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Who are ELLs with disabilities?
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Percent of Special Education Students
Receiving ELL Services (Fall 2007)
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The benefits of participating in state
accountability assessments

Access to
general

education
curriculum

Higher
Expectations

The dangers of not participating

Segregated
placements

Lower
expectations

Alternative Under
curriculum achievement

Cortiella (2006)
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Test Validity for ELLs with Disabilities

(adapted from Marion, Quenemoen, & Kearns, 2006; Marion & Pelligrino, 2006)

Observation ~v Interpretation

(What kinds of tasks (How do we reason
and tests best about student

produce evidence of learning based on
student learning?) the data?)

State Assessment Policy

Validity
Evaluation

Cognition
(Who are the students? How
do they show knowledge and
skills in the content?)

LA AN MSTATMY AN VMYA MWl



LA AN MTANMY AN A MW A

How can we support states to appropriately include more ELLs
with disabilities and make sure assessments are valid for these

students?
obj |Descripton | Actiiies

1 Identify and describe each state’s population of Statewide data analyses
ELLs with disabilities and relate this to assessment
performance

2 Describe inclusion of ELLs with disabilities in state  Policy analysis
assessment participation and accommodations
policies.

3 Identify promising practices for participation, Policy analysis
accommodation, and test score interpretation Delphi expert review
decisions. Practitioner focus groups

4 Strengthen knowledge base of assessment Web based training
decision-makers to improve decisions. module

5 Disseminate project results --
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Research Questions

1. What are the characteristics of ELLs with and without
disabilities?

2. What statewide content and language proficiency tests do
ELLs and ELLs with disabilities participate in? How does
their participation vary by test component?

3. Howdo ELLs and ELLs with disabilities perform on the state
English proficiency test? How does their performance on
the proficiency test relate to their performance on the
content assessments?
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Research Questions

4. Ofthe ELLs and ELLs with disabilities who have three years
of data, which statewide tests do they take across the three
years?

5. Ofthe ELLs and ELLs with disabilities who have three years
of data, does their English proficiency assessment
performance increase? Does their content proficiency
(reading, math) increase?

6. For ELLs and ELLs with disabilities, what are the most
commonly used accommodations on state tests of English
proficiency and content?

LA AN MSTATMY AN VMYA MWl



LA AN MTANMY AN A MW A

Goal 1: Identify and describe each state’s population and
relate it to assessment performance
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Goal 2: Describe inclusion in state assessment
participation and accommodations policies

e Review 50 states’
accommodation policies for
ELLs with disabilities

 Work with individual state to
identify some technical
assistance for each state in
terms of accommodation
policies
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Goal 3: Identify promising practices for participation,
accommodations, and test score interpretation
decisions

e Delphi study

e Practitioners decision making
study (focus groups)
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m News People Forms Links Research Contactform Calendar Delphi ICl Internal Site  NCEO Internal Site

Focus groups

WELCOME!

This is the intemal site for members of the IVARED team at
the University of Minnesota's National Center on
Educational Qutcomes. This page is hosted on the
University of Minnesota's Google applications server and is
password protected to only those on the IVARED team

The project Is a consortium of five states: Arizona, Maine,
Michigan, Minnesota and Washington

For information on this site, contact Jim Hatten at the National
Center on Educational Qutcomes \'

ARIZONA | MAINETMICHIGAN TMINNESOTA | MASY

Improving the Validity of Assessment Results for ELLs with Disabilities
sl Putramar | Darras Hall | 1A Dillehins Neass €F | Minnasantie A0 CCACE

Goal 4: Strengthen the knowledge base of assessment

decision makers to improve decisions

Online training module
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Goal 5: Disseminate project results
within states and nationally
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IVARED online environments

 Focus groups
— 232 participants
— 35 focus groups
— Non-assessment coordinators & assessment coordinators
— Moodle platform
— http://www.ivared.info/focusgroup
* Delphi
e Training module
 Website

— http://www.ivared.info
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Using Google Apps for effective qualitative research data collection

ONLINE DELPHI ENVIRONMENT
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IVARED Delphi Online Environment

 Combination of Google apps
— University of Minnesota server space
— Google Sites
— Google Forms

— Google Documents
 Password protected

 One address was desired by research team
— https://sites.google.com/a/umn.edu/delphi/

LA AN MSTATMY AN VMYA MWl


https://sites.google.com/a/umn.edu/delphi/�

LA AN MTANMY AN A MW A

IVARED Delphi Online Environment

* Positives of Google Apps for methodology:
— Quick data collection
— Anonymity (pseudonyms)
— Data viewable and shareable within IVARED team
— Data collection automatic

— All-in-one instructions, examples, questionnaire,
and resources

— FREE!

LA AN MSTATMY AN VMYA MWl



\ S

R
/ Improving the validity of assessment results
{’ for English language leamers with disabilities

Search this site

LB YN AR D AN R AN ANT AN AWV AWMT AW VY AWNMW AW

o i

WELCOME DELPHI PARTICIPANTS!

This is a password-protected internal site for participants
of the IVARED Delphi expert team at the National Center
on Educational Outcomes. This page is hosted on the
University of Minnesota's Google applications server and
is password protected to invitees only.

The Delphi survey questionnaire is located on this site.
You will also see a link to an example survey and
explanation of the Delphi research methodology.

The project is a consortium of five states: Arizona, Maine,
Michigan, Minnesota and Washington.

For information on this site, contact Jim Hatten at the National
Center on Educational Outcomes.
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ARIZONA | MAIDETMICHIGAN TMINNESOTA | WAASRIINGTEN

Improving the Validity of Assessment Results for ELLs with Disabilities

National Center on Educational QOutcomes | Partee Hall | 150 Pillsbury Drive SE | Minneapolis, MM, 55455

Recent Site Activity | Report Abuse | Print Page | Remove Access | Powered By Google Sites
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Search this site

Improving the validity of assessmont resulls
Tar English langusge lammess with disabilities
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Delphi Questionnaires

IMPORTANT NOTE: Round 3 of the Delphi summarizes all of the brainstormed ideas from rounds 1 and 2. These data are based on
experts” input but some of the wording has been changed to be concise and to incerporate related ideas.

