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K–2 ASSESSMENTS: AN UPDATE ON
STATE ADOPTION AND IMPLEMENTATION

In ACT’s 2016 report State Adoption and
Implementation of K–2 Assessments,
35 states had some form of state assessment
in grades K–2 (primarily assessing reading) and
that a little more than half of those states (n=18)
allowed districts to choose their assessment
from a state-approved list.1
Since then, state and federal policies governing
assessments have changed in ways that
could potentially influence the extent of
assessment use in these early grades. Two
of the changes could potentially reduce the
use of the assessments, while one change
could increase it.
The first policy changes were the U.S.
Department of Education’s (USED) Testing
Action Plan2 and grants for assessment audits.
The Testing Action Plan was released in
response to the publication Student Testing in
America’s Great City Schools by the Council
of the Great City Schools,3 which found when
surveying urban schools that there was
sometimes redundancy in the assessments
districts administered. As part of the Testing
Action Plan, USED encouraged states to use
federal assessment funding “to review existing
assessments to eliminate redundancy and
ensure the assessments are high-quality,
maximize instructional goals, and are designed
to help students achieve state standards.”4
Similarly, in the Every Student Succeeds Act
(ESSA), states can apply for additional grant
funding to conduct an assessment system audit,
including examining assessments administered
by local educational agencies.5

ESSA also made changes to teacher evaluation
policy that may influence the number and type
of assessments states may require. Before
ESSA, Race to the Top and the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) waivers
both required applying states to adopt teacher
evaluation policies that included measures
of student growth for teachers in all grades
and subject areas. Thus, some states opted
to extend testing into lower grades either for
evaluating K–2 teachers or to have a prior year
of data for third-grade teachers. ESSA, however,
does not require states to adopt teacher
evaluation systems,6 giving states the autonomy
to set their own requirements for their systems.
This means that states may have decided
to revise their teacher evaluation systems to
eliminate certain assessments in the early
grades.7
Although ESSA may have shifted states against
administering assessments in non–federally
required grades and subjects, recent state
adoptions of third-grade reading retention laws
may keep some of the assessments in place.
In 2018, 16 states began to require (or will
soon require) retention of students who are not
proficient in reading by the third grade.8 The rise
in third-grade reading retention laws may prompt
states to monitor students prior to grade three so
that educators can intervene early when reading
difficulties are detected.
Because of these shifts in state and federal
policy, it is useful now to re-examine what
types of assessments states have adopted in
grades K–2. Like the 2016 report, this report will
examine the content areas assessed, the choice
of assessment, the use of the assessment, and
assessment reporting requirements.
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METHOD

The state information was based on publicly available information from state websites collected in August
2018. The search included examining the following state web pages (if available): the assessment page,
literacy page, and response to intervention page. If, based on this search, the state did not appear to
have an assessment, a second search was conducted to see if the state had a yearlong kindergarten
assessment (otherwise, kindergarten assessments were not included as part of this project).9 In
addition, if the state had an assessment identified in the 2016 report, it was searched specifically for that
assessment name.
The classifications for assessment type (i.e., summative, diagnostic/screener, and formative) are based
on the state’s description of the use of the test scores. In some cases, the state claimed to be using the
assessment for multiple purposes, for instance, as both a screening tool and a formative tool to drive
instruction. In these cases, multiple classifications were assigned to the assessment.

ASSESSMENT DEFINITIONS10
Summative
		

An assessment generally administered once, typically at the end of the
school year, to evaluate performance against a set of content standards.11

Screener
		

Brief assessment conducted to identify or predict students who may be at
risk for poor learning outcomes.12

Diagnostic
		

A more in-depth assessment used to determine eligibility for specialized
programming (e.g., special education services).13

Formative
		
		
		

A “planned, ongoing process used by all students and teachers during
learning and teaching to elicit and use evidence of student learning to
improve student understanding of intended disciplinary learning outcomes
and support students to become self-directed learners.”14

Interim
		
		
		

An assessment used to “evaluate students’ knowledge and skills relative
to a specific set of academic goals, typically within a limited time frame”
and used to inform decisions (at both the classroom and school or district
level).15
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RESULTS

Thirty-five states offered some type of a statewide assessment in grades K–2 (Figure 1). Six states
offered both a statewide assessment as well as another type of test (either one in development or an
optional assessment). Therefore, the results do not sum to 50. In the majority of the states (n=32),
the state required that certain assessments were mandatory for all students, and one state required
an assessment for select schools. Seven states offered optional assessments in which districts could
decide whether or not to administer the assessment, and two states had at least one assessment in
development.16 Eight states also encouraged (but did not require) some form of an assessment, typically
through a state literacy plan, but did not make an assessment available to districts. Only six states did not
require or explicitly encourage assessments in grades K–2.17
Figure 1

HAS AN
ASSESSMENT
Yes
Yes and in
development
Yes and optional
In development
Optional
Select schools
Encouraged
No

Note: Alaska and Hawaii do not
offer assessments in grades K–2.
However, Alaska does encourage
the use of an assessment.

