UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

OFFICE OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION

Dr. Linda Clark

President

Idaho State Board of Education
P.O. Box 83720

Boise, ID 83720-0037

The Honorable Sherri Ybarra

Superintendent of Public Instruction

Idaho State Department of Education

650 W. State Street, 2nd, Floor

Boise, Idaho 83702 August 30, 2018

Dear Dr. Clark and Superintendent Ybarra:

Thank you for your participation in the U.S. Department of Education’s (the Department) assessment
peer review process under Title | of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), as
amended by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (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 Idaho State Department of Education (ISDE) to prepare for
the peer review, which occurred in March 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 ISDE’s submission and the
Department found, based on the evidence received, that the components of ISDE’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 the
Department’s analysis of the State’s submission, I have determined the following:

e General science assessments in high school (end-of-course tests in biology and chemistry):
Partially meets requirements of the ESEA, as amended by the NCLB and ESSA
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¢ Reading/ language arts and mathematics general assessments in grades 3-8 (Smarter Balanced):
Substantially meets requirements of ESEA, as amended by NCLB and ESSA.

e Reading/ language arts and mathematics general assessments in high school (Smarter Balanced):
Substantially meets requirements of ESEA, as amended by NCLB and ESSA.

e Reading/ language arts and mathematics alternate assessment based on alternate academic
achievement standards ((National Center and State Collaborative/Multi-State Alternate
Assessment (NCSC/MSAA))) in grades 3-8 and high school: Substantially meets requirements
of the ESEA, as amended by the NCLB and ESSA.

The components that substantially meet requirements meet most of the requirements of the statute and
regulations but some additional information is required. The Department expects that ISDE should be
able to provide this additional information within one year. Regarding the end-of-course tests in biology
and chemistry, the Department understands that ISDE intends to implement a new assessment in high
school science. ISDE should provide a detailed implementation timeline for this new assessment to the
Department within 30 days in the receipt of this letter. The ISDE should also address specific plans to
implement new grades 5 and 7 tests in science, as well as a new alternate assessment in science.

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 ISDE 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. Department staff carefully reviewed
the 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 ISDE administration of the MSAA assessments needs to meet one additional
requirement related to alternate academic achievement standards. This requirement is listed under
critical element 6.3. Under the orderly transition authority in section 4(b) of the ESSA, | am granting
ISDE until December 15, 2020, to submit evidence of an alternate assessments based on alternate
academic achievement standards that meets this ESSA requirement.

The specific list of items required for ISDE to submit is enclosed with this letter. Because the State has
not fully satisfied the condition placed on the State’s Title I, Part A grant award related to its State
assessment system, the Department is continuing to place a condition on the State’s Title I grant award
related to those components of the assessment system. To satisfy this condition, ISDE must submit
satisfactory evidence to address the items identified in the enclosed list. ISDE must also 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. Insufficient
progress to address such matters may lead OSERS to place a condition on ISDE’s Federal fiscal year
2019 IDEA Part B grant award.

In addition, the full peer review notes from the review are enclosed. These recommendations to the
Department formed the basis of our determination. Please note that the peers’ recommendations may
differ from the Department’s feedback; we encourage you to read the full peer notes for additional
suggestions and recommendations for improving your assessment system beyond what is noted in the
Department’s feedback.
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Thank you for your ongoing commitment to improving educational outcomes for all students. | 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 Cynthia Wright of my staff at: OSS.ldaho@ed.gov.

Sincerely,

Is/

Frank T. Brogan

Assistant Secretary for

Elementary and Secondary Education

Enclosures

cc: Karlynn Laraway, Director of Assessment & Accountability



Critical Elements Where Additional Evidence is Needed to Meet the Requirements for Idaho’s
Assessment System

Critical Element Additional Evidence Needed
1.3 — Required For general science end-of-course (EOC) in high school:
Assessments e Evidence that specifies the one EOC science (biology or

chemistry) test that all students must take, or evidence that
specifies that all students must take both EOC science tests
(biology or chemistry). OR
e Evidence that the State will implement a new science assessment
that will meet this requirement (i.e., that all students take the same
high school science assessment).
2.1 — Test Design and For the EOC science assessments in biology and chemistry:
Development e Evidence that current biology and chemistry assessments’ test
designs assess the full depth and breadth of science content
standards (e.g., an alignment study). OR
e Evidence that the State will implement a new science assessment
that will meet this requirement.
2.3 — Test For reading/language arts and mathematics general assessments in
Administration grades 3-8 and high school (Smarter Balanced):
e Evidence of established contingency plans to address possible
technology challenges during test administration.