In this round you will first see all of the ratings of items done in Round 2 and a selection of actual comments in controversial areas. (If
you would like to see all of the comments from participants in rounds 1 and 2, please click on the links to the corresponding round
balow. )

After you review the Round 2 ratings and selected comments you will have further opportunities to comment on the data as wellas a
chance to answer some specific questions. Please put your concerns and issues in these comment boxes. The research team is
analyzing every comment. Everything you say is important to us.

Round 3

Round 3: Topic 1 -- Participation Decision-Making
Round 3: Topic 2 == Accommodations

Round 3: Topic 3 -- Content Standards

Round 3: Topic 4 -- Test & item Development

Round 3: Topic 5 -- Bias & Sensitivity

Round 3: Topic 6 -~ Score Reporting

Rounds 1-2 summaries

= Round 1 comment summary
= Round 2 comment summary

Previous L'!UE‘H[IL'\[‘I!‘IEI!‘E‘H

= Round 1 guestionnaires
= Round 2 guestionnalres

NOTE You must read the consant form and directions befare beginning your participation in the Delphi questionnalres!

Improving the Validity of Assessment Results for ELLs with Disabilities
Mational Center on Educational Outcomes | Pattee Hall | 150 Fillsbury Drive SE | Minnaapolis, MN, 55455

Recent Site Activity | Report Abuse | Print Page | Remove Access | Powered By Google Sites
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e —1 Round 1

for English language learmners with disabilities

.

Home Delphi Directions Delphi Questionnaires Delphi Questionnaire Example Delphi Resources  IVARED internal website ( Pa ra g ra p h re S p O n S e S)

Topic area:
What are the Considerations for Improving the Validity of Assessment

Results when Including ELLs with Disabilities in the
Development of Test Items on Large-5Scale Assessments?

Under universal design principles, items on a large-scale assessment should be developed so that they are accessible to the largest number of students
possible. Test developers should minimize content-irrelevant aspects of each item, while still retaining the purpose of the item. In that way, the item is a more
accurate measure of every student’s abilties.

Please share your thoughts on how to improve the validity of assessments for English Language Learners with Disabilties on English Language Proficiency
Assessments AND State Achievement Assessments, including Alternate Assessments.

Reminder: After entering an idea below, you can submit the questionnaire form and you will be given the option to return to the form to fill in ancther idea or
return to the list of topic areas. Please submit any and all ideas you have. There are absolutely no bad submissions!
* Required

User D *
Spanish |3

Consideration(s) *
Please address any standards, principles, or promising practices | i.e. what works now, what do you wish was available to improve validity ) that you feel are
important to censider while assessing this unigue population on these large scale assessmaents.,

3 -
| Submit |

Powered by Google Docs

Report Abuse - Tenms of Service - Additional Terms
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Search this site

Home Delphi Directions Delphi Questionnaires Delphi Questionnaire Example Delphi Resources

I;'AII.ED internal website

Topic Area 4: Test and Item Development

Uinder universal design principles

. Mems on a large-scale assessment should be developed so that they are accessinia 1o the
fargest number of students possible. Test developers should mnimze content-imelevant aspects of each ilem, while 51l retaining
the purpose of the fam. In that way, Ine fem k5 3 mofe accurate measure of every student's abities.

Reminder: Each guestion is reguired. If you do not have a comment o make on a section, please enter “no comment”

* Redquired
User ID *
Spanish 5

Representation on Test and Item Development Committees
Piease rate the importance of including the following people in teat and item development

Students ©

123485
Notlmportamt @ 0 O © Impariant
Parents

12345

1 impontant

Ganeral Education Teachers *
123485

Imporiant

Second Language Experts (including ELL teachers)

12345
Notimportant 0 O @ 0 0O Impanam
Speech Language Pathologists *

123485
Nollmpoetant © 0O @ O Imporiant

Cultural Representatives *
123458

Round 2

(ratings & comments)
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Search this site

Home Delphi Directions Delphi Questionnaires Delphi Questionnaire Example
Delphi Resources  IVARED internal website

Delphi Questionnaires =

Round 3: Topic 4 - Test & Item Development

http

U

:f fwww.apple.com/

«he summary of responses from Round 2 of this topic. At the end of the

mmary there is one guestion for you to answer.

distribution

Panelist
ranking of
each sub-
Item item Avg.
{S=important)
1. Representation on Test and Item Development Commitiess
a. Students 5141143443 |30
b. Parants 5141124423 |2.7
c. Spacial Education Teachers S455555554 (4.8
d. General Education Teachers 4.6
4455554554
e. Second Language Experts (including ELL teachers) 49
5455555555
t. Speech Language Pathologists 4152355552 |3.7
g. Cultural Reprasentatives 4354253553 |3.9
h. Language Interpraters 5355114553 |3.7
i. Language Support Teams 5355555554 |47
2. Understanding and Inclusion of the Target Fopulation
a. Student disability type 5553555535 |46
b. Student level of English proficiency in each modality 5553545554 |46
c. Student level of Native language proficiency in each modality 4553335044 |41
d. Interrelationship of a student's disahility and English proficiency 5553535555 |46
g, Student's classroom pertormance 4143353555 3.8
t. Student responses to a range of classroom tasks and task types 4443553555 [4.3
4. Student’s learning process 5442354545 4.1
h. Task characteristics and presentation 5545554554 4.7
i. Student accommodation neads 5545555555 4.9
3. Design Considerations
a. Use item tamplates that include variables used to match item features 4455545535 |45
with student characteristics
b. Use universal design principles 4555355555 |47
c. Reduca the linguistic complexity of items 5553545545 |46
d. Field testing that includes a representative sampling of the full range of |5535455555 [4.7
students being administered the assessment
e. Consider the educational impact of significantly reducing the linguistic  |4525455555 |45
complexity on assessments for ELLs with Disabilities
f. Simultaneously develop test items and test accommodations 4545533555 |44
o. Create accessible digital formats for tests 3555553555 |46
h. Dewvelop items that are culturally neutral 3524554555 |43
i. Focus on creating access to content without changing the construct 4555455555 |48
j- Test items have high discrimination power at the lower levels of the ELP  |4555245531 [3.9

