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November 23, 2015 
 
Mr. Guffrie M. Smith, Jr., President 
Maryland State Board of Education 
200 Wet Baltimore Street 
Baltimore, MD 21201 
 
Dear Mr. Smith: 
 
The Calvert County Public Schools (CCPS) Board of Education submits this information to the Maryland 
State Board of Education in response to the assessment survey conducted to meet the requirements of 
House Bill 452/Ch. 421.  For over a decade, CCPS has administered a robust local assessment program 
grounded in the belief that periodic measures of student learning best inform the instructional process. 
The board discussed this issue at their board meeting on November 19, 2015 and there are no 
recommendations from the board to change our current practice. 
 
Local Assessment Philosophy 
 
CCPS local assessments provide students with the opportunity to demonstrate what they understand 
and are able to do on tests that reflect instructional priorities established or influenced by national, 
state, and local curricular standards. As a result studying the data generated by local assessments, 
instructional decisions can be made at the class, school, and district levels. CCPS content area 
supervisors have developed specific assessments to evaluate the progress of the district’s students.  
These include diagnostic assessments, benchmarks, performance assessments, and end-of-year 
assessments. 
 
In recent years, CCPS has moderately reduced the number of system-wide assessments that are 
administered to students, both as a means to reduce the frequency of testing and to encourage teachers 
to utilize more formative assessments in their classrooms. Formative assessments are formal and 
informal assessments teachers and students use at the classroom level to collect evidence for the 
purpose of improving learning. Formative assessments provide information to teachers and students 
during the instructional process. This information is then used to make decisions about what actions to 
take to promote further learning. The process allows teachers to decide when assessment is appropriate 
for their classroom and to plan instruction in response to targeted assessment of class and student-
specific learning needs. 
 
CCPS has two main categories of local assessments that complement State- and Federally- mandated 
assessments: County Course Exams and System-wide Assessments. 
 
County Course Exams 
County Course Exams (CCE) are systemic exams produced under the leadership of CCPS content area 
supervisors and administered to all students participating in a particular course of study. County Course  
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Exams are distinguished from System-wide Assessments in that CCE assessments contribute to students’ 
5th marking period (or final exam) grade. We administer three types of CCEs: 
 

1. CCE Midterm Exams are mid-year assessments administered to students in grades 9 - 12. These 
assessments are given in the months of December and January and contribute to students’ 5th 
marking period grade. 
 

2. CCE Performance Assessments are typically skill–based assessments that require students to go 
beyond a multiple choice answer. These assessments are administered to students in grades 9 - 
12 and may occur on multiple occasions throughout the school year, depending on the course of 
study. CCE performance assessments contribute to students’ 5th marking period grade. 

 

3. CCE Final Exams are end-of-year assessments administered only to students who are in grades 9 
- 11 during the school year in which the assessment is administered.  Underclassmen should not 
be assessed prior to the appropriate underclassmen assessment window established by the 
content area supervisor unless permission is granted by the supervisor. 

 
System-wide Assessments 
 
System-wide Assessments (SWA) are produced under the leadership of content area supervisors and 
administered to all students participating in a particular course or grade level subject. These 
assessments may be used as formative or summative assessments. Information gained from these 
assessments may be used to make decisions regarding instructional programming. System-wide 
Assessments are distinguished from CCE assessments in that they do not contribute to a 5th marking 
period grade. Additionally, System-Wide Diagnostic Assessments (SWD) are also produced under the 
leadership of content area supervisors and administered to all students participating in a particular 
course or grade level subject. Diagnostic assessments are designed solely to provide instructors with 
information about student's prior knowledge and misconceptions before beginning instruction and 
therefore should not factor into the calculation of a student’s grade. 
 
CCPS acknowledges that a balance must be found between time needed for the administration of 
assessments and optimizing instructional time. Assessment decisions are typically made at the central 
office with feedback provided from school-based administrators and teachers. As we receive more 
detailed information from the PARCC assessments, we will continue to evaluate our local assessments 
and adjust accordingly.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Tracy H. McGuire, President 
Board of Education 



Office of Instructional Services 
CAROLINE COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

Denton, Maryland 
 

September 9, 2015 
 
M e m o r a n d u m 
 
To:    Dr. Jack Smith, Maryland Interim State Superintendent of Schools 
 
From:   Patricia Saelens, PS, Assistant Superintendent  
 
Subject: Commission to Review Maryland’s Use of Assessments and Testing in 
   Public Schools (MSAR #10552 and 10553) 
 
The purpose of this memorandum is to update you on the Caroline County Public Schools 
(CCPS) section of the Commission to Review Maryland’s Use of Assessments and 
Testing in Public Schools document recently submitted by the Maryland State 
Department of Education (MSDE) to the Maryland State Board of Education (MD BoE).   
 
