UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

OFFICE OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION

The Honorable Katy Anthes, Ph.D. May 10, 2018
Commissioner of Education

Colorado Department of Education

201 East Colfax Avenue, Room 500

Denver, CO 80203-1799

Dear Commissioner Anthes:

Thank you for your participation in the U.S. Department of Education’s (the Department) assessment
peer review process under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), as
amended by the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), which governed State assessments through the
2016-2017 school year. The Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), which governs State assessments
beginning in the 2017-2018 school year, maintains the essential requirements from NCLB that each
State annually administer high-quality assessments in at least reading/language arts, mathematics and
science that meet nationally recognized professional and technical standards with a few additional
requirements. | appreciate the efforts of the Colorado Department of Education (CDE) to prepare for the
peer review, which occurred in February 2018 and which was a follow up to a 2016 review.

State assessment systems provide essential information that States, districts, principals and teachers can
use to identify the academic needs of students, target resources and supports toward students who need
them most, evaluate school and program effectiveness and close achievement gaps among students. A
high-quality assessment system also provides useful information to parents about their children’s
advancement against and achievement of grade-level standards. The Department’s peer review of State
assessment systems is designed to provide feedback to States to support the development and
administration of high-quality assessments.

External peer reviewers and Department staff carefully evaluated CDE’s submission, which included
several assessments. Based on the recommendations from this peer review and the Department’s
analysis of the State’s submission, | have determined the following in regards to one of the submitted
assessments:

0 General assessments in reading/language arts and mathematics for grades 3-8 (Colorado
Measures of Academic Success (CMAS)): Meets requirements of the ESEA, as amended by
the NCLB and ESSA.

Congratulations on this significant accomplishment. Assessments that produce valid and reliable results
are fundamental to a State’s accountability system. Please be aware that approval of CDE’s CMAS for
assessments is not a determination that the system complies with Federal civil rights requirements,
including Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Title 1X of the Education Amendments of 1972,
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Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, Title 11 of the Americans with Disabilities Act, and
requirements under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act. Also, please remember that, if CDE
makes significant changes in its CMAS assessments, the State must submit information about those
changes to the Department for review and approval.

In regards to the other assessments that CDE’s submitted for the February 2018 peer review, peer
reviewers and the Department found, based on the evidence received, that the components of CDE’s
assessment system meet most, but not all of the statutory and regulatory requirements of section
1111(b)(1) and (3) of the ESEA, as amended by NCLB. Based on the recommendations from this peer
review and our own analysis of the State’s submission, | have determined the following:

0 General assessments in science in grades 5 and 8 (CMAS): Substantially meets requirements
of the ESEA, as amended by the NCLB and the ESSA

0 General assessments in high school (end-of-course in science) (CMAS): Substantially meets
requirements of the ESEA, as amended by the NCLB and the ESSA

o0 Alternate assessments based on alternate academic achievement standards (AA-AAAS) for
grades 5, 8 and high school in science (Colorado Alternate Assessment (CoAlt)): Substantially
meets requirements of the ESEA, as amended by the NCLB and the ESSA

0 AA-AAAS for grades 3-8 and high school in reading/language arts and mathematics (Dynamic
Learning Maps, Year-End Model (DLM-YE)): Meets requirements of the ESEA, as amended
by the NCLB. Substantially meets requirements of the ESEA, as amended by the ESSA

I also remind you that because CDE has recently adopted new high school assessments in both
reading/language arts and mathematics, CDE will need to submit its new high school assessments for
full peer review at a future date.

In saying that these assessments substantially meet the requirements of the ESEA, as amended by
NCLB, the Department means that these assessments meet most of the requirements of the statute and
regulations but some additional information is required. The Department expects that CDE may be able
to provide this additional information within one year. The specific list of items required for CDE to
submit is enclosed with this letter. CDE must provide to the Department a plan and timeline by which it
will submit the additional documentation within 30 days of the receipt of this letter. If adequate
progress is not made, the Department may take additional action.

Additionally, the Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services (OSERS) will monitor
progress on matters pertaining to requirements in the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
(IDEA) related to the participation of students with disabilities in Title | assessments. In particular,
OSERS will monitor progress against critical elements 4.4 and 6.3. Insufficient progress to address such
matters may lead OSERS to place a condition on CDE’s federal fiscal year 2018 IDEA Part B grant
award.