Round 3

(review ratings & comment)
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Search this site

*
I va re d Improving the validity of assessment resuits
for English language leamers with disabilities
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Home Delphi Directions Delphi Questionnaires Delphi Questionnaire Example Delphi Resources  IVARED internal website

Round 2 summary C O n t e n

The following is a summary of every comment submitted in Round 2 of the IVARED Delphi study:
Topic Area 1: Participation Decision Making S u I I I I I l ar y

It is extremely important that a team of experts (not an individual) decide which state tests ELLs with disabilities should take. The team should
include special education teacher, ELL teacher, English language proficiency experts and content experts. It is also important not to involve too
many individuals in the decision making process since it would be difficult to come up with a decision when different people with different
backgrounds are involved.

no comment

The involvement of students depends upon the age of the student. Younger students, perhaps through grade 5, would not necessarily be in a
position to make decisions about assessment. In general, one would also need to determine the 'weights' given to each person's judgment even if
only in an informal sense. Who has the final say if there are disagreements? Parents truly do have veto power, even though they may not have the
expertise necessary to make a strong technical decision. That should not change, but we need to ensure that those with the technical expertise are
able to communicate all options, along with the pros and cons associated with them, to parents in whatever language the parents are most
comfortable with. The involvement of cultural represntatives and interpreters depends on the nature of the student’s needs. The language
support team should include some of those mentioned in the other items. | don't think rather than two separate teams, ELs with disabilities should
be served by IEP teams whose membership is augmented to include those who address the student's language development needs.

Students should be involved as they are able to help make decisions about their education. Most folks on this page do not truly understand the
importance of participation as it relates to accountability. Folks will make decisions on kids needs or skills not for accty

Parents and students should have some input, but may not have enough information or background to be critical decision makers. The most
essential decision makers should be those individuals with knowledge of students with special education needs who are ELLs. Special educators
and regular educators also are important in this decision making process. Cultural representatives and interpreters may be able to contribute
specific information that is helpful in the process.

NA

la-Parents’ input should be included in the process and brought to the decision-making team, but not required as part of the decision-making
team. Parents need to be kept informed and given opportunity for feedback on the decisions. 1b- Students are important in making
detarminatinns. and as nossihle fannranriate should he aiven annortunitv tn nrovide innot tn e.a . tvne of test tn he taken. which accommndatinns
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Iterations, recruitment, registration, consent, demographics & participation

PROCESS OF IVARED’S FOCUS GROUPS

LA AN MSTATMY AN VMYA MWl



LA AN MTANMY AN A MW A

Conducting online focus groups

e Focus group methodology

— Characteristics of focus groups
 Involve people (5-10)
 The people possess certain characteristics
* They can provide quality data

* Focus groups have a focused discussion (using
questions that are carefully predetermined and
sequenced)

e Are used to help understand the topic of interest

From Focus Groups: A Practical Guide for Applied Research
(4t Ed.), by Richard A. Krueger & Mary Anne Casey (2009)
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Conducting online focus groups
e Uses of focus groups
— Help with decision-making
— Guide product or program development

— Provide insight on organizational concerns/issues
e Organizational development
 Needs assessment
e Planning and goal-setting
e Understanding concerns

Quality movements
e Policymaking and testing

From Focus Groups: A Practical Guide for Applied Research
(4t Ed.), by Richard A. Krueger & Mary Anne Casey (2009)

LA AN MSTATMY AN VMYA MWl
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Conducting online focus groups

* Focus groups work best when participants
feel comfortable, respected, and free to give
their honest opinion without being judged

e [s this scientific research?

— “It is scientific research because it is a process of
disciplined inquiry that is systemic and verifiable.’
(Krueger & Casey, p. 199)

From Focus Groups: A Practical Guide for Applied Research
(4t Ed.), by Richard A. Krueger & Mary Anne Casey (2009)

LA AN MSTATMY AN VMYA MWl
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Conducting online focus groups

e Qualities of focus group data analysis:
— Analysis is systemic
— Analysis is verifiable
— Analysis is sequential (a sequential process)
— Analysis is continuous

* |n analysis, researchers are looking for:

— Frequency (how often people said something)
— Specificity

— Emotion

— Extensiveness (how many different people)

From Focus Groups: A Practical Guide for Applied Research
(4t Ed.), by Richard A. Krueger & Mary Anne Casey (2009)

LA AN MSTATMY AN VMYA MWl
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Communication model

encoder decoder
Stimulus -

decoder encoder

FEEDBACK

Volse
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Types of focus group environments

* Face-to-face
— Most common
— Often used in marketing and academia

— Involves a moderator, recording device, and
gathering in a location at the same time

e Synchronous via technological tool
— Synchronous =“immediate”
— Conference call (telephone)
— Video conference
— Internet-based (video, audio, text “chatroom”)

LA AN MSTATMY AN VMYA MWl



LA AN MTANMY AN A MW A

Types of focus group environments

e Asynchronous via technological tool
— Asynchronous =“delayed”
— Email
— Discussion board
— Blog
— Social network
— Wiki (wiki or Google document)

LA AN MSTATMY AN VMYA MWl
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IVARED’s online focus groups

e Initial iteration was face-to-face focus groups
with contracted local moderators

* Then, conference call or video conferencing

 Finally, decided on online asynch discussion
— Participation increase
— Good plan for educators’schedules
— Consistency of moderator; consistency of data
— Depth of data
— Transcription time