Please see changes below respective of the 2015 – 2016 school year. These assessment 
revisions are expected to provide relevant data, inform instruction and enhance teaching 
and learning. 
 
CCPS Assessment Revisions; 2015 – 2016 
1. P. 51, DIBELS/TRC, 6-12, Replace with Independent Reading Level Assessment 

(IRLA), Effective 2015-2016 
 
2. P. 54, DAZE (DIBELS), 3-5, Replace with Independent Reading Level 

Assessment (IRLA), Effective 2015-2016 
 
3. P. 55, DIBELS, K-5, Replace with Independent Reading Level Assessment 

(IRLA), Effective 2015-2016 
 
Thank you for your attention to this information. Please contact me if you have questions. 
 
Cc; 
 Mr. Rowe 
 Mr. Ewald 
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November 24, 2015 
 

Mr. Guffrie Smith, Jr., President 

Maryland State Board of Education 

200 W. Baltimore Street 

Baltimore, MD  21201-2595 
 

Re: Commission to Review Maryland’s Use of Assessments and Testing in Public Schools (MSAR 

#10552 and 10553) 
 

Dear Mr. Smith: 
 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment upon the Commission’s Report. During our 

November 18, 2015 regular Board meeting, we discussed the report and our feedback. This letter 

consolidates that feedback.  
 

The Frederick County Board of Education (Board) has been actively engaged on issues related to testing 

and assessments for much of this year. One of our Board’s stated advocacy and legislative principles 

focuses on local governance. Our local governance goals are intended to achieve best outcomes for 

students, to foster family and community engagement, and to demonstrate responsive leadership.   
 

With that in mind, our Board recently heard from a variety of stakeholders – parents, students, educators, 

and community members – and took action to streamline our local testing and assessments framework. We 

memorialized those plans in our new Board Policy 522 which includes the following key provisions: 
 

Purpose: To establish the role of assessments within the instructional program.  
 

Definitions  

Local Assessments – those formal assessments generated and required by Frederick County Public 

Schools (FCPS); such assessments do not include tests or assessments generated by teachers.  

State Assessments – those formal assessments required by State and/or Federal law.  
 

Role  

Local assessments should provide timely data in order to inform and improve instruction. 

Assessments must provide meaningful information to system leaders, teachers, parents, and 

students regarding student performance and mastery of the curriculum. System leaders should also 

be able to use assessment results to identify and close gaps in achievement, ensure equity in 

instruction, and to inform strategies to increase performance across all student groups. State 

assessments are administered as required by law.  
 

Time / Frequency  

Local assessments shall be used in a balanced way as a part of a students' total instructional 

program. Local assessments shall not be conducted in a way that is disruptive to the schedule or 

the instructional day. State assessments shall be administered in a way that minimizes disruption to 

the instructional environment. Every effort should be made to ensure that assessments be 

scheduled in a way that minimizes the overlap in the administration of multiple assessments. Some 

assessments are required; however, system leaders, teachers, and staff should have the flexibility to 

choose additional local assessments that work best for their students and that fulfill the goals 

delineated in this policy.  



Evaluation of Assessment  

System leaders shall evaluate local assessments on a regular basis. System leaders should ensure 

that feedback from teachers, students, and staff informs the local assessment evaluation process.  
 

Criteria for Evaluation of Local Assessments:  

• must fulfill the conditions specified under “Role” specified in this Policy  

• must be aligned to the current curricula  

• must demonstrate that instructional practice is aligned with FCPS strategic goals  

• must measure student progress and mastery of curricula  

• must be effective instructional and diagnostic tools to improve the practice of teaching and 

inform instruction supports  
 

Local assessments that are not fulfilling the goals delineated in this policy should be eliminated. 

System leaders shall also routinely evaluate the effectiveness of State assessments and provide 

timely feedback to the State government on ways those assessments may be improved. 
 