For the ((National Center and State Collaborative/Multi-State

Alternate Assessment (NCSC/MSAA)) assessments:

e Evidence that students are given the opportunity to familiarize
themselves with technology prior to testing.

e Evidence of a comprehensive contingency plan for Idaho State
Department of Education (ISDE) to address possible technology
challenges during test administration.

3.1 - Overall Validity, | For the EOC science assessments in chemistry and biology:

including Validity e Evidence of the adequate overall validity for its current EOC

Based on Content science assessments, specifically that the State’s assessments
measure the knowledge and skills specified in the State’s
academic content standards.

e Evidence of alignment between the State’s current EOC science
assessments and the academic content standards the assessments
are designed to measure in terms of content, full range of
academic content standards balance of content, and cognitive
complexity.

e A plan to correct any misalignments that are found to exist. OR

e Evidence that the State will implement a new science assessment
that will meet this requirement.

3.2 — Validity Based on | For the EOC science assessments in biology and chemistry:
Cognitive Processes e Evidence that the current EOC science assessments tap intended
cognitive processes. OR

e Evidence that the State will implement a new science assessment
that will meet this requirement.



Critical Element
3.3 — Validity Based on
Internal Structure

3.4 — Validity Based on
Relationships with
Other Variables

4.2 — Fairness and
Accessibility

4.4 — Scoring

4.7 — Technical
Analysis and Ongoing
Maintenance

5.2 — Procedures for
Including ELs

5.3 — Accommodations

Additional Evidence Needed

For the NCSC assessments:

e Evidence that the unidimensionality assumptions of Item
Response Theory have been met.

For the EOC science assessments in biology and chemistry:

e Evidence to support the expected relationship of assessment
scores with other variables (e.g., other science assessments). OR

e Evidence that the State will implement a new science assessment
that will meet this requirement.

For the EOC science assessments in biology and chemistry:

e Evidence of a process to manage and improve items flagged
through differential item functioning analysis.

e Evidence of bias and fairness training for item writers. OR

e Evidence that the State will implement a new science assessment
that will meet this requirement.

For the NCSC:

e Evidence regarding the quality of scoring for the tests (e.qg.,
training of raters, scoring rubrics, evaluations of inter-rater
reliability).

For the EOC science assessments in biology and chemistry:

e Evidence, such as the final report on the technical analysis and on-
going maintenance of the ISDE science assessment, and any
changes made as a result of the report. OR

e Evidence that the State will implement a new science assessment
that will meet this requirement.

For the Idaho assessment system:

e Evidence of guidance regarding selection of appropriate
accommodations for English learners.

For reading/language arts and mathematics general assessments in

grades 3-8 and high school (Smarter Balanced):

Evidence of guidance regarding selection of the Spanish version of

the Smarter Balanced assessments for English learners at a level of

specificity such that an educator can apply the decision for an

individual student.

For the Idaho assessment system:

e Guidance regarding selection of appropriate accommodations for
English learners.

e Evidence of how exceptional requests for accommodations are
handled once the assessment department is notified of the request.

For the NCSC:

e Evidence that the State has determined that the accommaodations it
provides (i) are appropriate and effective for meeting the
individual student’s need(s), (ii) do not alter the construct being



Critical Element

5.4 — Monitoring Test
Administration for
Special Populations

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

6.4 — Reporting

Additional Evidence Needed
assessed, and (iii) allow meaningful interpretations of results and
comparison of scores for students who need and receive
accommodations and students who do not need and do not receive
accommodations.

For the Idaho assessment system:

e Updated monitoring procedures for local educational agencies to
comply with monitoring test administrations at the local level that
are consistent with State policies for accommodations.