LA AN MSTATMY AN VMYA MWl
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IVARED Focus Group Decision-Making Process

Focus Group

interviews
NCEO staff Sub-contractor MNCEO + sub-
moderated moderated contractor moderated

| Technology-aided |

| Asynchronous

| Telephone

Internet-based

Video-

Internet-based |

Internet-based |

conference

Google Hangout

Skype®

Video and
voice

VoiceThread™

Video blogs

Videowall

| email | Discussion Blog | | SNS [ LMS or
beard CMs
Ning™
Forums Moodle
Facebook
Drupal Blackboard™
WordPress/BuddyPress

Note: These are not all the technologies discussed or all the viable alternatives available. It is a good sampling

of the major technological entities and structures discussed by [VARED researchers,

A A MA W 4
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Why online focus groups?

e Burton and Goldsmith (2002) researched
asynchronous text discussions online:

— participants in the asynchronous discussion felt
comfortable in the setting

— described speaking more freely online than when
In-person

— found there is some attrition of participants online
— moderator involvement was an important factor.

LA AN MSTATMY AN VMYA MWl



LA AN MTANMY AN A MW A

Why online focus groups?

e Atkinson et al. (2006) declared online focus
groups successful at gathering information in
the manner as described by Krueger and
Casey (2004, 2009)

— two major affordances:

* (1) the cost-effectiveness of bringing together
subjects from a wide-ranging background (physical
distance and cultural differences)

 (2) the immediacy of having the transcription done
for them (by printing the screen) and the ability to
code in a timely manner

LA AN MSTATMY AN VMYA MWl
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RecrUitment IVARED Focus Groups

IVARED ADMIN PARTICIPANTS

Send out email to find participants
Send out 2nd email to find participants

L] L]
o I n I t I a I CO n ta Ct Send out 3rd email to find participants
h h Shetl e A e
t ro u g State Email consent form to participant
° Initial/sign consent form; scan, send back
Offl c e S Printloff consent form.

Email participant link to Google form

e Interested TS ibimasion iom Spoole dogony
t' 1 t (CJS."’ e 1
pa r I C I pa n S Enter appropriate participants in proper
focus group
[ ] [
emailed Linda AR e
[ ]
e Linda sent consent A e

Begin focus group. Send out reminder

fo r I I l Begin focus group participation

Complete focus group. Print off transcript

Go to Google form link; Fill out form

Log on to the Moodle; change password

Add signifiers to usernames for coding

e Required to fill out
a Google form

AM BUA MR ICAMN RO RN AN A M AN N OATE S AT WA MR CA TR Y
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Recruitment

e Assigned to a focus group
e Given login and password
 Change password

e Check-in

e Discussion

 Completion; thank-you email with request to
volunteer to fill out anonymous survey

e Survey via Google forms

LA AN MSTATMY AN VMYA MWl
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Registration form for participants

IVARED Participant Demographic Questionnaire

This form is to be filled out by participants in the IVARED {Improving the Validity of Assessmant
Results for ELLs with Disabilities) project. This survey is for the Practitioner Decision Making
Projact.

Please type in the information below. This information is for data analysis purposes cnly. It wil not
be shared outside of the 'WARED internal research team.
‘R

State *

Arizona .

Gender "
Male

Female

Race/Ethnicity *
=

((American Indian or Alaska Native +)

Languages fluent in (other than English) *

Job title(s) *
Plaas

Special Education teacher
ESLU/bilingual teacher
General Education teacher
| Paraprofessional
Speech-Language Pathologist
Assessment coordinator
Administrator (principal, superintendent, etc.)
other:

License area *

Are you an assessment coordinator? *
Yes
Mo

If you are an assessment coordinator, are you:
District
Building
Both
Other:

Number of years of experience with ELLs with disabilities: *

Grade levels you work with: *

Entire district (all grade levels)
Early Childhood and Family Education
Pre-K

| Kindergarten
1

=T -V I I O ]

[
M o= o

Other:

Number of years at your current school or district *
c

from the drop-down list

School type *
Public

*) Private

_) Chartar

) Other:

School size *

District size *
Est

School locale

) Urban
Suburb
Rural
Other:

IVARED Participant Demographic Questionnaire

*Re

IVARED Gift Card Mailing Information

Please type in the appropriate information below for the gift card to be mailed to you. This
information s only to be used for the purpases of sending you a gift card for your participation in the
IVARED project. NOTE: Gift cards wil b sent by certified mailt the addrass you give below.

First name *

Last name "

Mailing street address *
Apt. or unit number
City -

State -

Zip code *

= Back) (_Submit

Po

— AWM AWM MTA MW 4
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Participant demographics

Male 18
Female 214

LA AN MSTATMY AN VMYA MWl
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Participant demographics

Race/Ethnicity

American Indian o... 1
Asian I -E|-
4

Black or African ... I

MNative Hawaiian o... 0
Hlspanic or Latino & 17

White (non-Hispanic) . 196 B4% -
Other I 6

0 39 ?;E!- 117 'Ii.":E 195 234

LA AN MSTATMY AN VMYA MWl
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Participant demographics

State
Other
0 11 22 33 44 55
School locale

— Rural [75]

Suburb [80] —

Arizona
Maine
Michigan
Minnesota
Washington
Other

66
Urban
Suburb
Rural
Other [9] Other
Urban [G8]

AR AR WA A W SR

51 22%
31 13%
56 24%
52 22%
42 1B8%
0 0%
68 29%

80 34%

75 32%

9 4%

A wm oA w0
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School type

Public [208]—

Fublic
Private
— Private [1]
— Charter [16] Charter
— Other [7] Other
School size
p—
100-299
a00-400 [
500-699 |
-
2000-29939-
2000 or more-

0 13 26 39

52

Participant demographics

under 100
100-299
300-499
500-699
TO0-999
1000-1959
2000-29949
3000 or more

17
23
65
43
38
28
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Participant job titles

Job title(s)

Special Education...
ESLbilingual tea...
General Education...
Paraprofessional
Speech-Language P...
Assessment coordi...
Administrator (pr...