The remainder of this report will focus only on those state assessments that
are required for at least some students in the state.
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USE OF SCORES
Of the state assessments, only four were end-of-year summative assessments, a decrease from six in
the 2016 report.18 Two states — Indiana and Michigan — offered multiple assessments in which one of
the assessments was summative and the other was either diagnostic or formative. For example, Indiana
offered two optional assessments: one summative end-of-year assessment and a formative assessment
grant program in which districts can apply for funding. In one case, the assessment was a yearlong
assessment in which scores were used for both a summative and a formative purpose.19 More frequently,
states administered assessments for only diagnostic/screening purposes (n=20) or only formative/interim
assessments (n=4). The remaining states administered assessments for both diagnostic and formative
purposes (n=7). Like the summative assessment states, three states — North Carolina, South Carolina,
and Wyoming — offered multiple assessments with different types of uses (see Appendix). In North
Carolina, the state administered a reading assessment used for formative and diagnostic purposes as
well as an optional math formative assessment. Similarly, in South Carolina, all schools were required
to administer a gifted and talented screening assessment, and districts had the option to also administer
formative assessments that are reimbursed by the state. Wyoming, on the other hand, administered an
interim assessment as well as a reading screener.
Figure 2

CONTENT OF
ASSESSMENT
None
Reading only
Reading and
math
Reading, math,
and other
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CONTENT OF ASSESSMENT
Consistent with the 2016 report, a reading and literacy assessment was offered in all 35 of the states
under discussion (Figure 2). Eleven states also offered a math assessment, and six states offered an
assessment that included math as well as another subject area. For two of those states — Georgia and
West Virginia — the assessment was a yearlong kindergarten assessment that included a variety of
other content areas, including social and emotional development measures. Maine, similarly, included
behavioral measures, but did so as part of a statewide response-to-intervention initiative. One state
— Michigan — offered an optional arts assessment. Indiana offered flexibility to districts, providing
reimbursement for formative assessments in other content areas.

GRADE LEVEL
In terms of grade level, the assessments were fairly uniform among kindergarten (n=31), first grade
(n=30), and second grade (n=32) (see Appendix). The uniformity in grade level may be due to the
implementation of the third-grade reading retention laws, as states are sometimes statutorily required to
monitor progress in the earlier grades to ensure that students have the opportunity for remediation prior to
being retained at the end of third grade.

Figure 3

Note: Alaska
and Hawaii
do not offer
assessments
in grades K–2.
CHOICE OF
ASSESSMENT
District choice
State choice
State choice
in 2019
Both state
and district
None

7
K–2 Assessments: An Update on State Adoption and Implementation

SELECTION
Regarding selection of the assessment, there is a growing interest in letting districts select an assessment
from a state-approved list. As in the 2016 report, the majority of states used at least one district-selected
assessment (n=20 in 2016; n=24 in 2018) (Figure 3). Specifically, 19 states offered only a districtselected assessment, and five states that administer more than one assessment had one state-selected
assessment and allowed districts to choose the other(s). The remaining 11 states required districts to
administer a state-selected assessment.22

REPORTING
Approximately 70 percent of the states that offered an assessment (n=26) required districts to report
the results to the state, and one state required reporting for select schools. This is an increase from the
2016 report, in which approximately half the states required reporting. In practice, the percentage may be
higher, as some of the remaining states use online assessment platforms.
Despite districts reporting data to the state, few states publicly reported the data (n=7). Although one state
included the data in its standard report card system,23 other states opted to include the data in evaluation
reports or other state reports.24 As the scores are largely used for screening or diagnostic information, the
lack of public reporting — particularly through a report card — may be appropriate to avoid pressure to
artificially increase scores.25 However, given the importance of the retention policies in a number of the
states, having at least aggregate data available for evaluation purposes is necessary.

OTHER CHANGES FROM THE 2016 REPORT
As mentioned earlier, a number of states made changes since the 2016 report, primarily in the areas of
testing requirements and district choice. With respect to the former, six states eliminated an assessment
requirement, four states eliminated a reading test,26 one eliminated an arts assessment,27 one reclassified
a required test as optional,28 and one state eliminated an optional reading test and replaced it with a
kindergarten reading screener.29 Five states added — or will soon add — assessments: three added
reading,30 one added math,31 and one added both reading and math.32
With respect to district choice, five states made changes: two eliminated it,33 and three introduced it.34
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POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

Although states have made headway in the area of K–2 assessments since the 2016 report, many of the
same policy recommendations from that report, which dealt with how states can improve their policies and
practices related to K–2 assessments, are still applicable with updates.
1.