Please note that the assessment requirements for ESEA, as amended by the NCLB, were in effect
through the end of the 2016-2017 school year. The CDE peer review was conducted under the
requirements of this statute. Beginning in the 2017-2018 school year, the assessment requirements of
the ESEA, as amended by the ESSA, will apply to State assessments.

Given that this review began under the requirements of the ESEA, as amended by the NCLB, it is
important to indicate that while the CMAS and the Co-Alt science assessments substantially meet most
of the peer review guidance criteria under the NCLB, the State is still responsible to ensure that these
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assessments also comply with the requirements of the ESSA. Department staff carefully reviewed
CDE’s evidence and peer review recommendations in light of the updated requirements for State
assessments under the ESEA, as amended by the ESSA. As a result of this additional review, | have
determined that the CDE administration of the CMAS and the Co-Alt science assessments need to meet
one additional requirement related to alternate academic achievement standards to fully meet ESSA
requirements. The same is true of the DLM-YE; this assessment meets all NCLB requirements, but like
CMAS and the Co-Alt science assessments, the DLM-YE does not meet one of the additional
requirements of the ESSA. This requirement is listed under critical element 6.3 along with the other
evidence needed from the February 2018 peer review.

Thank you for your ongoing commitment to improving educational outcomes for all students. 1 look
forward to our continued partnership as we move ahead with this critical work. | appreciate the work
you are doing to improve your schools and provide a high-quality education for your students.

If you have any questions, please contact Elizabeth Witt or Cynthia Wright of my staff at:
OSS.Colorado@ed.gov.

Sincerely,

Is/

Jason Botel

Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary,
Delegated the Authority to Perform the
Functions and Duties of the Assistant Secretary
of the Office of Elementary and Secondary
Education

Enclosures

cc: Joyce Zurkowski, Executive Director of Assessment



Critical Elements Where Additional Evidence is Needed to Meet the Requirements for Colorado’s

Assessment System

Critical Element
2.4 — Monitoring
Test Administration

3.1-Overall
Validity, including
Validity Based on
Content

4.4 — Scoring

6.3 — Challenging
and Aligned
Academic
Achievement
Standards
(additional
requirement under
section
1111(b)(1)(E) of the
ESEA, as amended
by the ESSA)

Additional Evidence Needed

For the science alternate assessments based on alternate academic

achievement standards (AA-AAAS) for grades 5, 8 and high school

(Colorado Alternate Assessment (CoAlt)):

« Evidence that the State-conducted monitoring process for the CoAlt
test administration that was adequate to ensure that standardized test
administration procedures for this assessment were implemented with
fidelity across districts and schools.

For the science assessments in grades 5, 8 and high school (Colorado

Measures of Academic Success (CMAS)) and the science AA-AAAS in

grades 5, 8 and high school (CoAlt):

e A plan and timeline for improving the alignment of the CMAS
science tests or additional evidence that indicates the identified
alignment deficiencies have been resolved.

e A plan and timeline for improving the alignment of the CoAlt science
tests or additional evidence that indicates the identified alignment
deficiencies have been resolved.

For the science CoAlt assessments in grades 5, 8 and high school:

e Evidence that the CoAlt scoring rubric measures student performance
of science academic content.

For the reading/language arts and mathematics AA-AAAS for grades 3-8
and high school (Dynamic Learning Maps, Year-End Model (DLM-YE))
and the science AA-AAAS for grades 5, 8 and high school (CoAlt):

e Evidence that the alternate academic achievement standards
(AAAS) ensure that students are on track to pursue postsecondary
education or employment, as specified in section 1111(b)(1)(E) of
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 ESEA, as
amended by the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA).



