
ALTF Retreat – July 20, 2019 
8am 4pm 
In Attendance: Kari Hanson, Stephen Martin, Joanna Noonan, Devin Bruckner, Nancy Hertzog, Christine 
Tang, Jonathan Carroll-Madden, Julie van Arcken, Dominique Daba, Vanessa Meraki Ji-Young Um, 
Theresa Yeh, Kari O’Driscoll, Ursula White-Oliver, Deenie Berry, Mary Kunce, Valeri Makam,  

Absent: Andrew Siegal, Laurie Bohm, Stacia Hawkinson, Deborah Northern, Colin Pierce,  

Guests: Wyeth Jessee, Lisa Riveria Smith, Meredith Lewis, Maki Ichikawa, Holly Morris 

8:00 am - Welcome/Greeting 

Vision mission/commitments reviewed, as well as introduction to the document library. 

Discussion of equity lens being built in to all the work today, as well as data collection throughout the 
day from ALTF members through dot polling, an app (polling is not an official vote) and note taking as 
exit ticket. 

Moderator discussed fidelity and district accountability regarding the recommendations of the ALTF and 
plans for implementation. Sub-groups will be formed to continue the ALTF work in the interim between 
retreats. 

Introduction 

Kari Hanson presented on the following aspects of identification:  definition, selection, and program 
design. The group conducted a review of best practices as defined by a 2009 OSPI guidance document. 
These include: Philosophy of giftedness, appropriate assessment tools, observing students over time, 
referral process, linking identification and instruction, and training and developing decision makers. 

This was followed by table discussion on first impressions, and implications for the group. There was a 
“carousel” to visit and chart suggestions (on posters around the room) from the table discussions. In the 
second phase taskforce members used ‘dots’ for polling on agreement on ideas or comments listed for 
each topic listed.  

Topics on posters for ALTF members to comment on and share ideas included: 

• “Once schools identify students as having potential, how should schools respond?” 
• “Describe the kids we need to select for designation as HC so that they are guaranteed services” 
•  “Describe the kids who will likely need services that may exceed a high-quality neighborhood 

school” 
• “How might we reveal potential What should we be looking for?” 

The Crux Consulting lead read out top answers or ideas to each topic and asked group to consider if the 
ideas fell in line with the mission and vision statement. Small group discussion was had at each topic 
poster. 

Task force members shared that students who want access to HC services need to be considered, and 
whether white students may have more awareness of the program, further discussion of self-selection  



As well as describing atypical kids- concerns raised that they may not be identified, the plan needs to 
define outliers such as 2e, further discussion on the ‘need to belong’.  Task force members discussed 
professional development, and whether it’s unrealistic to think every educator in the district would have 
training or expertise to serve the outliers. 

Discussion on need for teacher training to overcome bias, identify behavioral issues commonly 
associated with giftedness, and the desire for educators to teach to the high group, and reaching out to 
community members for partnerships. 

The group expressed that identification needs to align with the vision for whole child support, the 
posters and dot polls were photographed, the ideas that ranked highly with green dots will be included 
in draft procedures for program models for subgroups to start to work with. It was observed that the 
charts indicated that identification portion is related to service and instruction and there was desire for 
those two to be linked in procedure plans as well. 

There was discussion on the need to develop array of services as opposed to a ‘model’.  It was expressed 
that a model is something that has been tested, is in the literature, is accepted as best practice. The 
State asks for an array of services in program design to explicitly call out existing models and perhaps 
many services. A task force member shared that it’s important to not think the ALTF can invent new 
models. They can ask for definition or elements of services, define where the services are and, for 
whom, etc. 

It was discussed that in sub-groups language needs to be carefully considered, also needing to be front 
of mind is whether the work leans toward equity. 

10:00 Break 

Selection:   Selection is coupled with designation/eligibility 

• Group work on procedural implications for referral and making decisions resulting in 
selection/designation 

• Discussion around ‘personal entitlement’ and if designation means a student is entitled to 
services 

The group pointed out several things that stood out to them when reviewing the law: “Most” highly 
capable is the intent of the law, it does not imply that other kids are not still highly capable; there is a 
call for Multiple objective criteria, not multiple subjective criteria; further it’s stated that a district needs 
to have multiple criteria, not multiple barriers to eligibility; the law does allow for taking into 
considerations the limits of program options.  

Group took time to think on cross over between best practices and the law around selection. 

 

 

 

 



Two type of potential selection 

Procedural approaches were shared by Kari Hanson: 

Central Level Only: 

Referral received through central channel, testing conducted by central office staff and hourlies, 
schools unaware of referrals, Teacher rating scales are collected as part of the data considered, 
results are delivered to parents and central office, central multi-disciplinary team makes all 
decisions, eligibility for services begins 

District partnership i.e. School + Central: 

Schools gather data as part of the instructional cycle, central office and schools 
screen/communicate on identification of high academic performance, referrals from staff 
informed by data, teachers engage families regarding referral, school teams promote and route 
results, school recommends selection to central, school/families agree on additional 
assessments as needed to inform services, central office provides additional assessment if 
necessary during school day, services begin/continue/shift 

Discussion on whether some districts are already compiling portfolios and using a model similar to the 
partnership selection process, if learning from other models is possible. Concern over different needs for 
different populations being addressed- and calling out a need for culturally appropriate communication 
with families. 

