.

8. Provide full reports in Fall
(Sept./Oct.) following spring
KIRIS assessment.

Provide full information
earlier
Reduce number of reports

Preliminary report in Fall, final
report in January,

9. Implement tighter test
security and administration
procedures

Enhance credibility of test
results.

Require local administrators to
certify specified conditions
were met.

10.Develop and pilot model
district, state, and school
reports that incorporate more
than KIRIS scores.

Provide more
comprehensive, localized
portrayal of school/district
achievement.

Put KIRIS scores in
context.

District report cards required
in KERA. Reporting focus
primarily on KIRIS scores.
Uneven development by
districts and schools. Little
support by KDE in developing
report card standards or
models.

I 1.Develop and analyze
alternate models of
accountability (e.g., mixed
cohort-longitudinal model,
variations for smali/high
mobility schools), growth {e.g.,
basis for establishing
"expected growth,” variables
indicating achievement), and
incentives (e.g., recognition
based on achievement other
than progress, student
motivation).

Examine possibilities for
enhancing validity and
effectiveness, and reducing
undesirable effects.

All schools held accountable
using same Accountability
Index formula [Improvement
Goal=Baseline +(100-
Baseline)/10]; school
achievernent is measured by
performance of cohorts of
students (cross-sectional each
year).
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_hange Specified in RFP

'Features of Changg»

_Current System

12.Collect the noncognitive
data required for the
accountability assessment
system. Analyze other
noncognitive data for possible
inclusion.

e FEnhanced verification of
data collected.

¢ (Continued refinement of
noncognitive assessment.

Data on attendance, retention,
drop-out rate, and successful
transition to adult life used to
calculate a Noncognitive Index
score included in the KIRIS
accountability index for each
school.

Specified in RFP

Current Syst

13.Administer national
reference assessment annually
in Grades pre-4th, 6, 9/10 to
produce student-level national
reference scores in Reading
and Mathematics. Scores
reported for individual students
to schools, and reported by
school/district publicly, but not
included in school
accountability. Note: pre-4th
are Primary students identified
as likely to be enrolied in
Grade 4 the subsequent year.
Note: placement of national
reference assessment in Grade
9 or 10 depends on placement
of KIRIS accountability
assessment (see point #1),

Will provide regular,
familiar score reports.

¢ Will provide national
reference data at the
individual student level.

s Will be selected with
attention to alignment with
Kentucky specifications.

Student national sco

achieved through NAEP
linking in Reading and
Mathematics.

Change Specified in RFP

Features of Change

Current System

14.Develop materials,
professional development
training, and other means to
help teachers use released
items and associated materials
to improve student learning.

¢ Enhance instructional
usefulness of released items
(over twice as many items
to be released annually).

Five open-response items
released each year, two of
which include an annotated
example of student work.
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15.Refine and extend currently
available programs and
materials developed to assist
teachers do continuous
classroom assessment.

Focus on continuous
assessment for classrooms
integrated with classroom
mstructionat
decision-making .

Builds on previous work.

Continuous assessment focuses
on "scrimmage test” that was
also useful for Chapter 1
reporting.

16.Develop and pilot new
portfolio programs: additional
content area portfolio (e.g.,
science, social studies, arts and
humanities); individual
“specialization portfolio” (e.g.,
performing arts portfolio for
high school student); integrated
portfolio.

Examine possibilities of
extending power of
portfolios to other areas.
Examine possibility of
using portfolios to expand
types of assessment
evidence used in
accountability.

Examine possibility of
simplifying portfolios and
supporting integrated work.

Portfolios only in mathematics
and writing. Mathematics and
writing portfolios scored
independently and usually
developed separately from each
other.

17.Develop and analyze
alternate scoring models {e.g.,
for portfolios; expanded score
poinis, piece scoring, reduced
number of pieces; variations of
centralized scoring).

Examine possibilities of
providing more information,
reducing work, enhancing
credibility.

Portfolios scored holistically
on Novice, Apprentice,
Proficient, Distinguished
performance levels by local
SCOTers.

Source: Kentucky Department of Education, October 2, 1995

Summary

In summary, the OEA believes that KDE has recognized the need to address

many of the technical and programmatic deficiencies noted in the OEA and KIER

reports.

The RFP has been framed in a manner that is responsive to those

recommendations and provides an opportunity for bidders to be creative In

formulating a four-year continued implementation of a performance assessment

program that will adequately serve the requirements of school accountability,

improved

instruction and provide parents

national reference

indicators.

Assessment proposals are due back to KDE on December 11, 1995 and KDE,
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according to the current timeline, will award the contract on February 6, 1996 with

contractor to begin work on April 1, 1996.