STATE ASSESSMENT PEER REVIEW NOTES FOR Colorado

U. S. Department of Education
Peer Review of State Assessment Systems

February 2018 State Assessment Peer
Review Notes-Resubmission

U. S. Department of Education
Office of Elementary and Secondary Education
Washington, D.C. 20202

Note: Peer review notes provide the combined recommendations of the individual peers to
the U.S. Department of Education (Department), based on the statute and regulations, the
Department’s peer review guidance, and the peers’ professional judgement of the evidence
submitted by the State. These assessment peer review notes, however, do not necessarily
reflect the final set of additional evidence, if any, that a State may need to submit to
demonstrate that its assessment system meets all of the critical elements for assessment
peer review. Although the peer notes inform the Secretary’s consideration of each State’s
assessment system, the Department makes the final decision regarding whether the
assessment system meets the requirements in the statute and regulations. As a result, these
peer notes may not completely align with the final determination made by the Department.
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Consistent with the note on page 1, the evidence requested by the peer reviewers does not necessarily reflect the
final set of additional evidence, if any, that a State may need to submit to demonstrate that its assessment system
meets all of the critical elements for the assessment peer review. As a result, a State should refer to the letter to the
State, including the list of additional evidence needed, if any, from the Department.
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SECTION 1: STATEWIDE SYSTEM OF STANDARDS AND ASSESSMENTS

Critical Element—REVIEWED BY
DEPARTMENT STAFF ONLY

Evidence —REVIEWED BY DEPARTMENT
STAFF ONLY (Record document and page # for
future reference)

Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions
Regarding State Documentation or Evidence —
REVIEWED BY DEPARTMENT STAFF
ONLY

1.4 — Policies for Including All Students
in Assessments (from 2016 review)
The Colorado Department of Education
(CDE) must provide:

o Evidence of policies to ensure that
students placed in private schools
as a means of providing special
education and related services are
included in the assessment system.

o Evidence of policies and
procedures that guide districts in
determining, on a case-by-case
basis, that native language
assessments would yield more
accurate and reliable information,
for a student taking a native
language assessment.

Students placed in private schools:

1.4 Evidence #1: Colorado Revised Statute [22-7-
409(1.2)(d)(1)(A]

1.4 Evidence #2: Spring 2017 CMAS and CoAlt
Procedures Manual Spring, pages 27-28

1.4 Evidence #3: Directory of Colorado Facility
Schools

Native language assessments

1.4 Evidence #4: Spring 2017 CMAS CoAlt
Procedures Manual, 89; 101-109

1.4 Evidence #5: Spanish Eligibility Flowchart
1.4 Evidence #6: PARCC Accessibility Features
and Accommodations Manual 5th Edition, p 91

CDE has provided evidence that it has policies in
place to ensure that students placed in private
schools as a means of providing special education
and related services are included in the assessment
system.

CDE has provided evidence that it has policies and
procedures in place to guide districts in
determining, on a case-by-case basis, when and
how to use Spanish language assessments. The
evidence provided is adequate to meet this
requirement.

Section 1.4 Summary Statement-REVIEWED BY DEPARTMENT STAFF ONLY

X_No additional evidence is required

Consistent with the note on page 1, the evidence requested by the peer reviewers does not necessarily reflect the final set of additional evidence, if any, that a
State may need to submit to demonstrate that its assessment system meets all of the critical elements for the assessment peer review. As a result, a State should
refer to the letter to the State, including the list of additional evidence needed, if any, from the Department.
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STATE ASSESSMENT PEER REVIEW NOTES FOR Colorado

Critical Element—REVIEWED BY
DEPARTMENT STAFF ONLY

Evidence —REVIEWED BY DEPARTMENT
STAFF ONLY(Record document and page # for
future reference)

Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions
Regarding State Documentation or Evidence —
REVIEWED BY DEPARTMENT STAFF
ONLY

2.4 — Monitoring Test Administration
For the science AA-AAAS for grades 5,8,
and high school (Colorado Alternate
CoAlt)), CDE must provide:

Evidence that the State conducted
monitoring of the CoAlt test administration
in 2014-15 to ensure that standardized test
administration procedures for this
assessment were implemented with fidelity
across districts and schools.

2.4 Evidence #1: 2014-2015 CoAlt Score Monitor
Checklist Summary

The document provided indicates that score
monitoring for the 2014-15 CoAlt assessments was
done during the assessment window. CDE indicates
that score monitors conducted 26 observations
across eight school districts in Colorado, thirteen of
which were for science. CDE provided summary
results on the 14 questions examined during this
monitoring.