There was small group discussion on:  

• What does school staff need to know and be able to do to partner with central and families in 
the designation process? 

• Parents guardians of underserved students-benefits/concerns of shifting to partnership 
decisions between central and schools 

• “Benefits/Concerns for control + student selection parents/guardians of 2E/outlier” 
• What data can/should be used to select students for services 

The takeaways were a lot of attention drawn to the need for staff to be more proactive in the referral 
process, concern was expressed over teacher bias and whether staff has ability to advocate for students 
and meet needs of underserved populations as well. 2E concerns were expressed as well as general 
distrust of the system and concern over inadequately trained staff- there may not be great 
understanding of what 2E means, and barriers around online process for identification were called out. 

Developmental history, interim assessments, growth metrics, no ceiling testing, and crosschecking were 
all desired as part of identification, as well as getting to a better understanding of discrepancies 
between observed classroom ability/behavior and test scores 

There was group discussion on inherent bias and the need to inform black and brown students that they 
are special. Further concern that the group is talking in generalities and needs to be able to discuss the 
service model of elementary, and secondary schools and service models, and access to services 
specifically and separately. i.e. if students are identified after elementary school how can their math be 
on track? 



Or if we go to the neighborhood model, every elementary school needs to offer advanced science and 
math 7 for advanced 5th graders, etc 

Some group members noted that while are a lot of “green dots”,  or a lot of agreement, we need to talk 
about and get to agreement on the red dot items, and even yellow indicating something needs to be 
edited or added. 

Ideas around MTSS guide for advanced learners were shared,  some felt it can be successful, but should 
not be the only way of identification-due to cultural and racial bias by individuals and the majority white 
system.  

The group expressed the pressure on schools is to get to proficient ‘out of red into green’, remediation 
focused often with no offer of acceleration. Some felt that kids may close their own gaps because they 
are motivated to learn, if we start to assume all kids are gifted. 

Also discussed were: Local or school-based norms needing to be defined- whether demographics would 
be considered as well, and how bias in testing tools could be addressed. 

The need for “strengths thinking” not “deficit thinking” for minority students was discussed. It was 
shared that ATLF members to believe in black and brown students, and not assuming they will be the 
ones to not achieve. “White savior mentality is not needed, instead we need to choose to see and uplift 
them”. 

Sub-group work was outlined, and the following signups were made available:  Identification/Selection, 
Program Design, Leadership Focus Group, Student Voice. No decisions will be made on Sub-groups, and 
options were discussed for remote participation. 

Quorum was stated as 10 voting members. People participating remotely will count for the quorum, and 
discussion was had around absentee votes, discussion on how ALTF members absent can call in to vote 
by participating in the meeting through Microsoft Team. No pre-voting will be allowed for those not 
available to phone in. 

12:15 Lunch 

District Selection 

Kari Hanson presented on District Selection according to law, policy and procedure 

Central Decision making for selection:  

One set of criteria established for all students, referral initiated by parent/guardian, limited 
assessments, central testing w/ parent permission and decision making is made with special 
considerations, designation guarantees access to the program 

Decision making for school site norming: 

Selection criteria established and flexible to the school population; all schools identify, multiple 
frequent ongoing assessments taken by all students at school, assessments inform instruction, 
school identification and initial referral for additional testing as needed for outliers, school and 
central decision making based in data, immediate access to services, central support for services 
and reporting 



The second option had been ran through business analytics and it was shown to improve 
representation. There was discussion of how future results would be impacted, and around feasibility, 
and concerns over whether this is really just good teaching that should always happen, and whether it’s 
truly specific to Advanced Learners. Group discussion around how the process/procedure would need to 
be defined to expect all schools to implement this and how central office could provide support. Issues 
the group saw was if a student moved from school A to school B if they have scores that meet criteria at 
one school but not another, and whether this methodology finds the top performing students at a site, 
but not necessarily the students who needs services- i.e. at a high performing school a student may not 
be in the top 2 percent. 

Task force members felt school norming may be arbitrary, district norming may be better suited at 
finding single domain giftedness as well.  

Concerns over assessment tools were expressed, as well as that teaching to the assessment will never 
yield over grade level performance. It was stated that the students at one school, once highly capable 
would retain their status, and if moved to a higher performing school the new school would be expected 
to make sure that a given student is still showing growth. 

Group expressed concern over “norming” because it always relies on statistics- meaning everyone has 
had the same test. Further concern whether all students truly have equal access-i.e. will criteria be the 
same across the board? Further, if there is a school norm, not everyone district wide is being evaluated 
fairly. One member shared that with regard to simply lowering criteria, or lowering the threshold, 
another district (which was held as an example of success earlier in the meeting) is currently in court 
over ‘lowering the bar’.  It was expressed that with norming as a selection low family income negatively 
affects standardized testing so the representation would still be problematic.  