For the NCSC.:

e Evidence that the alternate academic achievement standards
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, as amended by the
Every Student Succeeds Act. The State educational agency should
provide this evidence by December 15, 2020.

For the Idaho assessment system:

e An explanation of how teachers obtain score reports in alternate
formats (e.g., Braille or large print) and, to the extent practicable,
in a native language that parents can understand.



STATE ASSESSMENT PEER REVIEW NOTES FOR Idaho

U. S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Peer Review of State Assessment Systems

March 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 Evidence (Record document and page # for future Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions
reference) Regarding State Documentation or Evidence
1.2 — Coherent and Rigorous Evidence 2017_5 lists the names of Peers believe that further explanation of the
Academic Content Standards participants in the science committee that public comment process on the new

reviewed the new science standards, and their | standards would be beneficial, as would a
makeup includes teachers, some parents, and | detailed description of what changes were
community members. It is indicated that the made based on stakeholder input.

new standards have gone out for public
comment as well.

ISDE must submit evidence that
documents how Idaho incorporated broad
stakeholder involvement into the State’s
science content standards.

Peers were unable to locate evidence of
broad stakeholder involvement in the
development of the State’s prior science
content standards, on which the 2016 peer
review was based.

Section 1.2 Summary Statement

_X__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
e Evidence of broad stakeholder involvement in the development of the State’s content standards on which the 2016 peer review was
based. This should include timing and method of dissemination for public comment.
e A detailed description of what changes were made based on stakeholder input to the State’s content standards, on which the 2016

peer review was based.

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—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

1.3 — Required Assessments
o For the general science EOC

assessments in high school (biology
and chemistry), ISDE must provide
evidence that specifies the one EOC
(biology OR chemistry) science test
that all students must take, or evidence
that specifies that all students must take
both EOC science tests (biology and
chemistry).

1D2017_7-Science-EOC_Spring 2017 Technical
Report.pdf

e  The Spring 2017 technical report reads “4/
students currently enrolled in grades 5 and 7 are required
1o take the IS AT science assessment, and all students in
grades 10 throngh 12 who have completed a biology
andy or chemistry course are required to take the End-of-
Course (EOC) science assessment.” The report states
this is a draft. Idaho should confirm the
finalization of this document to ensure that the
policies are adhered to across the State.

The evidence does not clarify the question about the

one single standard in science assessed for all Idaho

high school students.

Section 1.3 Summary Statement—REVIEWED BY DEPARTMENT STAFF ONLY

__x_ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
For the general science EOC assessments in high school (biology and chemistry), ISDE must provide evidence that specifies the one
EOC (biology OR chemistry) science test that all students must take, or evidence that specifies that all students must take both EOC

science tests (biology and chemistry).

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—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

o ISDE must provide evidence of
policies that indicate that students
with disabilities publicly placed in
private schools as a means of
providing special education and
related services must be included in
the assessment system.

1D2017_8_Private School Application.pdf
D2017_9_Private School Application Approval
Procedure.pdf

e The State indicates in its submittal that in
order for the special education services
program of a private school or facility to be
approved by the Idaho State Department of
Education, the entity must provide an
instructional program description which
includes participation in statewide
assessments for students with disabilities
publicly placed in private schools as a means
of providing special education and related
services.

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.

5
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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

For the EOC science assessments in

biology and chemistry, ISDE must

provide:

e Evidence that test designs assess the
full depth and breadth of science
content standards (e.g., all objectives of
content standards).

The State referenced evidence 2017_1
(science assessment agreement) indicating
that they will be submitting evidence on
the new assessments in 2020.

Peers were unable to locate evidence that
the current assessments’ test designs assess
the full depth and breadth of science
content standards (e.g., an alignment
study).

Section 2.1 Summary Statement

Xx___ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:

o Evidence that current biology and chemistry assessments’ test designs assess the full depth and breadth of science content

standards (e.g., an alignment study).

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.

6
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Critical Element Evidence (Record document and page # for Comments /Notes/Questions/Suggestions
future reference) Regarding State Documentation or Evidence

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.