Our Board has included the excerpted provisions of the recently enacted FCPS Policy 522 because it is 

critical for State leaders to understand that our policy and operational leaders have already moved to 

identify areas of improvement identified by our own stakeholders, and FCPS has already made 

significant changes to our local assessment program based on our policy.  Our Board respectfully 

requests that legislators and the State Board respect our Board’s local governance role in continuing 

to develop and amend testing and assessment policy to meet the needs of our students and other 

stakeholders.  
 

Other areas of feedback include: 

1) Local educators and the survey data compiled by the Maryland State Educators’ Association 

(MSEA) overwhelmingly showed that kindergarten teachers are unsatisfied with the 

Kindergarten Readiness Assessment and question its efficacy given our educators’ ability to 

provide their own authentic assessments. They also questioned the investments of time and 

technology spending for the KRA. This report provides little detail about the KRA. Why is it 

mandatory? What plans does the State have going forward for the KRA? 

2) Teachers and schools need stability with assessments at all levels. There have been significant 

changes and new requirements and little time for our educators to stop and reflect and refine. 

Likewise, FCPS has made significant financial investments in technology related to testing and 

assessments; more changes render those investments wasted.  

3) Our Board hopes the Commission and this initial feedback process is the beginning of real 

dialogue between local Boards and the State on testing and assessment issues, and that the 

Commission will provide collaborative, meaningful two-way opportunities for local Boards 

and stakeholders to give input.  

4) Our Board continues to have questions about MSDE’s intent with regard to how testing will 

impact teacher evaluations and graduation requirements. 
 

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment upon the Commission’s report.  Our Board looks forward 

to future collaboration on testing and assessments in a way that preserves local governance and, thereby, 

protects the interest and furthers the goals of our local community.   
 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Brad W. Young 

President 























11/30/2015

Mr. Guffrie Smith, Jr., 
President 
Maryland State Board of Education 
200 West Baltimore Street 
Baltimore, MD 21201 

Dear President Smith,

On behalf of our more than 170,000 Maryland PTA members, we appreciate the opportunity to share our 
thoughts on the important work that the Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE) has done to 
produce the “Report on Local, State and Federally Mandated Assessments in Maryland”. This report is 
the first of its kind on mandated standardized tests and provides important information necessary to 
helping parents understand student outcomes.

We agree that the goal of every parent with a child in our public school system, is the graduation of 
students ready for college or careers, ready to live productive lives in our state. Maryland PTA is 
committed to making every child’s potential a reality. The report describes the state’s development of 
Maryland’s College and Career Readiness Standards and implementation of PARCC assessments. One 
of the most important pieces of information in the report is the amount of time students spend taking 
standardized tests. This data provides tangible measurement of what students lose in instruction. Parents 
across the state have told us that they want to ensure that their students have minimal disruption to the 
learning environment for the sake of giving tests. Furthermore, they want the assessments to be aligned 
to the curriculum. 

In the interest of Maryland parents and children, we are prepared to work with the Commission to find a 
solution to the concerns of parents and teachers. We urge town hall meetings where parents, teachers 
and administrators can openly share their thoughts and recommendations on how tests are being 
administered in classrooms and schools across the state. In the spirit of cooperation, we ask that MSDE 
and the Commission members take full advantage of incorporating the valuable perspectives of all 
partners in the education process, parents, educators and administrators. Only then, can we ensure that 
every test taken by Maryland children is fully vetted. Together, as we review the role assessments have 
on Maryland children, can we speak for every child with one voice. 

Sincerely,

Elizabeth Ysla Leight
President
Maryland PTA

www.mdpta.org
5 Central Avenue

Glen Burnie, MD 21061
Phone: (410) 760­6221

 (800) 707­7972 
Fax:  (410) 760­6344







 

November 30, 2015 

 

Mr. Guffrie Smith, Jr., President 

Maryland State Board of Education 

200 West Baltimore Street 

Baltimore, MD 21201 

 

President Smith: 

 

On behalf of our more than 71,000 teacher, support staff, and administrator members across the state, we recognize the important 

work that the Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE) did in producing its Report on Local, State and Federally Mandated 

Assessments in Maryland. Until now, there has been no statewide compilation of mandated standardized tests—so this report is a 

critical step forward.  

