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SLO Target Setting and Summative Assessments 
 

In this first year of SLO’s, Districts had unique ways of handling the baseline and 

summative assessments. There were also unique ways of writing the target based 

on those assessments. This article will focus on a few of the variations of target 

setting practices and issues surrounding  the development of summative assess-

ments that would reflect student achievement and connect to the target. 

 

Importance of target setting 

In one scenario, a district might give a chemistry baseline assessment that was 

based on previous Chemistry Regent questions. The results were that students 

scored less than 50%. This same district might write that the target score for stu-

dents on the Chemistry Regent would be five points more than the baseline. This 

district might also set the target for the teacher as 60% of the students would meet 

or exceed the target of five points more than their baseline score. It is very possi-

ble that 100% of the students will reach their target and that the teacher will re-

ceive 20 points on the SLO.  

 

In another district, the baseline may have been a similar district-created assess-

ment, but the results may not have been used to set the target. The target might be 

that 60% of the students would score over 80 on the Chemistry Regent. The his-

torical data for this district shows that only about 50% of the students score over 

80 on the Chemistry Regent. The district set the 60% at a HEDI score of 11.  If 

the district set 60% at the HEDI score of 11 and the goal of 60% was met by the 

teacher, then teacher’s HEDI score would be 11.  

 

In the previous two examples, the summative assessment was the same. However, 

the components of the target for the teacher were vastly different resulting in a 

tremendous difference in HEDI scores.  The two examples above have unintend-

ed consequences.  In the first example, the target was set too low.  In the second, 

the placement of the target on the HEDI scale was set at the low end of effective.  

The second teacher probably met a more difficult target. Therefore the second 

teacher may have been more “systematic and strategic in … instructional deci-

sions.” (Guidance, p. 6) but achieved a lower HEDI score.  

 

Rigorous and comparable assessments 

If any course covered by an SLO  has a NYSED assessment, the assessment must 

be the summative assessment for that course (Guidance, p. 11).  If an SLO for a 

course ends in a district-created summative assessment, guidelines are given for 

the creation of those assessments.  These guidelines ensure the evaluative effec-

tiveness of the assessment and give a greater likelihood that teachers’ HEDI 

scores will truly reflect student learning.  Terms such as rigor, comparability, val-

id, and reliable are used to describe the qualities needed in a district-created sum-
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mative assessment.   These qualities along with addressing “the important content” of a course are the 

criteria. 

 
The following quote from regulations seems to suggest that all items on the assessment should relate to 

the CCLS or current standards for science and social studies. If there are no NYSED standards, then other 

recognized standards may be used.  

 

“Rigorous shall mean that the locally selected measure is aligned to the New York State learning 

standards or, in instances where there are no such standards that apply to a subject/grade level, 

evidence of alignment to research-based learning standards and, to the extent practicable, the lo-

cally selected measure must be valid and reliable as defined by the Testing Standards. (ii) compa-

rable across classrooms shall mean that the same locally selected measure(s) of student achieve-

ment or growth is used across a subject and/or grade level within the school district or BOCES. 

For principals, the same locally selected measure(s) must be used for all principals in the same or 

similar program or grade configuration in that school district or BOCE“ (Amendment, p. 20) 

 

Good assessment construction would also mean that the proportion of items for each portion of the stand-

ards should be comparable to the emphasis in the classroom and that the emphasis in the classroom 

should reflect what is considered important content. There is mathematics emphasis documentation for 

grades K – 12 ( http://engageny.org/sites/default/files/resource/attachments/nys-math-emphases-k-hs.pdf). 

 

Connecting each item to a performance indicator or CCLS standard would fulfill content validity. Con-

struct validity would refer to each item following protocols for item construction.  A test is reliable, if the 

same students would receive a similar score if they repeated the same test within a short time span. Faulty 

item construction and inconsistent scoring techniques could lead to a test not being reliable. 

 

Future 
For 2013-2014, districts may want to reconsider the assessments that they used for SLOs and the way that 

the targets were set. Historical data from the Data Warehouse may be used in two ways. One would be to 

make decisions about the current year’s cohort based on the performance of the prior year’s cohort on 

similar baseline and summative assessments.  This analysis will assist with using historical data for the 

2013-2014 students to predict their success on the posttest.   The second use of Data Warehouse infor-

mation would be to use the NYSED historical data as the baseline of current students.  For geometry, stu-

dents, the integrated algebra results would become the baseline for each student. 

 

Nassau BOCES Regional Professional Development is planning a series of three workshops on creating 

formative assessments for SLOs, for quarterly common assessments, and for classroom assessments.    

Jennifer Borgioli from Learning Centered Initiatives will be leading this series. This will available 

through MyLearningPlan. 
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