7
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Critical Element

Evidence (Record document and page # for
future reference)

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

2.3 — Test Administration
Evidence that ISDE established and
communicates to educators clear,
thorough, and consistent standardized
procedures for the administration of the
NCSC/MSAA assessments that include:

e Evidence of a troubleshooting guide to
address technology-related contingency
plans.

e Evidence of policy that students have
the opportunity to practice and become
familiar with computer administration
(including the assessment delivery
devices, accessibility tools and features
available for students, and item
formats) prior to testing.

e Evidence of training to ensure

e Peers could not locate evidence of any
technology-related contingency plans,
although the State indicates in its
narrative (p. 13) that it will “work with
our test vendor to establish a
contingency plan to address a test
delivery system failure, resulting in
catastrophic impact to the state testing
system and provide an update on our
plans as requested.”

e Inevidence 2017_20 (draft
accommodations manual, p.12) there is
some evidence of a policy that students
can practice and become familiar with
computer administration: “In addition
to designated accommaodations,
students should have ample time to
explore the test features and tools
offered on computer-based tests in
order to use them to their full
advantage and to ensure that they don’t
have the unintended effect of creating
new barriers.”

e Evidence 2017_11-20 shows provision

e ISDE’s final technology contingency
plan should be submitted.

e The accommodations manual provided
is a draft; the final version should be
submitted. Although the language
therein suggests students “should” be
given the opportunity to experience the
technology prior to testing, this does
not guarantee students will be given the
opportunity.

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.

8
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Critical Element

Evidence (Record document and page # for
future reference)

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

consistency of administration across
districts and schools.

For R/LA and mathematics general

assessments in grades 3-8 and high school

(Smarter Balanced), ISDE must provide:

o Evidence of a comprehensive
contingency plan to address possible
technology challenges during test
administration.

of training to ensure consistency of
administration across districts and
schools. Evidence 2017 12, slide 6
indicates that in order for a TE to
administer an alternate assessment, the
TE will be required to complete the test
administration course online.

e Apart from the narrative description in
the state’s summary of the section 2.3
template, there is no additional
evidence regarding a contingency plan
to address possible technology
challenges.

Section 2.3 Summary Statement

X__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
e For NCSC, evidence that students are given the opportunity to familiarize themselves with technology prior to testing (not

just that they “should be”).

e A comprehensive contingency plan for ISDE to address possible technology challenges during test administration for
NCSC and Smarter Balanced assessments.

e A final version of the accommodations manual that is provided in draft form (evidence 2017_20).

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

2.5 — Test Security

For the entire assessment system, ISDE
must provide:

Evidence of policies and procedures to

prevent test irregularities and ensure

the integrity of test results through:

o Prevention of any assessment
irregularities;

o Detection of test irregularities; and

o Remediation following any test
security incidents involving any of
the assessments.

Evidence of consequences in the State

for confirmed violations of test

security.

Evidence of annual training
requirements for test security policies
and procedures for ISDE educators.

Evidence 2017_16-18

Some limited evidence of
consequences of violations is provided
on p. 21 of evidence 2017_16. Peers
also located a report of the number of
violations (evidence 2017_17, slide 15)
but the consequences that were actually
imposed for confirmed test security
violations were not reported.

Evidence 2017_18 is a contract
between ISDE and Caveon to create
online test security modules for annual
training.

e Peers commend ISDE for its thorough
Assessment Integrity Guide (evidence
2017_16).

e No summary of consequences was
found.

e Evidence for test security training
appears sufficient.

Section 2.5 Summary Statement

Xx___ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:

« Evidence of consequences for confirmed violations of test security (e.g., a summary report).

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.

10
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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

For the EOC science assessments in

chemistry and biology, ISDE must

provide:

e Evidence of adequate overall validity
for its assessments, specifically that the
State’s assessments measure the
knowledge and skills specified in the
State’s academic content standards.

e Evidence of alignment between the
State’s assessments and the academic
content standards the assessments are
designed to measure in terms of:

o Content (i.e., knowledge and
process);

o The full range of the State’s
academic content standards
balance of content; and
Cognitive complexity.