 

During the first Commission meeting, several members expressed a desire to frame the group’s work within the context of student 

outcomes. This is essential. All mandated standardized tests should be put to a cost-benefit analysis: is the assessment valuable 

enough in providing instructionally informative data to justify the trade-off of less instructional time and curricular depth and 

breadth? If the end goal of our public schools is the graduation of students ready for college, careers, and productive lives as citizens, 

we should place as much attention on what students might lose by taking tests as on the data points we gain.  

 

Teachers have been developing and giving tests to generations of students. As educators, we believe that all tests should:  

 Only exist if they provide timely and specific data necessary for teachers to improve instruction for individual students. 

Otherwise, there is no way for the test to help students learn. 

 Be aligned to the curriculum, not the other way around.  

 Minimally disrupt the learning environment. Therefore, tests that close down computer labs, change schedules, pull students and 

teachers from non-tested subjects, and cause undue stress (especially for ESOL or students with IEPs) should be limited, altered, or 

eliminated. 

 Not exist merely for the purposes of Student Learning Objectives (SLOs) or other methods for teacher, principal, or school 

evaluation and accountability. 

 Be developed as close to the classroom as possible. Teacher-developed tests should be prioritized when financially and 

logistically possible; purchasing tests from for-profit companies should be a last resort.  

 

MSEA Feedback Process 

 

To ensure that the Commission has the perspective of educators, we have been conducting a rigorous analysis of MSDE’s report in 

each of the 23 districts where we represent teachers and support staff. That work has been led by Time to Learn committees 

composed of teachers in each county.  

 

These committees have used the MSDE report as a starting place and then consulted teachers at every level to validate what was 

reported and add any assessments that were missing but should have been included. While MSDE’s report is a critical foundation, it 

has many areas of incomplete quantitative and qualitative data, and in some cases, inaccurate or misleading answers. In many 

instances, there are assessments mandated by local school districts that are simply not listed at all.  

 

The committees engaged in rich, detailed work that included convening group conversations and surveying their district’s teachers to 

get qualitative feedback on the tests they administer, including necessary test prep, how the tests affect the availability of technology 

and other learning tools, whether schedules are disrupted for testing, and many other issues. They received feedback from thousands 

of teachers across the state and have developed incisive, thoughtful reflections on standardized testing in their districts. We would be 

happy to arrange for Time to Learn committee members to present their findings before the Commission.   

 



 

As noted, the committees found myriad gaps and incomplete or missing data in the MSDE report which they have been working hard 

to fill. The next section details the main areas of missing data that should have been included as stipulated by HB 452. 

 

Quantitative Data  

 

One of the most important pieces of information in the report is the amount of time students spend taking standardized tests. These 

critical data are a tangible measurement of what students lose in instruction. Unfortunately, the report frequently under-reports the 

volume of standardized testing or provides data which are nearly impossible to use for apples-to-apples comparisons across districts. 

 

Missing Assessments 

There were many school districts whose reports missing assessments. For example, while nine tests appear in the report for Frederick 

County eighth graders, educators report 18 locally mandated tests. This is especially problematic because two of the unlisted tests are 

math formatives and math unit tests in addition to the MSDE listed math benchmark tests. This looks like a textbook example of 

duplicative testing—but members of the Commission currently cannot make that judgment because the report is not reflective of the 

actual amount of testing. Once all of the missing assessments are added, it appears that Frederick County students spend almost one-

half of an entire school year taking tests throughout their pre-K-12 education. 

 

Testing Time 

The report becomes very confusing when one begins to look at the “how long a student has to complete” section of each matrix, 

because the responses lack uniformity to enable true comparability across districts. For example, in Charles County (attachment 3, p. 

93), ranges are as wide as 30-185 minutes for the same test. In Queen Anne’s County (attachment 3, p. 211), there is a test timed at 

“varies,” with a testing window of “various times”—providing essentially no useful data to the Commission. To choose one example 

among many that suffer from the same issue, in Caroline County (attachment 3, p. 57), the time is listed as “2 class periods” for a 

primary level DIBELS test but does not explain how long a class period is in an elementary school. In Prince George’s County 

(attachment 3, p. 191), there is a kindergarten reading test listed as “untimed.” Even on the statewide level, the Kindergarten 

Readiness Assessment is listed as “teacher has 8 weeks to enter data” (attachment 2, p. 4), which simply avoids the question entirely. 

(It should be noted that even though MSDE said in the first Commission meeting that the KRA takes 20-30 minutes, kindergarten 

teachers reported that it took closer to 90 minutes per student last year and about 70 minutes per student this year.) 