Other

0 18 30 54

72

T4 32
89

13
88 25

80

LA AN MSTATMY AN VMYA MWl



LA AN MTANMY AN A MW A

Participant assessment status

Are you an assessment coordinator?

Yes 72 31%
No [160] Mo 160 69%
Yes [72
If you are an assessment coordinator, are you:
District 22 9%
Ciher [169] Building 26
Both 15 6%
Other 169 73%
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Participant language fluency

e 232 total respondents
e 153 fluent in English only

e 79 multilingual
e 68 bilingual

e 21 fluent languages represented
English239 German4  Romanian Finnish Greek

Spanish 49  Arabic 2 Dutch Mandarin Javanese
French 11 Urdu 2 Albanian  Gaelic Hmong
ASL 9 Italian 2 Russian Hindi Filipino
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Online focus group environment

e Moodle-based

— Modified design

“Stripped down”

* Hosted on secure,
orofessional server
e Password protected
e Pseudonyms
e Assigned initial password *

www.ivared.info/focusgroup

LA AN MSTATMY AN VMYA MWl
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Yy
IVARED

Improving the Validity of Assessment Results for E.L.L.s with Disabilities

Focus Groups

H P Login Lo the site

Participant view

Returning to this web site?

Login here using your username and password
(Caokies must be enabled in your browser)(3)

Username:
admin

Password

Lagin

i

rgatten your use

Some courses may allow guest access

Login as a guest
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Participant view
IVARED

Improving the Validity of Assessment Results for E.L.L.s with Disabilities

Focus Groups

My courses

Arizona 18 IVARED focus group discussion site for Arizona18 members
Moderator: Linda Goldstone

Search courses: “Ga) [ All courses |

‘Welcome to the IVARED focus groups
website. Focus groups are password
protected. Participants will only be
able to see the focus group they are
participating in.

IVARED is an acronym for Improving
the Validity of Assessment Results for
English Language Learners with
Disabilities.

Thank you for your interest in the
IVARED project. For more information

on IVARED, go to our website at
www. ivared.org.

Navigation

Home
My home
¥ Site pages
Blogs
¥ My profile
¥ My courses
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Participant view

Arizona 18

Home P My courses P AZ18 P General P Arizona 18 Focus Group Discussion G

WELCOME FOCUS GROUP PARTICIPANTS! s

This is a password-protected internal site for participants in the IVARED practitioner decision-making focus groups. The purpose of these F
focus groups is to find out from educators and assessment coordinators how state assessment participation and accommodations

decisions are currently being made for English language learners with disabilities at the school and district level. We would also like to »
hear from you about state assessment decision-making successes and challenges, needs that you have, and how the educator training )
maodule that IVARED plans to develop can best support your needs. -

You have been randomly assigned to a focus group with approximately 3-6 other educators or assessment coordinators from your state.
Each person has been given a pseudonym to use during discussions so that you can remain anonymous to your group members. When you
talk about experiences at your district or school, or experiences with particular students, please make up a pseudonym for them as well.
This is a discussion format, so please check back often to engage in conversation with other participants in response to their comments.

For information on this site, contact Jim Hatten at the National Center on Educational Outcomes

Discussion Started by Replies Unread ., Last post

Day 4 Linda Goldstone 18 0 Fri. 23 Mar 2012 ;.Sp::'::
a3 i Gviane L “ Fri, 23 Mar 2012 02{:);:;::2
il i i ¢ Fr, 23 Mar 2012, 11242 A
oay Linda Galdstone 23 ) Wed, 21 Mar 201, 10:57 A
check-in Linda Goldstone 4 0 o i

Mon, 19 Mar 2012, 02:53 PM
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Participant view
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s Group Disoussion B Day4

v parent | Edit | Split | De

1 PM

7. 1 amnat sure what the schoal can or cannot do, considering the way the state “penalizes” schoals 1f they don't have enough kids participate, never mind make the cut off score. {1 was disappointed that Maine did not receive a waiver from No Child Left Behind...but considering | am noth
thinking we applied....| digress.) | think that the state assessments are not flexible enough for many kids....with disabilities, without disabilities, ELL, ete. Being in a school where lots of teachers do their own thing, | do wish that there was more consistency in assessing students and
evaluating these assessments in general. On the other hand, | wish that thers was the flexibility for teachers who know thase kids the best, to allow them to make appropriate accommadations. | know, | knaw, “we” don't want that because “we” will have too many people changing the tests
and the scores will go up and there goes education as we know it.... My Sth grader, M, who | spoke of yesterday knows that he does well in math. He also knows that he needs lots of help with reading (he reads on a 15t grade level). His frustration grows everytime he has to take either the wd further needs in the assessment «
HAWEA on which aur district has apted out of allowing us t read it to him. His attitude and his score is much better on the NECAP, where we can read the math part to him. | hate to see him get so frustrated and fesl bad about himslf in the one area that fs his academic strength.

8. s for other assessment decisions regarding ELL students with disabilities, | just wish it was easier to identify them for services. Yes, 1 know, we don't want to over identify based on cultural norms or misidentify, but some times | can't get the kids the help they need as we can't get through
the first hoap.

rent | Edit | Split | D

14 February 2012, 04:44 Pid

1 guess | would like to know what district assessments other people are involved in. We used to have a district wide writing prompt, but no longer. We also used to have to complete DRAs andfar PM Benchmarks for all kids at the elementary level excluding life skills or severe behavior) but no
langer. Gur district wide testing is solely the NWEAs at this point, and different schaols require different school wide but with lats of

Again, just wondering.

t | Edit | Split | D

Re: Day 4

nte ag

t | Edit | Split | D

Pagoda Dogwood, could you spell out DRA and PM Benchmark and descrit= what the are? Were reasons provided why these and the writing prompt were discontinued?