The State’s narrative indicates that it will
provide such evidence for the new EOC
science assessments in 2020.

Peers also looked for validity evidence for
the current EOC science assessments:

e Evidence 2017_7 (Tables 15-18)
demonstrate that in several cases
the DOK of items on the
assessment does not match the
DOK of the blueprint.

e The State did not provide an
alignment study or other evidence
of alignment between the
assessments and content standards.

e The evidence does not support a
claim of validity based on content.

Section 3.1 Summary Statement

_X__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
e Evidence of adequate overall validity for its current EOC science assessments, specifically that the State’s assessments
measure the knowledge and skills specified in the State’s academic content standards.
« Evidence of alignment between the State’s current EOC science assessments and the academic content standards the
assessments are designed to measure in terms of content, full range of academic content standards balance of content, and

cognitive complexity.

« A plan to correct any misalignments that are found to exist.

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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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

3.2 — Validity Based on Cognitive
Processes
For the EOC science assessments in
biology and chemistry, ISDE must
provide:

o Adequate validity evidence that its
assessments tap the intended
cognitive processes appropriate for
each grade level as represented in
the State’s academic content
standards.

The State’s narrative indicates that it will
provide such evidence for the new EOC
science assessments in 2020.

Peers also looked for validity evidence for
the current EOC science assessments:

Evidence 2017 _7 (technical report on the
current assessments)

No alignment study, cognitive labs, or
other evidence was provided to show that
the assessments tap intended cognitive
processes.

Section 3.2 Summary Statement

X__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:

e Evidence that the current EOC science assessments tap intended cognitive processes (e.g., cognitive labs).

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 Idaho Resubmission

Critical Element

Evidence (Record document and page # for
future reference)

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

3.4 — Validity Based on
Relationships with Other
Variables

For EOC science assessments in biology
and chemistry ISDE must provide:

o Evidence to support the expected
relationship of the State’s
assessment scores with other
variables.

The State’s narrative indicates that it will
provide such evidence for the new EOC
science assessments in 2020.

Peers also looked for evidence to support
the expected relationship of the State’s
current EOC science assessment scores
with other variables but could not locate
any.

Peers did not find sufficient evidence for
this critical element.

Section 3.4 Summary Statement

Xx___ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
o For current biology and chemistry assessments, evidence to support the expected relationship of assessment scores with
other variables (e.g., other science assessments).

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 Idaho Resubmission

SECTION 4: TECHNICAL QUALITY - OTHER

Critical Element Evidence (Record document and page # for Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions
future reference) Regarding State Documentation or Evidence
4.1 — Reliability The State’s narrative indicates that it will
For EOC science assessments in biology | Provide such evidence for the new EOC
and chemistry, ISDE must provide: science assessments in 2020.
e Evidence of test reliability for the ) _ ]
student population overall. Peers also examined the evidence provided | Eyidence appears sufficient to meet the
« Evidence of overall and conditional in 2017_7 (technical report) for reliability | requirements of this critical element.
standard errors of measurement. information about the current EOC science
assessments:

e Reliability coefficients reported on
p. 39 (table 22) are all acceptable,
but they combine items from two
standards (1 and 5) and peers were
unsure of the justification for this.

e Overall and CSEMs were found on
p. 40 and 43.

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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STATE ASSESSMENT PEER REVIEW NOTES FOR Idaho Resubmission

Critical Element

Evidence (Record document and page # for
future reference)

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

4.2 — Fairness and Accessibility
For EOC assessments in biology and
chemistry, ISDE must provide:

e Evidence of a process to manage and
improve items identified through DIF
analysis.

e Evidence of training for item writers in
relation to bias and fairness.

The State’s narrative indicates that it will
provide such evidence for the new EOC
science assessments in 2020.

For the current EOC science assessments,

e Peers were unable to locate
evidence of a process to manage
and improve items flagged through
DIF.

e Peers were similarly unable to
locate evidence of bias and fairness
training for item writers.

Peers did not find sufficient evidence for
this critical element.

Section 4.2 Summary Statement

__X_ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
e For current biology and chemistry assessments:
o Evidence of a process to manage and improve items flagged through DIF.
o Evidence of bias and fairness training for item writers.