More states should consider requiring early screening in reading and other
content areas.
More states are requiring reading screening assessments since 2016—most likely due to the
increased number of states adopting third-grade reading retention laws. However, not all states
are requiring screening assessments, and assessments in other content areas are relatively rare.
States should consider adopting universal screening in areas such as math or academic behaviors
to facilitate early intervention when appropriate. In doing so, states should also provide professional
development to ensure that the screeners are appropriately administered and that the information
from the assessments is properly used and understood.

2.

States should consider the use of the scores when determining which entity
should select the assessment.
More states are allowing districts to select from a state-approved list of assessments. This has
advantages in that it allows districts to select an assessment that best fits the needs of their
students, but it also makes it potentially difficult to evaluate how well school programs are working
because the assessments may be measuring slightly different constructs. Particularly in states with
third-grade reading retention laws, the state should consider the types of interpretations it wishes
to make based on the data. If the state is interested in monitoring student progress, a sole state
assessment may be better suited to that purpose.

3.

States should better communicate the presence and use of the assessments.
Although the visibility of the assessments has improved since the 2016 report, information about the
assessments can be difficult to find on state websites. Because the assessments are often housed
within different departments from state to state or are part of special state initiatives, there is no
consistent place for the general public—or, more important, parents—to find information about the
assessments and how the scores are being used.

4.

States should continue to collect assessment data to enable research and
evaluation.
One area of improvement has been the increase in state collection of assessment data. The data
are valuable to help evaluate policies and programs. States should continue to collect this data
and report them in a way that preserves the integrity of the test scores, particularly in the case of
screening/diagnostic assessments.
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APPENDIX

TABLE A1. DETAILED STATE K–2 ASSESSMENT DESCRIPTION

State

Summative

Diagnostic/
Screener

Alabama

Formative/
Interim

Y

Grade
Level
K

1

2

Reported
to State
(Y = yes;
S = select
schools)

Y

Y

Y

Y

State
Reports
(Y)

Select Citations

Alabama Department of
Education, “Alabama
Reading Initiative”
Alabama Department of
Education Summative
Assessment RFP

Arizona

Y

Arkansas

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Arizona Department of
Education, “Move on
When Reading”

Y

Y

Y

Y

Arkansas Department of
Education, “Arkansas
K–2 Assessment”

Y

Y

California Department of
Education, “Grade Two
Diagnostic Assessments”

California

Y

Colorado

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Colorado Department of
Education, “Colorado
READ Act”

Connecticut

Y

Y

Y

Y

S

Connecticut Department
of Education, “Researchbased Universal
Screening Reading
Assessments for Grades
K–3”
Connecticut State
Board of Education,
“Position Statement on
the Implementation of
the Connecticut Arts
Standards”

Delaware

Y

Y

Y

Y

Delaware Department of
Education, “Response
to Intervention (RTI)
Frequently Asked
Questions”
Chapter 14 of the
Delaware Administrative
Code § 925 12.6.1
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Georgia

Y

Idaho

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Georgia Department of
Education, “Georgia
Kindergarten Inventory
of Developing Skills
(GKIDS)”

Y

Y

Idaho State Department
of Education, “Idaho
Reading Indicator”
Idaho State Department
of Education, “Idaho’s
K–12 Report Card: IRI”

Indiana

Y

Y

Y

Y

Indiana Department of
Education, “IREAD K–2”

Y

Indiana Department of
Education, “2018–2019
Formative Assessment
Grant Overview”
Iowa

Y

Kentucky

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Iowa Department of
Education, “Early
Literacy Implementation”

Y

Kentucky Department
of Education, “Primary
Diagnostic Assessment”
Kentucky Department
of Education, “Read to
Achieve”

Louisiana

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Louisiana Department of
Education, “Kindergarten
Through 2nd Grade
Assessments”
Louisiana Department of
Education, “LEAP 360”

Maine
Michigan

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Maine Department of
Education, “Behavior”35

Y
Y

Michigan Department
of Education, “Guide
to State Assessments”
(2019–2019)
Michigan Department of
Education, “Michigan Arts
Education Instruction and
Assessment Project”

Minnesota

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Minnesota Department
of Education, “Reading
Proficiency”
Minnesota Department of
Education, “Identification
and Reporting”
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Mississippi

Y

Y

Y

Y

Mississippi Department
of Education, “Universal
Screener and Diagnostic
Assessment”

Y

Mississippi Department
of Education, “LiteracyBased Promotion Act
(LBPA) Assessments”
Missouri