OEA remains concerned that the remaining issues of portfolios and
reliability will cause KIRIS to remain vulnerable to criticism. The assessment and
accountability programs embedded in KIRIS are at the heart of the school reform
movement and the investment and progress in KIRIS to date is too significant to

abandon it and go back to the old ways.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Since KDE has documented that only 8 percent of teachers who received
rewards are satisfied with the existing statute which defines the manner in
which rewards are decided, the this statute, as well as the appropriateness
of rewards and sanctions, needs review. This review should include a
discussion about setting a minimum threshold to be achieved before cash

rewards are given.

2. The current RFP for KIRIS assessment states that the professional
development for portfolio training and other testing components be supplied
and evaluated by the contractor. If implemented in this manner, the
contractor becomes developer, administrator, scorer, reporter, trainer,
and evaluator with full ownership and control of the program. The OEA~
and its technical review panel views this as problematic. To avoid a -
potential conflict of interest and to assure objectivity, it seems incumbent
on KDE to provide independent professional development and evaluation of

the program.
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Given the continued high stakes inherent in KIRIS, the KDE should react
more aggressively to allegations of breeches in test administration. To date
more than 100 allegations have been brought before the Board of Review,
however, very little has been done to sanction possible violators. The
current procedure which allows school administrators (i.e. superintendents,
DACGs) to investigate their own violations does not yield an objective,

unbiased review.

Because of the "high stakes" role that KIRIS plays, all questions
surrounding the technical quality of the test need to be resolved. It is further
recommended that the OEA National Technical Review Panel (KNTRP)
review the recommended proposal and submit its evaluation to the OEA

Oversight Committee prior to that contract being awarded.
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DISTINGUISHED EDUCATOR PROGRAM

OVERVIEW

Historical Perspective

The Kentucky distinguished educator position was created by KRS 158.782
in 1990. Section 2(b) of this statute states, "Beginning with the 1992-93 school
year, special recognition shall be given to five Kentucky distinguished educators
each year in the form of a one year sabbatical leave to work with instructional
personnel across the state and to serve as teaching ambassadors to the state at
large." Seven were selected in 1992-93 with two later assigned to employee
positions to remain in compliance with the statute. There were 50 additional
persons selected in 1993 and 17 in 1994. Currently, there are now 90 persons who
have been selected for this designation. Although the statute does not address
numbers beyond the five per year, the enabling legislation of House Bill 2 of the
1994 Extraordinary Session to assign distinguished educators to schools
"in decline” clearly indicates a greater need than the 20 that would be generated by

KRS 158.782 (2)(b).

Current Status

The reform act created the position of Kentucky distinguished educator in

KRS 15&.782 with the following requirements:

. Serving as teaching ambassadors to spread the message that teaching

is an important and fulfilling profession.
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Assisting the Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) with

research projects and staff development efforts.

Accepting assignments in schools whose percentage of successful
students declined as described in KRS 158.6455. The assignments

shall require the educator to:

1. Work in a school full-time for a designated period of time to
assist the school staff with implementing its school
improvement plan. The plan currently used by distinguished
educators is the School Transformation, Assistance, and
Renewal (STAR) project. This program is designed as a high
quality planning and assistance process combining fiscal
resources (Commonwealth School Improvement Fund) and
the distinguished educator. It contains both an internal and
external review component. STAR, as defined by KDE in
their Kentucky Education Reform. The First Five Years

1990-1995. is as follows:

STAR emphasizes both the necessary school
consensus for change and the design for
long-term capacity, not continued dependency.
The project is focused on student performance,
strategic planning, staff and community
participation, intense professional development,
and  continuous  analysis  of  student
performance. Results form the basis of monthly
reports to the school-based council, the district,
and the Kentucky Department of Education.
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The educator shall have the authority to make decisions

previously made by the school staff.

2. Help to increase the effectiveness of the staff, parents, the
civic and business community, and government and private

agencies in improving the school's performance.

3. Evaluate and make recommendations on the retention,

dismissal, or transfer of certified staff in a "school in crisis.”

Revised by the 1994 regular session of the General Assembly, legislation
provides for assigning a distinguished educator on a full- or part-time basis when
dealing with a "school in crisis" as defined by KRS 158.6455(5). House Bill 256
altered the time frame for designating a school to be in crisis until the next

biennium.

The budget memorandum, House Bill 2 of the June 1994 Extraordinary
Session of the General Assembly, made two additional alterations: Distinguished
educators may be assigned "to assist schools not meeting their threshold” and "to
develop and implement improvement plans.” Thus, the distinguished educator

became a consultant to these schools.

PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

Eighteen more Kentucky educators were named distinguished educators in
April 1995, bringing the total number designated to 90. Of these 90, 46 have been

assigned to work with 52 schools determined to be in decline by their KIRIS
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assessment scores. KRS 158.782, 2(d) provides "Kentucky distinguished
educators assigned to an unsuccessful school shall receive a salary supplement of
50 percent of his annual salary for each year in that capacity." The total amount
allocated for these salaries in 1995-96 is $3,665,751. The budget for this program
is $4,081,800 for each year of the biennium. Each distinguished educator will
help their school(s) develop and implement a transformation plan and institute the

STAR project for their school.