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 Idaho Resubmission

Critical Element

Evidence (Record document and page # for
future reference)

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

4.4 — Scoring
For the EOC science assessments, ISDE
must provide:
o Evidence of the process used to

develop scale scores for the tests.

The State’s narrative indicates that it will
provide such evidence for the new EOC
science assessments in 2020.

Peers located evidence for the current EOC
science assessments: evidence 2017 _7 (p.
44-45) lists conversion information for raw
to scale scores.

Evidence appears to be sufficient to
address this portion of the critical element.

Section 4.4 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 Idaho Resubmission

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

For EOC science assessments in biology

and chemistry, ISDE must provide:

o Evidence of the comparability of the
meaning and interpretations of the
assessment results across multiple
versions of the assessments.

The State’s narrative indicates that it will
provide such evidence for the new EOC
science assessments in 2020.

For current biology and chemistry
assessments, peers examined evidence
2017_7 and 2017 _14, although these were
not specifically referenced in this section
of the State submission.

The State does not appear to have
addressed the comparability of multiple
versions of the current biology and
chemistry assessments. For instance, are
print-on-demand and computerized
versions comparable? Is the American
Sign Language (ASL) version comparable
to the standard version?

Section 4.6 Summary Statement

X__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:

e Evidence of statistical comparability across multiple versions of the current biology and chemistry assessments.

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

4.7 — Technical Analysis and

Ongoing Maintenance
For the Science EOC assessments in
biology and chemistry, ISDE must
provide:

o Evidence of a system for
monitoring and maintaining, and
improving as needed, the quality of
its assessment system, including
clear and technically sound criteria
for the analyses of all of the
assessments in its assessment
system.

The State’s narrative indicates a process to
address technical analysis and ongoing
maintenance through a contract with
Assessment Solutions Group. The
narrative indicates that its report is due in
June 2018.

The final report from Assessment
Solutions Group should be submitted once
it is complete, and ISDE also should report
on any changes that result.

Section 4.7 Summary Statement

X__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:

e The final report from Assessment Solutions Group should be submitted once it is complete, and ISDE also should report on any

changes that result

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 Idaho Resubmission

SECTION 5: INCLUSION OF ALL STUDENTS

Critical Element

Evidence (Record document and page # for future
reference)

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

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 Idaho Resubmission

Critical Element

Evidence (Record document and page # for future
reference)

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

5.1 — Procedures for Including

Students with Disabilities

For the EOC assessments in biology and

chemistry, ISDE must provide:

e Evidence that the State has in place
procedures to ensure the inclusion of
all public elementary and secondary
school students with disabilities in the
State’s science assessments, including,
at a minimum, guidance for individual
educational plan (IEP) teams to inform
decisions about EOC science
assessments that:

e States that decisions about how
to assess students with
disabilities must be made by a
student’s IEP team based on
each student’s individual needs;

e Provides guidelines for
determining whether to assess a
student on the general
assessment without
accommodation(s), the general
assessment with

e The State referenced evidence 2017 _20
and 2017_21 in its submission. In
evidence 2017_20 there is an indication
that decisions about assessing students
with disabilities are made by IEP teams.

e The State indicates in its resubmission
that previously supplied evidence
contained the documentation needed to
address this part of the critical element.
Peers do not have access to the
documentation from the original

e Peers commend ISDE on a draft
comprehensive accommodations
manual (evidence 2017_20) in
keeping with CCSSO guidance. Since
the version submitted is labeled as a
draft, peers request that the final
version be submitted when complete,
along with assurances that it will be
distributed to IEP teams and other
stakeholders as needed.

e Peers could not locate information
relevant to this critical element in
evidence 2017_21.

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.

21




STATE ASSESSMENT PEER REVIEW NOTES FOR Idaho Resubmission

Critical Element Evidence (Record document and page # for future | Comments/Notes/Questions/Suggestions
reference) Regarding State Documentation or Evidence
accommodation(s), or an submission and could not locate relevant
alternate assessment; new evidence.
e Provides information on e Evidence 2017_20 e Evidence appears sufficient to meet
accessibility tools and features the requirements of this part of the
available to students in general critical element.

assessments and
accommodations available for
students with disabilities; and

« Provides guidance regarding selection |+ Evidence 2017_20 e Evidence appears sufficient to meet
of appropriate accommodations for the requirements of this part of the
students with disabilities. critical element.