Y

Y

Y

Y

Nevada

Y

Y

Y

Y

Missouri Department
of Education, “Serving
Students At-Risk for
Dyslexia: Guidance to
LEA’s [sic]”
Nevada Department of
Education, “Grades K–3:
Measures of Academic
Progress”

Y

Nevada Department of
Education, “Nevada
Department of Education
Guidance Document for
Nevada K.I.D.S. Read
Nevada’s Read by Grade
3 Program”
New
Hampshire

Y

Y

Y

New Hampshire
Department of Education,
“New Hampshire
Accountability Pilot
Overview: Performance
Assessment of
Competency Education
(PACE)”

Y

PACE Summary Chart of
Tasks
New Mexico

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

New Mexico Public
Education Department,
“New Mexico K–3 Plus”
Istation, “Frequently
Asked Questions”

North
Carolina

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

North Carolina
Department of Public
Instruction, “North
Carolina Read to
Achieve: A Guide to
Implementation”
North Carolina
Department of Public
Instruction, “Math
Formative Assessment
Tasks”
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North
Dakota

Y

Y

Y

Ohio

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Oklahoma

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Rhode
Island

Y

Y

Y

South
Carolina

Y

Y

Y

Y

North Dakota Department
of Public Instruction,
“Required Student
Assessments in North
Dakota”
Y

Ohio Department of
Education, “Diagnostic
Assessments”
Oklahoma State
Department of Education,
“Reading Sufficiency”
Rhode Island Department
of Elementary and
Secondary Education,
“Comprehensive
Assessment System:
Rhode Island Criteria and
Guidance”
South Carolina
Department of Education,
“Gifted and Talented
Program — Grade 2”

Y

South Carolina
Department of Education,
“Adoption List of
Formative Assessments”
Tennessee

Y

Y

Y

Y

Tennessee Department
of Education, “Grade 2
Assessment”

Texas

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Texas Education Agency,
“Texas Literacy Initiative”

Utah

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Utah State Board of
Education, “USBE
Assessment and
Accountability 2018–2019
Assessment Director
Resource Guide”

Virginia

Y

Y

Y

Y*

Y

Virginia Department
of Education, “Early
Intervention Reading
Initiative (EIRI)”

Washington

Y

Y

Y

Washington
Superintendent of
Public Instruction,
“Second Grade Reading
Assessment”

West
Virginia

Y

Y

Y

West Virginia Department
of Education, “West
Virginia Early Learning
Reporting System”

Y

Y

West Virginia Department
of Education, “Formative
Assessment Toolkit”
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Wisconsin

Y

Wyoming

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Wisconsin Department
of Public Instruction,
“Assessment of Reading
Readiness”

Y

Y

Y

Y

Wyoming Department of
Education, “WY-TOPP”

* Required if the student did not meet earlier benchmarks.
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Department of Education, “Diagnostic Assessments,” http://education.ohio.gov/Topics/Testing/
Diagnostic-Assessments.

29.

The Florida Department of Education (FLDOE) retired the Florida Assessments for Instruction in Reading for
the Florida Kindergarten Readiness Screener, which is administered within the first 30 days of instruction.
FLDOE does provide progress monitoring resources through its Just Read, Florida! website to encourage
assessment. Florida Department of Education, “Florida Kindergarten Readiness Screener,” available at
http://www.fldoe.org/accountability/assessments/k-12-student-assessment/flkrs/; Florida Department
of Education, “Educator Resources,” available at http://www.fldoe.org/academics/standards/just-read-fl/
resources.stml.

30.

The states included Mississippi, Nebraska, and Nevada. Mississippi Department of Education, “Universal
Screener and Diagnostic Assessment,” available at http://www.mdek12.org/OSA/USDA; Nebraska
Reading Improvement Act (LB 651); Nevada Department of Education, Nevada Department of Education
Guidance Document for Nevada K.I.D.S. Read Nevada’s Read by Grade 3 Program (Nevada Department of
Education, 2017), available at http://www.doe.nv.gov/uploadedFiles/ndedoenvgov/content/Read_by_
Three/RBG3GuidanceDocument.pdf.
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31.

North Carolina developed formative math tasks. North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, “Math
Formative Assessment Tasks,” available at http://maccss.ncdpi.wikispaces.net/Home.

32.

South Carolina adopted optional formative assessments. South Carolina Department of Education,
“Adoption List of Formative Assessments,” available at https://ed.sc.gov/tests/middle/adoption-list-offormative-assessments/.

33.

The states include Idaho and Wyoming.

34.

The states include Iowa, Louisiana, and Wisconsin.

35.

At the time of data collection, the Maine Response to Invention (RTI) program description provided
additional information regarding the program. Since the data collection, there were changes to Maine’s RTI
webpage removing some of the documentation.
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