CDE has not provided sufficient information to
show that monitoring procedures were in place that
would show that standardized test administration
procedures for this assessment were implemented
with fidelity across districts and schools. The
following information would show that appropriate
monitoring procedures were in place:

e Information about the identity of the
monitors—it is unclear if they are SEA or
LEA staff, or if they are contractors.

e Information as to how the LEAs monitored
were selected, or what the statewide cycle
for monitoring, if any, is.

e Information about the monitors’ roles or
the responsibilities of key personnel.

Section 2.4 Summary Statement—REVIEWED BY DEPARTMENT STAFF ONLY

No additional evidence is required or

__X_ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
CDE has not provided the following the following information that would show that its monitoring process ensures that standardized test administration
procedures for this assessment were implemented with fidelity across districts and schools:

o Information about the identity of the monitors—it is unclear if they are SEA or LEA staff, or contractors.

Consistent with the note on page 1, the evidence requested by the peer reviewers does not necessarily reflect the final set of additional evidence, if any, that a
State may need to submit to demonstrate that its assessment system meets all of the critical elements for the assessment peer review. As a result, a State should
refer to the letter to the State, including the list of additional evidence needed, if any, from the Department.
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STATE ASSESSMENT PEER REVIEW NOTES FOR Colorado

Critical Element—REVIEWED BY Evidence —REVIEWED BY DEPARTMENT Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions
DEPARTMENT STAFF ONLY STAFF ONLY(Record document and page # for | Regarding State Documentation or Evidence —
future reference) REVIEWED BY DEPARTMENT STAFF
ONLY

o Information as to how the 8 LEAs monitored were selected, or what the statewide cycle for monitoring, if any, is.
¢ Information about the monitors’ roles or the responsibilities of key personnel.

Consistent with the note on page 1, the evidence requested by the peer reviewers does not necessarily reflect the final set of additional evidence, if any, that a
State may need to submit to demonstrate that its assessment system meets all of the critical elements for the assessment peer review. As a result, a State should
refer to the letter to the State, including the list of additional evidence needed, if any, from the Department.
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STATE ASSESSMENT PEER REVIEW NOTES FOR Colorado

Critical Element

Evidence (Record document and page # for
future reference)

Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions
Regarding State Documentation or Evidence

2.6 — Systems for Protecting Data
Integrity and Privacy (from 2016
review)

CDE must submit:

« Evidence that State policies regarding
minimum cell sizes for reporting are
enforced across all test score reporting
processes and reporting products.

e Evidence supporting the State’s claim
that policies regarding minimum cell
sizes for reporting are being enforced
was not found.

e The Peers note that the State says that
LEASs must distribute reports in
accordance with applicable State and
Federal policies and laws. However,
we did not find any evidence of (1)
these policies and laws having been
communicated to the LEAS or (2) any
relevant ongoing training that may be
done. By itself, the current disclaimer
on the reports does not fulfill this
requirement.

e The Peers understand that Colorado is
a strong local control state, and
strongly encourage the CDE to work
with its LEASs to develop consensus
around these and other issues discussed
in this review.

Consistent with the note on page 1, the evidence requested by the peer reviewers does not necessarily reflect the final set of additional evidence, if any, that a
State may need to submit to demonstrate that its assessment system meets all of the critical elements for the assessment peer review. As a result, a State should

refer to the letter to the State, including the list of additional evidence needed, if any, from the Department.
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Critical Element

Evidence (Record document and page # for
future reference)

Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions
Regarding State Documentation or Evidence

Section 2.6 Summary Statement

____No additional evidence is required or

_X_ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
Evidence supporting the State’s claim that policies regarding minimum cell sizes for reporting are being enforced must
be submitted. Such evidence might include an overall guidance document, documentation of training on the
dissemination and use of hard copy reports and electronic data (for example, a Power Point presentation used at a
workshop, etc.), and specific references to applicable laws and policies that were discussed with the LEAs. This will be
especially critical if the LEASs are able to modify State templates and generate their own reports.