Section 5.1 Summary Statement

_X__The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
e For biology and chemistry, guidelines for determining whether to assess a student on the general assessment without
accommodation(s), the general assessment with accommodation(s), or an alternate assessment.
« Final version of the accommodations manual, along with assurances that it will be distributed to IEP teams and other
stakeholders as needed.

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 Idaho Resubmission

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

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

5.2 — Procedures for including ELs
For the R/LA and mathematics alternate
assessments based on AA-AAAS in grades
3-8 and high school (NCSC/MSAA), and
State science general assessments and AA-
AAAS, ISDE must provide:

e Evidence that the AA-AAAS tests
provide test-taking
accommodations for those students
taking AA-AAAS who are English
learners; and

e Evidence that guidance is provided
to local educational agencies
regarding the selection of
appropriate accommodations for
English learners in the State
science assessments.

For R/LA and mathematics general

assessments in grades 3-8 and high school

(Smarter Balanced), ISDE must provide:

e Evidence of guidance regarding

selection of the Spanish version of
the Smarter Balanced assessments
for English learners, and evidence
of procedures for communication
of this guidance to districts,
schools, teachers and parents.

e Limited evidence that the alternate
assessments provide
accommodations for ELs is
provided in 2017_20.

e The state’s narrative indicates it is
in the process of developing
guidance for selection of
appropriate accommodations for
ELs.

e Itis not clear on what basis Spanish
versions of the Smarter Balanced
assessments are selected. The only
evidence of procedures for
communication to districts,
schools, teachers, and parents is a
generic parent letter (2017 _22) that
includes as one option a “fully

e ISDE must submit guidance
regarding selection of appropriate
accommodations for ELs once it is
finalized.

e Peers could not locate evidence of
guidance regarding selection of the
Spanish version of the Smarter
Balanced assessments, nor could
we locate evidence of procedures
for communication of this
guidance.

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

stacked Spanish translation.”

Section 5.2 Summary Statement

X__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:
e ISDE must submit guidance regarding selection of appropriate accommodations for ELs once it is finalized.
e Evidence of guidance regarding selection of the Spanish version of the Smarter Balanced assessments

e Evidence of procedures for communication of this guidance to stakeholders

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

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

5.3 — Accommodations

For the NCSC/MSAA, ISDE must provide:

e Evidence that the accommodations
provided (i) are appropriate and
effective for meeting the individual
student’s need(s) to participate in the
assessments, (ii) do not alter the
construct being assessed, and (iii)
allow meaningful interpretations of
results and comparison of scores for
students who need and receive
accommodations and students who do
not need and do not receive
accommodations.

e Evidence that appropriate
accommodations for English learners
are available.

o Evidence that the State has a process to
individually review and allow
exceptional requests for a small
number of students who require
accommaodations beyond those
routinely allowed.

e Evidence 2017 _20

e The state’s narrative indicates it is in
the process of developing guidance for
selection of appropriate
accommodations for ELs.

e Peers located evidence that
exceptional requests for

e Since the accommodations listed
are fairly standard and in keeping
with CCSSO guidelines, peers
believe it is reasonable to assume
they meet the requirements of this
part of the critical element.

e ISDE must submit guidance
regarding selection of appropriate
accommodations for ELs once it is
finalized.

e It is unclear to peers what happens
once an exceptional request is
received by ISDE. Further evidence
should 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

accommodations should be
submitted to the assessment
department (evidence 2017_20, p.
22 and elsewhere). Further detail
is not provided about the other
steps in the process at the state
level.

Section 5.3 Summary Statement

X__ The following additional evidence is needed/provide brief rationale:

e Guidance regarding selection of appropriate accommodations for ELSs.
e Evidence of how exceptional requests for accommodations are handled once they reach the state.

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,
i