 

Testing Windows 

The most common incomplete data for this category were for unit tests, where most districts did not specify how many units their 

courses have. In Carroll County (attachment 3, p. 66), there are unit assessments listed in almost every subject and every grade, but 

the testing window is “at the conclusion of a specified unit of study,” making it unclear exactly how much testing occurs. Frederick 

County (attachment 3, p. 120) has vague answers such as “as determined by the school system,” “at appropriate points in the course,” 

and “school based.” In Allegany County (attachment 3, pp. 7-8), secondary math and ELA benchmarks are listed as quarterly, but 

that only includes post-tests. According to Allegany educators, the district requires that benchmarks are included in SLOs and 

therefore there are an additional four “pre-tests” that are not included in MSDE’s report.  

 

In each of these categories, these examples are repeated many times across several districts and make it difficult to get a clear picture 

of exactly how much time is spent on testing in each grade. All this incomplete and inconsistent data have underscored the 

importance of the work of local Time to Learn committees in ensuring that the Commission, policymakers, and the public have easy 

to understand and accurate data on the amount of testing that our students are actually experiencing.  

 

Qualitative Data  

 

Many qualitative details are similarly absent from the MSDE report; questions were often answered in the report as tests are designed 

to function instead of how they actually are functioning. For example, the PARCC data (attachment 2, p. 6) make no mention of the 

fact that many schools have to close their computer labs and media centers during testing windows, greatly impeding learning. It also 

does not allow for the same accommodations as exist for other tests, which was a huge problem for many students with learning 



 

disabilities who suffered through difficult test-taking experiences. But there is no mention of those issues in the questions about 

technology and accommodations. The report also says that PARCC did not require test prep—which may be the case at the state 

level—but many districts and schools did implement weeks of test-prep, encouraged by the high-stakes consequences of the state-

mandated tests.  

 

Here are just a few of the qualitative issues detailed by local Time to Learn committees: 

 

In Baltimore County, where more than 2,000 teachers participated in their local Time to Learn survey, 81% of educators said that 

they are pulled from their regular duties during testing. This information is not reflected in the report answers to the “Does the 

assessment require proctors or other personnel to administer” question, and is likely not unique to Baltimore County. According to 

respondents, school resources lost during testing time include: computer labs, the library, intervention groups, and small group 

instruction for students with learning disabilities. Again, these lost services are not reflected in the report and the trade-off implicit in 

mandated standardized testing. 

 

In Allegany County, educators estimate that as many as 20 days of instruction are lost for non-tested subjects like world languages, 

art, and physical education due to students missing those classes for testing or test-prep. They also report issues with their 

technology: that a tremendous amount of time and effort went into making their limited technology work for online testing; frequent 

problems with the system crashing mid-test and students having to start over from the beginning because their work was lost; and 

reports of lost internet connections and other glitches. These are not “transitional” problems, but systemic problems that exist in 

counties across the state. 

 

One impossible to measure—though widely reported on—effect of over-testing on schools is the stress it puts on students and 

educators. Any valid cost-benefit analysis of standardized tests would be incomplete without taking into account the more human 

cost of what the testing obsession is doing to students’ motivation to learn, teacher morale, and how the nature of what is taught and 

learned dramatically conforms to assessment pressures. We urge the Commission to consider an anecdote we’ve heard in different 

versions for years: what is the cost of having an eighth grade English teacher who brings a student from a second grade reading level 

all the way up to a fifth grade reading level in one year, only to watch the student’s motivation crumble after failing a test he cannot 

possibly pass? Is it acceptable for our education system to produce outcomes like this? 

 

Recommended Next Steps 

 

We stand ready to work with the Commission, and hope that there is an opportunity for our members leading local Time to Learn 

committees to share their classroom experiences and the feedback they’ve collected from their colleagues with the Commission.  

 

The suggestion at the first Commission meeting to survey principals, who could be asked many of the questions about how tests are 

really being administered in classrooms and schools, is also a logical next step. 