Consistent with the note on page 1, the evidence requested by the peer reviewers does not necessarily reflect the final set of additional evidence, if any, that a
State may need to submit to demonstrate that its assessment system meets all of the critical elements for the assessment peer review. As a result, a State should

refer to the letter to the State, including the list of additional evidence needed, if any, from the Department.
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SECTION 3: TECHNICAL QUALITY — VALIDITY

Critical Element

Evidence (Record document and page # for
future reference)

Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions
Regarding State Documentation or Evidence

3.1 — Overall Validity, including Validity
Based on Content (from 2016 review)
For the science assessments in grades 5, 8
and high school (Colorado Measures of
Academic Success ( CMAS)), CDE must
provide:

e Evidence of a plan and timeline for
improving the alignment of the CMAS
science tests or additional alignment
evidence that indicates the identified
alignment deficiencies have been
resolved.

For the science AA-AAAS in grades 5, 8
and high school (CoAlt), CDE must
provide:

« Evidence of a plan and timeline for
improving the alignment of the CoAlt
science tests or additional alignment
evidence that indicates the identified
alignment deficiencies have been
resolved.

e Evidence of a plan and timeline for
improving the alignment of the CMAS
science tests or additional alignment
evidence that indicates the identified
alignment deficiencies have been
resolved was not found.

o Evidence of a plan and timeline for
improving the alignment of the CoAlt
science tests or additional alignment
evidence that indicates the identified
alignment deficiencies have been
resolved was not found.

e The Peers acknowledge that the State
has indicated that standards will be
revised in the future. Depending on
how this is done, it may well help
address the issues that currently exist.
However, evidence of a plan and
timeline for doing so was not found.

Consistent with the note on page 1, the evidence requested by the peer reviewers does not necessarily reflect the final set of additional evidence, if any, that a
State may need to submit to demonstrate that its assessment system meets all of the critical elements for the assessment peer review. As a result, a State should
refer to the letter to the State, including the list of additional evidence needed, if any, from the Department.
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Critical Element Evidence (Record document and page # for Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions
future reference) Regarding State Documentation or Evidence

Section 3.1 Summary Statement

____No additional evidence is required or

_X_ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
e Evidence of a plan and timeline for improving the alignment of the CMAS science tests or additional alignment
evidence that indicates the identified alignment deficiencies have been resolved.
e Evidence of a plan and timeline for improving the alignment of the CoAlt science tests or additional alignment
evidence that indicates the identified alignment deficiencies have been resolved.

Consistent with the note on page 1, the evidence requested by the peer reviewers does not necessarily reflect the final set of additional evidence, if any, that a
State may need to submit to demonstrate that its assessment system meets all of the critical elements for the assessment peer review. As a result, a State should
refer to the letter to the State, including the list of additional evidence needed, if any, from the Department.
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SECTION 4: TECHNICAL QUALITY - OTHER

Critical Element

Evidence (Record document and page # for
future reference)

Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions
Regarding State Documentation or Evidence

4.1 — Reliability (from 2016 review)

For the CoAlt Science, CDE must provide:

e Evidence of a plan and timeline for
improving the reliability of the test,
specifically the classification
consistency.

e The evidence including adjusted
Kappas appears to meet the
requirements of this Critical Element.
Consequently, the previous request to
provide a plan and timeline is now
moot.

e The adjusted Kappas appear to be
within an acceptable range when
corrected for bias. However, the Peers
note that referencing other instances
where states have been found to have
low Kappas does not strengthen the
argument in support of the reliability of
Colorado’s assessment.

Section 4.1 Summary Statement

X_No additional evidence is required

Consistent with the note on page 1, the evidence requested by the peer reviewers does not necessarily reflect the final set of additional evidence, if any, that a
State may need to submit to demonstrate that its assessment system meets all of the critical elements for the assessment peer review. As a result, a State should

refer to the letter to the State, including the list of additional evidence needed, if any, from the Department.
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Critical Element

Evidence (Record document and page # for
future reference)

Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions
Regarding State Documentation or Evidence

4.4 — Scoring (from 2016 review)

For the science CoAlt assessments in

grades 3-8 and high school, CDE must

provide:

e Evidence that demonstrates a rationale
for the design of the CoAlt scoring
rubric as a measure of student content
mastery.

e Evidence of training provided to test
administrators on the use of the CoAlt
scoring rubric.

e Evidence that the CoAlt scoring rubric
measures student content mastery was
not found.

e 4.4 Evidence #2 appears to meet the
evidence of training requirement.

e The Peers note that the PLDs are
very content focused. However, the
scoring rubric, as implemented,
appears to focus at least in part on
student interaction with the item. If
students can not interact without
overt involvement of the test
administrator, it suggests a
fundamental fairness issue. In the
end, this seems very likely to
provide parents with an unrealistic
view of their child’s performance
level.