The transformation plan is a two-three year process that emphasizes
"bottom-up" planning -- school-by-school to district-level planning. The plan is
based on a comprehensive needs assessment and should detail resources and

expertise to address these identified needs.

Training for these distinguished educators consisted of four separate
sessions that varied in length from 1% days to 2 weeks. The sessions covered
school-based curriculum development, Kentucky Instructional Results Information
System (KIRIS) assessment, school finance, school-based decision making
councils, STAR (all topics mandated by KRS 158.782), and general informational
materials. A review of the evaluations of these trainings indicates that participants

found the training effective.

The first full year for schools to have a distinguished educator assigned to
them will be 1995-96. This should provide an indication of the potential
effectiveness of the program. The obvious incentive for schools to accept this
assistance is to be able "to test out of" the school in-decline category. If all
personnel cooperate fully and the school is still in decline/in crisis at the end of the

next cycle, the next step should be personnel changes. This "in crisis” authority
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must be restored. However, the basis for removal of personnel seems questionable
if all personnel have fully cooperated with all efforts and recommendations of the

distinguished educator.

In response to a previous Office of Education Accountability
recommendation, the criteria for selection and evaluation of distinguished
educators has been published. This provides needed information to those

interested in becoming part of this program.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Extensive training needs to be provided to distinguished educators in the
area of personnel evaluation as it relates to removal of teachers and

administrators.
2. Monitor how the shift to a consulting role will impact schools who continue
to fail to meet Kentucky Instructional Results Information System standards

and go from the status of "in decline” to "in crisis."”

3. If the removal powers of distinguished educators are not restored, then there

should be a review of the compensation plan in KRS 158.782, 2(d).
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EDUCATION PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS BOARD

OVERVIEW

Historical Perspective

The Education Professional Standards Board (EPSB), created as a part of
the reform act, held its first meeting on November 26, 1990. To date, EPSB has
received 429 complaints and resolved 326 cases. Through streamlining

certification, 156 different certifications are now 35.

Currently, the EPSB and staff are working to establish a primarily
performance-based teacher preparation, accreditation, and licensing program.
Work on this project included the adoption of new teacher and experienced teacher
standards for preparation and certification. In addition, superintendent and
principal administrative standards have been adopted. Work continues to establish
accreditation of college/university education preparatory programs based on
assessment of product and process. One part of this effort is a pilot program for
performance-based accreditation with the National Council for Accreditation of
Teacher Education (NCATE). The first accreditation under the pilot program will
be conducted during November 1995. Through an on-going partnership with
NCATE, the NCATE standards have been used for some time in the accreditation

of all Kentucky college/university education preparation programs.

The EPSB continues overseeing the Kentucky Teacher Intenship Program -
(KTIP) and has revised it to reflect the new teacher standards piloted in 1994-95.
Alternative certification programs have a current enrollment of 62 persons.

Twenty-three of whom have completed the program and are working in their intern
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year. This initiative has been bolstered by the new federal program, "Troops to

Teachers."

Minority Recruitment and Retention utilizes a four-point approach with
scholarships, alternative certification, teacher bridge for high schools and
community colleges, and AVID (Advancement Via Individual Determination) for
middle and high school students. This unit has a goal of 20 percent increase in
minority teachers for Kentucky by the end of 1996. These numbers have grown

from 1,770 1n 1991-92 to 1,909 in 1994-95.

Dr. Betty Lindsey was selected in August 1995 as the third executive
secretary. The fifteen-member board experienced significant change in 1994-95
with the appointment of six new members and the addition of two new members in
1995-96. The EPSB has had only two chairpersons in their five-year history:

Dr. Janice Weaver and the current chair, Daniel Greene. ‘
Current Status

During 1994-95, EPSB produced a Master Plan document clearly
delineating their position and progress on each issue. It also established EPSB
compliance with and on-going efforts to fulfill the requirements of KRS 161.028.

The Master Plan includes the following:

» Establish standards and requirements for obtaining and maintaining a

teaching certificate.
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. Set standards for, approve, and evaluate college, university, and
school district programs for the preparation of teachers and other

professional school personnel.

. Issue, renew, suspend, and revoke teaching certificates.

. Develop guidelines to follow upon receipt of an allegation of sexual

misconduct by a certificated employee.

° EPSB is to receive training on the dynamics of sexual misconduct by
professionals.
° Maintain data and submit reports to the Governor and the Legislative

Research Commission concerning employment trends and
performance of certificated personnel and the quality of professional

preparation programs.