 

We also ask that MSDE and the Commission members take full advantage of incorporating the valuable perspectives of educators in 

this process. We should all be working together to make sure that information is accurate and every test is on the table to be fairly 

examined.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
 

Betty Weller 

President, Maryland State Education Association 



PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

14201 SCHOOL LANE, UPPER MARLBORO, MD 20772     Phone: 301-952-6000      Website:  www.PGCPS.org     Follow Us: @PGCPS, Facebook, Youtube 

 

  
  
Kevin M. Maxwell, Ph.D.   
Chief Executive Officer  

 
November 30, 2015  

 

 

Mr. Guffrie Smith, Jr., President  

Maryland State Board of Education  

200 W. Baltimore Street  

Baltimore, MD 21201-2595  

 

Dear Mr. Smith:  

 

Members of the Board of Education of Prince George’s County Public Schools (PGCPS) reviewed and considered 

the findings of the Maryland State Department of Education survey entitled Report on Local, State and Federally 

Mandated Assessment in Maryland (August 2015).   As requested in your October 20, 2015 letter to the Board and the 

Chief Executive Officer of PGCPS, we respectfully submit our comments to the State’s findings below. 

 

As part of our districtwide initiative to reduce unnecessary district tests and to improve the quality of current tests, 

PGCPS established an Assessment Cross-Functional Team, composed of the Prince George’s County Educators’ 

Association (PGCEA) union representatives/teachers, School Test Coordinators, principals, and central office staff.   

The Assessment Cross-Functional Team has been tasked to effectively review the purpose of assessments currently in 

use across the district and recommend eliminating any district level assessment that is not relevant or valuable to our 

teachers and students. Several recommendations were brought forward last year to the school system leadership, 

including the elimination of Mandatory Unit Systemic Tests (MUST) in Reading (Grades 3 through High School) and 

Mathematics (Grades 3 through High School) assessments, which was implemented effective July 1, 2015. 

The Department of Testing, Research, and Evaluation (DTRE) in cooperation with the Prince George’s County 

Educators’ Association (PGCEA) and other departments has developed its own survey instrument that will be used to 

collect and gather feedback from principals and teachers on the effectiveness of districtwide and school-based 

assessments. The purpose of this survey is to determine what districtwide and school-based assessments teachers are 

using and what assessments are most effective. The survey will be administered to all teachers and principals in 

December 2015. See below for the complete list of district assessments (List of District Assessments).  

Prince George’s County Public Schools will continue to work with PGCEA union representatives and other 

stakeholders, including community members, to develop clear next steps to streamline and improve district 

assessments. 

List of District Assessments: 

 Formative Assessment Systemic Test (FAST) 

 Final Exams for Middle School Students accessing High School Course Credit* 

 Kindergarten, Grade 1, and Grade 2 Data Capture 

 Otis Lennon Student Ability Test (OLSAT) 

 Preliminary Scholastic Assessment Test (PSAT) 

 Stanford Achievement Test 10 (SAT 10) 

 Student Learning Objective Pretest and Posttest Assessments (SLO)* 

 Scholastic Math Inventory (SMI) 

 Scholastic Reading Inventory (SRI) 

 Content Unit Assessments (Specific Content Area, see note below) 
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 Mandated or approved tests administered at the school level 

 Any mandated or school-wide assessments 

 

*SLO and Final Exams are mandatory and cannot not be eliminated and therefore were not included in our 

survey instrument.   

 

Note on Content Unit Assessments: 

While the unit assessments were distributed throughout the district, they are not county mandated and can be used as 

a grade.  Content Unit Assessments were not included in our survey instrument 

Below is a timeline that describes the work of the PGCPS Assessment Cross-Functional Team. The team will review 

the purpose of assessments currently administered across the district and recommend eliminating any district 

assessment that is not relevant or valuable to teachers and students. 

PHASE 1 Timeline Task 

July–December 

2015 

July  Conduct a comprehensive review of the district assessments that 

schools are currently administering and share information with 

state (MSDE). 

 Continue establishing a districtwide assessment strategy and 

framework for high quality assessments. 

September  Prepare survey instrument (inventory of current district 

assessments) for teachers and principals. 

 Draft a memo for CEO to inform staff about the district initiative 

to reduce unnecessary district tests and to improve the quality of 

current tests. 

October  Share CEO memorandum with all PGCPS staff. 

 Representatives from the Assessment Cross-Functional Team 

review current assessments and determine next steps. 

November  Administer a survey to gather feedback from principals and 

teachers on the effectiveness of district and school-based 

assessments. 