Section 4.4 Summary Statement

X_The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
e Evidence that the CoAlt scoring rubric measures student content mastery must be submitted.

Consistent with the note on page 1, the evidence requested by the peer reviewers does not necessarily reflect the final set of additional evidence, if any, that a
State may need to submit to demonstrate that its assessment system meets all of the critical elements for the assessment peer review. As a result, a State should
refer to the letter to the State, including the list of additional evidence needed, if any, from the Department.
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Critical Element

Evidence (Record document and page # for
future reference)

Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions
Regarding State Documentation or Evidence

4.6 — Multiple Versions of an

Assessment (from 2016 review)

For the CMAS science assessments in all

grades:

e Evidence that computer and paper
versions of the assessment yield
comparable interpretations of results

e 4.6 Evidence #1 appears to meet the
requirements of this Critical Element.

e The narrative provided by the State is
sufficient. However, the Peers would
have liked to see evidence of the
process by which paper-and-pencil
tests are created from the on-line
version.

e To better explore the comparability of
the accommodated assessments, the
State might consider aggregating
accommodated scores across years.

Section 4.6 Summary Statement

_X_ No additional evidence is required

Consistent with the note on page 1, the evidence requested by the peer reviewers does not necessarily reflect the final set of additional evidence, if any, that a

State may need to submit to demonstrate that its assessment system meets all of the critical elements for the assessment peer review. As a result, a State should
refer to the letter to the State, including the list of additional evidence needed, if any, from the Department.
12



STATE ASSESSMENT PEER REVIEW NOTES FOR Colorado

SECTION 5: INCLUSION OF ALL STUDENTS

Critical Element Evidence (Record document and page # for future | Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions
reference) Regarding State Documentation or Evidence

5.1 — Procedures for Including
Students with Disabilities (from 2016
review)

For all subject areas of the AA-AAAS in
grades 3-8 and high school, CDE must

provide:

e Evidence of State and local policies e 5.1 Evidence #1, outside back cover,
that communicate the implications of a supported by documentation of the IEP
student’s participation in an AA- process, appears to meet the
AAAS. requirements of this Critical Element.

o Evidence of how parents of these
children are informed of these
implications.

Section 5.1 Summary Statement

X_No additional evidence is required

Consistent with the note on page 1, the evidence requested by the peer reviewers does not necessarily reflect the final set of additional evidence, if any, that a
State may need to submit to demonstrate that its assessment system meets all of the critical elements for the assessment peer review. As a result, a State should
refer to the letter to the State, including the list of additional evidence needed, if any, from the Department.
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Critical Element Evidence (Record document and page # for Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions
future reference) Regarding State Documentation or Evidence

5.2 — Procedures for including ELs
(from 2016 review)

For the CMAS and CoAlt assessments in
grades 3-8 and high school, CDE must

provide: . .

e Evidence of guidance for districtsand | ® The evidences provided appear to
schools on the selection of appropriate meet the requirements of this
accommodations for English learners. Critical Element.

Section 5.2 Summary Statement

X_No additional evidence is required

Consistent with the note on page 1, the evidence requested by the peer reviewers does not necessarily reflect the final set of additional evidence, if any, that a
State may need to submit to demonstrate that its assessment system meets all of the critical elements for the assessment peer review. As a result, a State should
refer to the letter to the State, including the list of additional evidence needed, if any, from the Department.
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Critical Element

Evidence (Record document and page # for
future reference)

Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions
Regarding State Documentation or Evidence

6.4 — Reporting (from 2016 review)
For all components of the State assessment
system, CDE must submit:

e Evidence that individual student
reports are available in alternate
formats (e.g., Braille or large print)
upon request and, to the extent
practicable, in a native language that
parents can understand.

« Evidence of a process and timeline for
the delivery of student reports for all
tests.

e The various evidences provided appear
to meet the requirements of this
Critical Element.