‘fou mention lots of accomodations, is the a source available that teachers can refer to for guidance? If so, what is it?

Re: Day 2

b ry 2012, 08:11 PH
Yes, | find that is true whether the kids are ELI Yes, DRA is the Developmental Reading Assessment and PM Bendwmark is a Rigby assessment. Both are methods of assessing reading using a running record, neting emors and self comections while students are reading, as well as a quidk comprhension dhedk on the short stories the
their behaviors are such that the teachers just ' students ave rzad.

| think the reasan given why these reading assessments were discontinued imind you, certain schaols in the district still require them, but 1t is no longer a district requirement) were three fold. One, they can be very time cansuming and require classroom managment skills - to
administer the tests at a younger age winile the rest of the class works on other activities indepandently. Two, it was thought that there was 100 much teacher discretion in scoring - what ane would consider an ermor, another would consider as a dialect and not an emor. and, lastly, it
wias thought that the NWEAs Morthwest Evaluation Association - MAPS - Measures of Academic Progress) was more standardized and would provide the necessary data in a reliable and valid method. (Please nate, although the NWEAS allow for students to be read the math partion, our
district has taken the stance that no child will be read the test, no matter how poorty the student reads. )

As for the writing prompt, | am not sure why it was discontinued. | think, in part, it was because our status in Mo Child Left Behind was based on reading and math, not writing, so the distritct opted to spand their time and maonies elsewhers.

With regards te accommodations, | pull from different sources depending on what the evaluation is. Again, just because the test allows it flike with the NWEAs) doesn't mean | am free to use it

at | Edit | Split | D

, 14 February 2012, I

3) Describe the process your bullding uses to decide which state assessments (reading, math, science) ELLs with disabilities should take,

In my observation there really isn't a process for which assessments students in my bullding take, it is more a question of which accommadatians they need 1o have with each assessment. At the elementary level where we have the NECAPs, and the ACCESS (Ells anly) students take reading and
math, embedded in reading can be science content

(4} Tell us how it s decided which accommodations should be used for ELLs with disabilities for state content math, science) and English proficiency assessments.

In general, all the Ells are automatically given extra time for each assessment if they are part of a “pull-out” program or 1f they get reading, math or science with an Ell teacher and not the regular classroom teacher. For math, the questions can be read for thase students mentioned above but
mot numbers (state rule), and the reading companent of the test cannat be read at all ta Ells

t | Egit | Split | D

4 February 2012, P

lRock Maple, for question 3; Could you spell eut NECAF as our data analysts may net be familiar with all these tests and acronyms? Do you feel there is a need for a process on deciding which state assessments students should take? Could you elaborate what you mean “embedded in reading
can be sclence content?”

ket question 4, please clarify, don't the questions have numbers in them? Does this mean questions are parsed into fragments leaving out the numbers? How is 1t decided which accommadatians 10 use for state assessments versus English proficlency tests? Are there other accommedations
available, f s how is 1t decided witich other anes are used?

t | Edit | Split | D
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General observations regarding IVARED's online focus groups

RESEARCHER OBSERVATIONS
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General observations about OAFG

e | ow attrition rate -1 | =
(97% retained; 225 of 232 participants) :

 Amassed rich data
(over 2,300 pages of transcripts;
conversations provided an
abundance of quality text)

* Smaller groups facilitated

stronger interactions
(5-6 participants)

P T =
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General observations about OAFG

e Moderator interaction
very important to success

e Participants enjoyed the
discussion

e Online asynchronous
works well for educators
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Reactions to the Online Focus Groups

PARTICIPANT FEEDBACK
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Post participation survey

e Day after final participation, send a thank
you email

 Include a link to a survey of participants

e Alsoinclude information about incentive
($100 Target gift card)

e Created in Google Forms
 Completely voluntary and anonymous

LA AN MSTATMY AN VMYA MWl
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Google Forms surve

IVARED online focus group exit
questionnaire

Please take a few minutes to give us a guick response to your experience with the IVARED
online focus group website.
* Required

Where were you when you accessed the IVARED online focus group discussion?
Check all that apply

[ Home

O work

) Mabile (via cellular network)

] Other:

What type of device did you use to access the focus group discussion?
Check all that apply

[ Laptop computer

[_J Desktop computer

] Smart phone (iPhone, Blackberry, Droid, etc.)
[CJ Tablet (iPad, Kindle Fire, Android tablet, etc.)
[ Other:

What hours did you most often access the IVARED focus groups site? *
Check all that apply

Between 12:01 am. and 5 a.m.
57 a.m.

7-9am.

911 am.

100

] O

11 a.m.-1 p.m.

1 p.m.-3 p.m.

.

3 p.m.-5 p.m.

Jvil

5 p.m.-7 p.m.

7 p.m-9pm.

9 p.m.-midnight

C

LA AN MSTATMY AN VMYA MWl
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Survey questions

* Where were you when you accessed the
IVARED online focus group discussion?

e What type of device did you use to access
the focus group discussion?

e What hours did you most often access the
IVARED focus group site?

e On average, how much time did you
spend participating in the online focus
group?

LA AN MSTATMY AN VMYA MWl
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Survey questions

e With respect to the incentive you will
receive ... how would you rank amount
of time ...?

e Rank your ability to log into the sytem
e Rank your ability to post a response

e Please give some feedback on the initial
0g-in, passwords, usernames, and
iInstructions

LA AN MSTATMY AN VMYA MWl
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Survey questions

 How would you rank the aesthetic design of
the IVARED focus groups site?

* Did your school filter out or block the
VARED online focus group site?

* Please share any other comments revolving
around your experience in the IVARED focus
group discussion

e Would you participate in a similar project?