The question was put to the group “If not norming then what?” The group was also asked to share what 
would be their reaction to communities finding their most highly capable.  

The group noted that if there weren’t already an achievement gap- norming would/should be 
acceptable because academic achievement would be the same across the district. One question raised 
was “If testing instrumentation is biased, then what else can we use for finding students who are in 
need of highly capable services?” 

The group went on to discuss school site norming and the WAC, it was indicated that multiple data 
points may better capture all children. The need for criteria that is static, culturally appropriate was 
raised.  Large group discussed need for parental requesting to still be available, and asked if selection 
happened exclusively at the school, how a schools’ boundaries changing, or a student graduating from a 
site would be impacted. It was noted that site norming may help if it also called out specific populations, 
not just buildings as a whole. Decisions need to be equity based, and specific in procedure. Some group 
members expressed support for site-based decision making, and it was stressed that every student 
needs to be challenged appropriately. Discussion over dropping the term ‘norming’ and going to 
identification. Some task force members shared that site based doesn’t have to be the only avenue for 
identification, and there may still need to be other avenues for identification. 

The need for central oversight was expressed, and thoughts about accessing services even if not 
designated were shared. It was noted that the district needs one policy, there can’t be multiple polices 



per the WAC. Schools therefore need to all offer the same services regardless. Outliers and 2E may need 
to have that designation to receive services in those levels. A preference was expressed to define 
‘student with exceptional need, - labeling the need, not the students. One appreciation for the model of 
site-based decision making is that within a district framework, people who know the student as a whole 
child would be able to speak to their specific needs- i.e. a student is more than their test scores’ and an 
equity lens can be built into the guidance that is given to the schools. 

Group got together to exchange student stories regarding advanced learning, and then shared the 
results of their small discussions, and whether site-based decision making would be beneficial or 
detrimental. 

Common themes were: appreciation of having people who know the student being able to share ideas 
and observations about specific students, the desire for parents to be able to ask for an evaluation, the 
need for early identification. There was discussion around a potential ‘education plan’ which could be 
developed for every student and would follow the student from teacher to teacher and school to school 
was shared. It was shared that the need for consistent practices across the district is important. 

Concerns included the need for staff training, the reliance on staff who may be biased against HC in 
general or racially biased, and to develop processes that are distinct at each level- elementary, middle, 
and high school, as well as concerns that an introverted student might not ‘get noticed’ at a large school.  
Further, students with discipline issues may be not considered but may be still in need of services, gifted 
students may be act out when bored. Students may be identified later at title one schools, and services 
offered may not be as robust. 

It was asked why we are identifying at all if services would occur at the neighborhood schools. At what 
point we need to articulate who are the students who are most highly capable and therefore need 
guaranteed (enhances or accelerated) services as basic ed. 

Further if students at a school are evaluated, identified and selected- in subsequent years, repeating the 
process, there was concern that from a practical standpoint as they ‘look for more’ each year, the 
program may artificially be seen to be growing. 

There was group discussion of Washington State law and the definition of “Most Highly Capable” 

2:30 - 15 minute break 

Program Design 

A presentation on procedure focus: a program design and prototype was shared with Achievement 
Services receiving MTSS support; Highly Capable Program offered at all schools with grouping models 
targeting need, weekly enrichment interest groups; and a Profoundly Gifted Program whose students 
would receive academy services. There was discussion on strength-based SDI for 2E in potentially multi 
age classrooms. It was noted that this model does not necessarily call out a need for a site-based cohort 
or pathway school for HC services. 

Group discussed whether built into the model is the assumption that all schools are equally resourced 
and equally capable of providing these services, whereas resources in actuality vary greatly, and concern 
was expressed over the idea that any HC program designed based on the assumption that all schools are 
equally resourced is unlikely to be successful. The idea was expressed that not all schools may be able to 



provide the exact same services- the ‘in the ideal world’ aspirational modeling may not be practical. It 
was shared that the group may be able to build into the design additional resources for 
underperforming schools. 

Some group members felt that the traditional practice of cohorting does not necessarily violate the new 
mission vision and commitments. Staff shared that some schools that were able to provide separate 
services successfully. A specific school that has been struggling was called out as an example of not all 
schools being able to serve all students.  Group discussion on why middle school wasn’t included in the 
prototype model and was told that the group charge is for guidance, not necessarily specific 
programmatic design. Discussion was had on barrier free access at the middle school level. The group 
felt continuum needs to be developed with oversight at the secondary level, and discussion was had 
about if the prototype carries assumptions about the label or designation needed for accessing services. 

The group had carousel discussion about the three-tier model of services, identifying potential gaps or if 
there is something missing.  

There was group talk on the “red dots” or points of contention identified in carousel activities. The idea 
of maintaining the cohort was identified as needing discussion. It was shared that a school is one way to 
deliver services, and that there are lots of ways to offer services, online, etc. 

Next Steps 

Draft policy and procedure will be sent to sub-groups, an August meeting addition may be added, will be 
scheduled by July 30 if needed. 

Adjourn 4:05 pm 