Section 6.4 Summary Statement

X_No additional evidence is required

Consistent with the note on page 1, the evidence requested by the peer reviewers does not necessarily reflect the final set of additional evidence, if any, that a

State may need to submit to demonstrate that its assessment system meets all of the critical elements for the assessment peer review. As a result, a State should

refer to the letter to the State, including the list of additional evidence needed, if any, from the Department.
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STATE ASSESSMENT PEER REVIEW NOTES FOR THE DLM YE ASSESSMENT
CONSORTIUM RESUBMISSION

U. S. Department of Education
Peer Review of State Assessment Systems

August 2017 State Assessment Combined
Peer Review Notes for the DLLM Year-End

Assessment Consortium
RESUBMISSION

U. S. Department of Education
Office of Elementary and Secondary Education
Washington, D.C. 20202

Note: Peer review notes provide the combined recommendations of the individual peers to
the U.S. Department of Education (Department), based on the statute and regulations and
the Department’s peer review guidance and the peer’s professional judgement of the
evidence submitted by the State. These assessment peer review notes, however, do not
necessarily identify the final set of additional evidence, if any, that a State may need to
submit to demonstrate that its assessment system meets all of the critical elements for
assessment peer review. Although the peer notes inform the Secretary’s consideration of
each State’s assessment system, the Department makes the final decision regarding whether
the assessment system meets the requirements in the statute and regulations. As a result,
these peer notes may not completely align with the final determination made by the
Department.




STATE ASSESSMENT PEER REVIEW NOTES FOR THE DLM YE ASSESSMENT
CONSORTIUM RESUBMISSION
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STATE ASSESSMENT PEER REVIEW NOTES FOR THE DLM R/LA ASSESSMENT CONSORTIUM RESUBMISSION

SECTION 2: ASSESSMENT SYSTEM OPERATIONS

Critical Element

Evidence (Record document and page # for
future reference)

Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions
Regarding State Documentation or Evidence

2.1 — Test Design and Development

The State’s test design and test development process
is well-suited for the content, is technically sound,
aligns the assessments to the full range of the State’s
academic content standards, and includes:

e  Statement(s) of the purposes of the assessments
and the intended interpretations and uses of
results;

e  Test blueprints that describe the structure of
each assessment in sufficient detail to support
the development of assessments that are
technically sound, measure the full range of the
State’s grade-level academic content standards,
and support the intended interpretations and
uses of the results;

e  DProcesses to ensure that each assessment is
tailored to the knowledge and skills included in
the State’s academic content standards, reflects
appropriate inclusion of challenging content, and
requires complex demonstrations or applications
of knowledge and skills (i.e., higher-order
thinking skills);

e  If the State administers computer-adaptive
assessments, the item pool and item selection
procedures adequately support the test design.

YE 01 (Technical Manual Update YE 2015-16)

DLM provides a brief but adequate explanation for
why speaking and listening standards (part of CCSS)
were not included in the DLM ELA assessment, to
the effect that partner states had not assessed these
standards in their general assessments. For all
students, therefore, including SWSCD, speaking and
listening were to be taught and assessed at the local

level (YE 01, pp. 9-10).

It might have been useful (but not essential) to
include participating state’s waiver letters to support
this statement.

The supplementary submission evidence did not
address part of the summary statement request for
additional evidence—specifically, an explanation of
why Language is not directly addressed. A brief
explanation such as that offered for the question
about Speaking and Listening would have been
helpful—which the reviewers assume is that in their
general assessments, all of the partner states assess
Language in the context of Reading or Writing (e.g.,
as is the case with PARCC).

Section 2.1 Summary Statement

X_ No additional evidence is required

Consistent with the note on page 1, the evidence requested by the peer reviewers does not necessarily reflect the final set of additional evidence, if any, that a

State may need to submit to demonstrate that its assessment system meets all of the critical elements for the assessment peer review. As a result, a State should
refer to the letter to the State, including the list of additional evidence needed, if any, from the Department.
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STATE ASSESSMENT PEER REVIEW NOTES FOR THE DLM R/LA ASSESSMENT CONSORTIUM RESUBMISSION

Critical Element Evidence (Record document and page # for Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions
future reference) Regarding State Documentation or Evidence
2.2 — Item Development Requirement previously met.