LA AN MSTATMY AN VMYA MWl
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Survey responses

e 135 of the 225 participants who completed
the FG discussion participated in survey

e 60% of participants replied to survey
— Average >1 dropout per week (7 dropouts total)

— Average ~1 person per week with technical
issues (1 out of every 24 subjects)

LA AN MSTATMY AN VMYA MWl
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Survey results

Where were you when you accessed the IVARED online focus group discussion?

Home

Work
Mobile (via cellu...

Other

0 22 44 66 838

110

Home 110 B3%
Work 94 T1%
Mobile (via cellular netwark) B %
Other T 5%

People may select more than one
checkbox, so percentages may add up to
maore than 100%.

What type of device did you use to access the focus group discussion?

Laptop computer
Desktop computer ;

Smart phone (iPho... |

Tablet (iPad, Kin...

Cither-

0 20 40 60 80

100

Laptop computer a8 Ti%
Desktop computer B9 51%
Smart phone (iPhone, Blackberry, Droid, etc.) ) 5%
Tablet (iPad, Kindle Fire, Android tablet, etc.) 22 16%
Other 0 0%

People may select more than one checkbox, 50
percentages may add up to more than 100%.

LA AN MSTATMY AN VMYA MWl
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Survey results

What hours did you most often access the WARED focus groups site?
Between 12:01 a.m.and 5 a.m. 1 1%

Between 12:01 a.m-.-l A-T a.m. 15 11%
= o
5.7 anm. - -9 a.m. 43 32%
9-11 am. 59 44%
= o
3 p.m.-5p.m. 42  31%
11 am.-1 p.m. _ 5 p.m.-7 p.m. 44 33%
= o
9 p.m.-midnight 20 15%
People may select more than one
5p.m.-7 p.m. _ checkbox, so percentages may add up to

moare than 100%.
7 p.m.-9 p.m.-

9 p.m.-midnight

13 26 39 52 g5

=
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Survey results

On average, how much time per day did you spend participating on the online focus group?

hours per day [51] 0 to a half an hour per day [ 4%
halfan hourto 1 hour perday 67 50%
1-2 hours per day 81 38%

— More than 2 hours

Maore than 2 hours per day 10 T %

S ~ | F
U 1o a hall an nour

1 hour per day [67]————

With respect to the incentive you will receive for fully participating in the discussion, how would you rank the amount of time you spent reading questions, responding to others,
RE

52 1 -ltwas A LOT of time for the incentive amount (the incentive was too low) 1 1%
98 2 13 10%
25 I 3 65 4B8%
h I 4 36 7%
5 -It was very little time for me to spend considering how much incentive | earned (the incentive was generous) 20 15%

1 2 3 4 5§

[twas A LOT of time for the incentive amount (the incentive was too low)it was very little time for me to spend considering how much incentive | earned (the incentive was generous)
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Survey results

Ra nk your ability to log in to the system

64
48
32
16
. .
3 4 b

1 2

1 -Very difficult and troublesome 1] 0%
2 5 4%
3 B 6%
4 44  33%

5 -Extremely easy and smooth 78 58%

Very difficult and troublesomeExtremely easy and smoath

Rank your ability to post a response on the website
75 1 -Very difficult and troublesome 1] 0%

2 7 5%
. 3 18 13%
' 4 4 25%

5 -Extremely easy and smoaoth 78 5H6%

30
M
2 3 4 5

1

Very difficult and troublesomeExtremely easy and smooth
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Survey results

Huw would you rank the aesthetic design of the WARED focus groups site?

(i

0

1 P 3 4 b

The aesthetics distracted me from the experienceftasksThe aesthetics enhanced the experiencefasks

if WARED or another project of interest to you asked you to participate in a similar
online focus group discussion, would you be likely to volunteer to participate?

Yes 13499.3%
No 1 0.7%

Yes (134 l__|.___—~'

\ Mo (1)

-

,
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Survey findings

1. Peerinteraction is highly valued
A. Collaboration and connections

2. Hope for future impact of their discussions

/)

1. Having a“voice” or being considered an expert
IS very important

2. Focus group discussions led to changes in
teaching practices; pedagogical decisions

3. Positive response to online focus group format

LA AN MSTATMY AN VMYA MWl
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Online Focus Group Survey Results

PARTICIPANT FEEDBACK COMMENTS

LA AN MSTATMY AN VMYA MWl
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Survey finding 1: PEER INTERACTION

* “It was great to connect with other ELL
facilitators around State and hear their
comments, opinions, how things are run in
different districts. We don't often get an
opportunity to do that as we are so involved
within our own districts. It's good to get a
more global picture of what's out there as well
as affirmation when we find commonalities
in our work with students.”

LA AN MSTATMY AN VMYA MWl
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Survey finding 1: PEER INTERACTION

e “As a newly retired ESL teacher, | found the
discussions a way for me to still feel connected
to the ESL world. The experience was
stimulating and allowed for my reflection of
some important issues, along with other ESL
professionals.”

LA AN MSTATMY AN VMYA MWl
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Survey finding 1: PEER INTERACTION

e “This was a very interesting and thought
provoking group. It was very informative to
hear the thoughts of colleagues. It also
confirmed how much we all interpret state
rules differently and left us all wondering who
were following the rules correctly. It
definitely pointed out a need to investigate
some areas with the state for clarification!”

LA AN MSTATMY AN VMYA MWl
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Survey finding 1: PEER INTERACTION

e “It was a nice opportunity to see how various
other educational institutions struggle with
ELL students with disabilities.”

* “It was interesting to see what other teachers
with similar students were experiencing in my
state. We don't get to do this very often. It
would also be interesting to do this with other
teachers in other states.”

LA AN MSTATMY AN VMYA MWl
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Survey finding 1: PEER INTERACTION

o “| appreciated reading the responses of the
others because | felt validated in knowing
that my concerns were not unique.”

* “This was a great tool. | was able to give my
experience and gain knowledge from others. It
wasn't just a survey of my knowledge, but
rather a short term learning community.”