 

 

PHASE 2 Timeline Task 

January–May 

2016 

January – February  Based upon the reviews and results of the survey, work with 

content specialists, testing personnel, teacher review teams, and 

other stakeholders or constituents to form subcommittees to 

discuss initial results. 

February – March  Subcommittees meet to provide recommendations and rationale. 

March – May  Subcommittees present and report recommendations to the 

Assessment Cross-Functional Team. 

 Publish Assessment Literacy Brochure to help improve the 

assessment literacy of our community and to assist stakeholders 

in understanding the use of local, state, and national assessments 

in PGCPS. 
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PHASE 3 Timeline Task 

May–August 

2016 

May – June  Recommendations are submitted to school system senior 

leadership for approval. 

June – July  Recommendations are approved and added to the testing 

calendar. 

July – August  Revised district assessment system in the 2016–17 school year is 

released. 

  

 

 

If you require additional information, please contact my office at 301-952-6008 or Mr. Yakoubou Ousmanou, 

Executive Director of Testing, Research and Evaluation, at 301-702-3860 or by email at 

yakoubou.ousmanou@pgcps.org.   

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

     

  

Segun Eubanks, Ed.D.  Kevin M. Maxwell, Ph.D.  

Chair, Board of Education  Chief Executive Officer  

      

c: Members, Board of Education  

 Members, Executive Team  

 Mr. Yakoubou Ousmanou  

 Ms. Theresa M. Dudley, PGCEA  
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Mr. J. Scott Smith 

Superintendent 

Board of Education 
Mrs. Karin M. Bailey, Chairman 
Mrs. Cathy Allen 
Mrs. Mary M. Washington 
Mrs. Rita Weaver 
Ms. Sarita D. Lee, Student Member 
Mr. J. Scott Smith, Secretary/Treasurer 

November 24, 2015 
 
 
 Dr. Jack Smith 

Interim State Superintendent 
 Maryland State Department of Education 
 200 West Baltimore Street 
 Baltimore, Maryland 21201 
 

Dear Dr. Smith, 
  
                In response to the Maryland State Department of Education’s Report on Local, State, and 
Federally Mandated Assessments in Maryland (Report), the Board of Education of St. Mary’s County offers 
the following comments. 
 

The Board has reviewed the above-mentioned Report and discussed our local mandated 
assessment matrix, and we believe the information contained is accurately presented. 
 

Most of the locally mandated tests are built into the normal curriculum coursework and are 
designed to evaluate skills and mastery of concepts.  Other tests are specifically designed to evaluate a 
student’s progress whether additional instruction or intervention is warranted.  A small portion of the 
local testing component is used to identify elementary school students for the gifted and talented 
program and/or placement in accelerated classes as they enter middle school.  The Board feels that the 
amount and time of the locally mandated tests are necessary in order to ensure that our students are 
receiving instruction that will allow them to master skills and concepts.  Our local assessments are used in 
tandem with Performance Matters, a comprehensive data warehouse, used by our instructional teams to 
monitor student learning on an ongoing basis.  This tool allows a teacher to timely administer “course 
and/or concept” correction of a lesson based on in-class quizzes, homework, etc. 
 

With specific comments regarding the PARCC assessments and the effect on other areas of 
instruction, MSDE’s expectation of a five to one student to electronic device ratio in order to successfully 
administer electronically was and remains a challenge.  This expected ratio combined with the additional 
Internet bandwidth required to administer the tests impacted instruction within the schools during the 
testing timeframes.  The timeframe for the PARCC assessments also impacted students’ daily schedules 
and other instructional time due to the need to utilize media and computer center labs for testing.  This 
was particularly felt at the elementary school level for those grades not involved in PARCC testing as 
resources were diverted away from their traditional learning tools.   

 

 
St. Mary’s County Public School System does not discriminate on the basis of race, color, gender, age, national origin, marital 

status or sexual orientation, religion, or disability in matters affecting employment or providing access to programs. 
 



Dr. Jack Smith               -2-    November 24, 2015 
  
 
 

The Board of Education of St. Mary’s County supports continuing the long tradition of local 
autonomy and decision making that best reflect the needs of our students, and we appreciate the 
opportunity to comment on this report.   
 
      Sincerely, 
 
 
 

Karin M. Bailey 
Chairman, Board of Education of St. Mary’s County 

 
KMB/sfb 
 
cc:   Board of Education Members 

Mr. J. Scott Smith, Superintendent 
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