The State uses reasonable and technically sound
procedures to develop and select items to assess
student achievement based on the State’s academic
content standards in terms of content and cognitive
process, including higher-order thinking skills.

Section 2.2 Summary Statement

Requirement previously met.

Consistent with the note on page 1, the evidence requested by the peer reviewers does not necessarily reflect the final set of additional evidence, if any, that a
State may need to submit to demonstrate that its assessment system meets all of the critical elements for the assessment peer review. As a result, a State should
refer to the letter to the State, including the list of additional evidence needed, if any, from the Department.
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STATE ASSESSMENT PEER REVIEW NOTES FOR THE DLM R/LA ASSESSMENT CONSORTIUM RESUBMISSION

Critical Element

Evidence (Record document and page # for
future reference)

Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions
Regarding State Documentation or Evidence

2.3 — Test Administration Requirement previously met for consortium.

The State implements policies and procedures for

standardized test administration, specifically the State:

e Has established and communicates to educators
clear, thorough and consistent standardized
procedures for the administration of its
assessments, including administration with
accommodations;

e Has established procedures to ensure that all
individuals responsible for administering the
State’s general and alternate assessments receive
training on the State’s established procedutes for
the administration of its assessments;

e  If the State administers technology-based
assessments, the State has defined technology
and other related requirements, included
technology-based test administration in its
standardized procedures for test administration,
and established contingency plans to address
possible technology challenges during test
administration.

Section 2.3 Summary Statement

Requirement previously met for consortium.

Consistent with the note on page 1, the evidence requested by the peer reviewers does not necessarily reflect the final set of additional evidence, if any, that a
State may need to submit to demonstrate that its assessment system meets all of the critical elements for the assessment peer review. As a result, a State should
refer to the letter to the State, including the list of additional evidence needed, if any, from the Department.
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STATE ASSESSMENT PEER REVIEW NOTES FOR THE NCSC ASSESSMENT CONSORTIUM

Critical Element

Evidence (Record document and page # for
future reference)

Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions
Regarding State Documentation or Evidence

2.5 — Test Security Requirement previously met for consortium.

The State has implemented and documented an
appropriate set of policies and procedures to prevent
test irregularities and ensure the integrity of test
results through:

e  Prevention of any assessment irregularities,
including maintaining the security of test
materials, proper test preparation guidelines and
administration procedures, incident-reporting
procedures, consequences for confirmed
violations of test secutity, and requirements for
annual training at the district and school levels
for all individuals involved in test administration;

e Detection of test irregularities;

e  Remediation following any test security incidents
involving any of the State’s assessments;

e Investigation of alleged or factual test
irregularities.

Section 2.5 Summary Statement

Requirement previously met for consortium.

Consistent with the note on page 1, the evidence requested by the peer reviewers does not necessarily reflect the final set of additional evidence, if any, that a
State may need to submit to demonstrate that its assessment system meets all of the critical elements for the assessment peer review. As a result, a State should
refer to the letter to the State, including the list of additional evidence needed, if any, from the Department.
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STATE ASSESSMENT PEER REVIEW NOTES FOR THE NCSC ASSESSMENT CONSORTIUM

Critical Element

Evidence (Record document and page # for
future reference)

Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions
Regarding State Documentation or Evidence

2.6 — Systems for Protecting Data
Integrity and Privacy

The State has policies and procedures in place to
protect the integrity and confidentiality of its test
materials, test-related data, and personally identifiable

information, specifically:

e To protect the integrity of its test materials and
related data in test development, administration,
and storage and use of results;

e To secure student-level assessment data and
protect student privacy and confidentiality,
including guidelines for districts and schools;

e To protect personally identifiable information
about any individual student in reporting,
including defining the minimum number of
students necessary to allow reporting of scores
for all students and student groups.

Requirement previously met for consortium.

Section 2.6 Summary Statement

Requirement previously met for consortium.

Consistent with the note on page 1, the evidence requested by the peer reviewers does not necessarily reflect the final set of additional evidence, if any, that a
State may need to submit to demonstrate that its assessment system meets all of the critical elements for the assessment peer review. As a result, a State should
refer to the letter to the State, including the list of additional evidence needed, if any, from the Department.
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SECTION 3: TECHNICAL QU