° Reduce and streamline the credentialing system to allow greater
flexibility in staffing local schools while maintaining standards for

teacher competence.

. Develop a code of ethics.

The EPSB has developed a partnership with NCATE which will lead to all
Kentucky teacher education programs meeting their national standards. Also, the
EPSB has overseen the piloting of KTIP modifications to align it with the new

teacher standards.
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certificated minority educators by 20 percent during the biennium. The number of
minority educators in 1994-95 was 1,909 and the projected number for 1995-96 is
2,082.

This office has been working on the alternative certification plans with the
Covington Independent, Fayette County, and Jefferson County School Systems.

The chart below indicates the numbers involved.

Table 2.
ALTERNATIVE CERTIFICATION PROGRAM
Kentucky Department of Education
Division of Minority Educator Recruitment & Retention
Program 1993-94 Class 1994-95 Class 1995-96 Class
Fayette Co./U.K. 8 10 5
Jefferson Co./K.S.U. 9, 9 6
Covington Ind./N.K.U. 9, 24 5S4
TOTAL 26 21 16

1. One student in this pool is "incomplete."

2. Six of these students were carried over to the next year's class.
3. Six additional students were non-minority.

4. Seven additional students were non-minority.

Table 3.
CERTIFICATION AREA BREAKDOWN
Area Covington Ind. Fayette Co. Jefferson Co. TOTAL
Elementary Educ. 18 10 28
Middle/Secondary Il 8 19
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The "Troops to Teachers" federal program is also a part of the alternative
certification initiative. Presently, ten persons have been hired under this program.
Another 147 persons and 106 school districts have indicated an interest in

participating.

The alternative certification program, as defined in KRS 161.048, provides
the guidelines for admittance to this program. These include a minimum grade
point average and testing requirements in general knowledge, communication

skills, and certification in a specific content area.

The use of individuals from a community with expertise in a specialty field
for a class/classes is defined in KRS 161.046 -- Adjunct Instructors. This statute
and the supporting regulation, 704 KAR 20:300, define the necessary

qualifications and how need for such a position is determined.

The continuing surplus of traditionally prepared teachers calls in question
the need for alternative certification, especially if the program begins to provide

significant numbers of teacher candidates.

REVOCATION

During the period July 1, 1994 to August 1, 1995, there were 140 cases
handled as compared to 109 cases in 1993-94. These included dismissal at the
probable cause level and suspensions, revocations, and dismissals at the hearing
level. There are currently 79 cases pending as compared to 130 in 1994. There
have been 187 cases reported to the EPSB during this year; there were 137 at this

time last year. The current revocation staff consists of one full-time and two
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part-time prosecutors, two part-time investigators, and three part-time hearing
officers, plus one administrative specialist and one part-time clerk. The EPSB is

seeking additional hearing officers and investigative staff.

Figure 1.

200

Cases Reported Cases Handled Cases Pending

| ®1994-95 B11993-94 |

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Efforts must continue to ensure the autonomy of the Education Professional
Standards Board. Attention has been given to clarifying their role and

budget, but it continues to be a concern.

2. Restructuring efforts, especially at the high school level, require more
multi-disciplinary classes that cross the traditional certification categories.
The Education Professional Standards Board needs to continue to support

certification flexibility for this process.
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EXCEPTIONAL CHILDREN

OVERVIEW

Historical Perspective

The statutes related to Kentucky's exceptional children were reviewed and
revised by the Legislature in the omnibus Kentucky Education Reform Act
(KERA) of 1990. Kentucky's reform effort is at the forefront in its inclusion of

disabled children in every facet of education reform.

Since 1990, staff in the Division of Exceptional Children Services (DECS)
in the Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) have been committed to ensuring
that exceptional children are included in, and receive benefit from, extended
school services, family and youth resource service centers, preschool, and primary
programs. These students have fully participated in the assessment program, and
appropriate special education issues are addressed at the school level in site-based

schools.

In addition to ensuring that special education students receive the benefits
of education reform in Kentucky, DECS has devoted substantial staff time to two
monitoring visits from the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) in the
United States Department of Education. OSEP reviewed Kentucky's program in
February 1992 and made its most recent visit in September 1995. Since 1990,
DECS has redrafted virtually all of Kentucky's special education regulations,
incorporating reform concepts, addressing issues raised by OSEP in its 1992

monitoring visit, and otherwise updating the provisions related to current practices.
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Under federal law related to educational services for disabled students,
KDE, through DECS, has monitoring and enforcement obligations with respect to
local districts. Under Kentucky's educational statutes, DECS also has technical
assistance responsibilities to these same districts. Compliance responsibilities, as
reflected by requests for administrative hearings and formal complaints filed with
DECS, have substantially increased since 1990. Similarly, districts’ need for
technical assistance remains intense as numerous districts attempt to <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>