LA AN MSTATMY AN VMYA MWl
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Survey finding 1: PEER INTERACTION

e “Talking with other professionals was very
interesting. As an educator, one of the deficits
| feel in our role is lack of time and opportunity
to collaborate, learn from others and share
good ideas. | know that wasn't the intent of
the focus group, but it was a very welcome
side benefit!! Thank you!

LA AN MSTATMY AN VMYA MWl
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Survey finding 1: PEER INTERACTION

e “I found that comments were similar to mine
and validated my own experiences.

e “good questions and gave me some insight
as to how other schools/districts operate
when testing ELLs"

* “| enjoyed reading participants responses to
see how other schools are facing issues with
ELL/D and everyone was very professional
with their responses.”

LA AN MSTATMY AN VMYA MWl
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Survey finding 1: PEER INTERACTION

e “| enjoy learning how others are solving the
same challenges that we all face. Itis
interesting to see how differences of rural
schools vs. city schools tackle the same

problems. | enjoyed participating in the
focus group.’
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Survey finding 2: HOPE FOR FUTURE IMPACT

 “ldon't even remember what the incentive
amounts were and participated because | am
concerned about fair evaluations for special
needs students.”

* “I hope all of the info gathered is used to make
a difference in assessing ELL students with
disabilities.”

LA AN MSTATMY AN VMYA MWl
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Survey finding 2: HOPE FOR FUTURE IMPACT

e “I would like to be informed of any changes
made because of our comments. How did it
influence our state?”

* "] am really excited to see where this goes
and how ELL students with disabilities will
benefit from this!”

LA AN MSTATMY AN VMYA MWl
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Survey finding 2: HOPE FOR FUTURE IMPACT

e “| could tell the make up of the group was
varied which | think was good to provide
different perspectives. It also made me realize
that it would be great if the State Department
could start some kind of online discussion
group or Wiki site for sharing of information
and ideas because there are alot [sic] of
different models taking place and things
happening in this area.”

LA AN MSTATMY AN VMYA MWl
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Survey finding 3: HAVING A VOICE

* “I hope the time | invested will be helpful in
making changes in the language used for test
guestions, the purpose for testing and
recognition of the time taken from
instruction. Tests given and data collected
that does not drive changes or differentation
[sic] instruction is time wasted.”
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Survey finding 3: HAVING A VOICE

e “| enjoyed it, although am equally as
interested to find out what the state(s) are
going to do with the information. Not that
| don't think things will change,but...” [sic]

e “It was a wonderful experience. Educators
like to feel that their opinion matters and |
was thrilled that this study was even being
done.”

LA AN MSTATMY AN VMYA MWl



LA AN MTANMY AN A MW A

Survey finding 4: IMMMEDIATE IMPACT ON
PARTICIPANTS’ PEDAGOGY, PRACTICES

* “While not more than two hours every day, the
reason | noted more time spent was because | also
engaged in conversation with our largest districts
ESL Coordinator about some current practices. |
became so interested | also started doing some
online searches to see what some other states
were doing. |I'm pleased to have had the
opportunity to be part of this.”
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Survey finding 4: IMMMEDIATE IMPACT ON
PARTICIPANTS’ PEDAGOGY, PRACTICES

e “This was an interesting experience for two
reasons:reading the posts of others and
answering the questions myself forced me to
think about the issues as well as the
practices where | work’
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Survey finding 4: IMMMEDIATE IMPACT ON
PARTICIPANTS’ PEDAGOGY, PRACTICES

e “Ifound it helpful to listen to the struggles that
other schools are having regarding assessment
for ELs with disabilities as well as what they are
doing well. This informs my own practice.”
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Survey finding 4: IMMMEDIATE IMPACT ON
PARTICIPANTS’ PEDAGOGY, PRACTICES

e “Asan ESL teacher ... this focus group has drawn me to
discuss more issues with the SPED teachers at my school
about the ELL SPED and how they are served. The entire
daily questions and/or discussion have made me a
better educator as | work with my ELLs because they are
going through the interventions prior to being referred
as ELL SPED and it has made me aware of their
difficulties/challenges so that | can meet their needs as

they try to gain proficiency in the English language. *
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Survey finding 4: IMMMEDIATE IMPACT ON
PARTICIPANTS’ PEDAGOGY, PRACTICES

e “| think that ELL teachers and special educators
are sometimes isolated by the nature of the
work. It was good to discover, through our
limited communication in the study, that some

educators in these fields feel the same
about a number of things. For me, it opened
a discussion with the building ELL teacher’
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Survey finding 5: ENJOY ONLINE FG

e “This was a new experience and | do feel this is
viable avenue to get more teachers to
participate or lend their views and
experiences.’

* “This was the first time i truly felt there was a
discussion on an online venue - it was easy to
add to the discussion and | do feel that the
facilitator played a very positive role in this by
asking either clarifiying [sic] questions or asking
us to expand.”
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Survey finding 5: ENJOY ONLINE FG

* “It was fun. It was all about sharing and
learning. | enjoyed the opportunity of sharing
my opinion and experience. As well as getting
information from other participants. Great!”

e “This was a great platform to collaborate
regarding the focus questions and issues.”

e “|liked that the group size was so small. It
made it much easier to read and respond to
postings without feeling to bogged down”
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Survey finding 5: ENJOY ONLINE FG

e “This was a new experience and | do feel this is
viable avenue to get more teachers to
participate or lend their views and
experiences.’

"It was fun and surprisingly easy to do. | liked
the anonymity and the unique user names
and passwords. | appreciate being a part of
this process. Thank-you for the opportunity to
learn and grow in this area.”
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Survey finding 5: ENJOY ONLINE FG

e “Everything went very smoothly and | would
participate agin [sic]Jwith no reservations!”

* “| like the idea of having it online and | can
access it when | want to and can.”

e “I think this is a very cost effective means for a
focus group. You are getting the best input
from people in the field who represent a great
amount of expertise.”
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Online Focus Group Sources
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