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SECTION 1: CONTENT STANDARDS

	Critical Elements
	Operational Definition
	Steps necessary
	Questions, clarifications – add your questions here

	(a) Has the State formally approved/adopted, by May 2003, challenging academic content standards in reading/language arts and mathematics that –

· cover each of grades 3-8 and the 10-12 grade range, or 

· if the academic content standards relate to grade ranges, include specific content expectations for each grade level?

AND

Are these academic content standards applied to all public schools and students in the State?
	This is simply asking if the state has grade-level expectations/standards for all grades 3-8 and 10-12.  
These must define the common expectation for all students in the state in each of the particular grade levels.
	This activity has already been completed in most entities, but the following information will need to be assembled:

· Legislation and/or SBE regulations/rules directing development of the standards.

· Board minutes documenting the approval. 
· Entity policies documenting the requirements that these standards must be taught in all schools and classrooms.
	1. 

	1.2 

Has the State formally approved/adopted, academic content standards in science for elementary (grades 3-5), middle (grades 6-9), and high school (grades 10-12)? This must be completed by school year 2005-2006.
	Same as 1.1
	
	

	1.3 

Are these academic content standards challenging? Do they contain coherent and rigorous content and encourage the teaching of advanced skills?
	Evidence that the content standards were designed to be coherently articulated across grade levels and that they were designed to include learning higher order thinking skills.
	Part of this will come from the alignment study, but part of it must come from the documentation of the process used to guide the writing of the content standards.
	

	1.4

Did the State involve education stakeholders in the development of its academic content standards?
	The peer reviewers will expect evidence that the standards development process included multiple stakeholders.
	Documentation, including lists of participants, of the standards development process needs to be provided.  This documentation should also include evidence of public review meetings.
	


SECTION 2: ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT STANDARDS
	Critical Elements
	Operational Definition
	Steps necessary
	Questions, clarifications – add your questions here

	2.1

Has the State formally approved/adopted challenging academic achievement standards in reading/language arts and mathematics for each of grades 3 through 8 and for the 10-12 grade range? These must be completed by school year 2005-2006.

Has the State also approved/adopted alternate academic achievement standards for students with the most significant cognitive disabilities in reading/language arts and mathematics for each of the grades 3 through 8 and for the 10-12 grade span?   If alternate achievement standards have not been developed and approved, then the alternate assessments for students with disabilities must be based on grade-level achievement standards.

For students under section 602(3) of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act with the most significant cognitive disabilities who take an alternate assessment, a State may, through a documented and validated standards-setting process, define alternate academic achievement standards, provided those standards (1) are aligned with the State’s academic content standards; (2) promote access to the general curriculum; and (3) reflect professional judgment of the highest achievement standards possible.  
	These are the academic achievement standards, i.e., the performance descriptor associated with the various cutscores on the assessments.
The second two paragraphs of Element 2.1 require the state to define whether the students taking the alternate assessment are being held to grade-level, modified, or alternate achievement standards.  Once the state office has made this determination (this should have been done in the design phase of the alternate assessment), cutscores and associated performance descriptors need to be produced.

	Cutscores may have already been established for the general assessment but entities should check to ensure these are set based on Criterion-referenced assumptions, and not holdovers from publishers’ norm-referenced tests. This should be reflected in clearly defined performance descriptors and where possible, exemplars of each performance level. The performance level descriptors should relate to the grade by grade content on which the students are tested.
Work being done with Jean and Mike will result in documentation for alternate assessments based on alternate achievement standards. Because of very low total numbers of participants in these options, careful documentation of the process will be necessary in lieu of more traditional documentation.
	

	2.2

Has the State formally approved/adopted academic achievement descriptors in science for each of the grade spans 3-5, 6-9, and 10-12 (not due until school year 2005-2006)?

Has the State formally approved/adopted academic achievement standards cut scores in science for each of the grade spans 3-5, 6-9, and 10-12 (not due until school year 2007-08)?

Has the State also approved alternate academic achievement standards for students with the most significant cognitive disabilities in science for each of the grade spans tested? If alternate achievement standards have not been developed and approved, then the alternate assessments for students with disabilities must be based on grade-level achievement standards.
	This is the same as Element 2.1, but focuses on science. 
	
	

	2.3

1. Do these academic achievement standards (and alternate achievement standards, if applicable) include for each content area – 

(a) At least three levels of achievement, including two levels of high achievement (proficient and advanced) that determine how well students are mastering a State’s academic content standards and a third level of achievement (basic) to provide information about the progress of lower-achieving students toward mastering the proficient and advanced levels of achievement;


 and 
(b) descriptions of the competencies associated with each achievement level; 

              and 

(c)  assessment scores (“cut scores”) that differentiate among the achievement levels and a rationale and procedure used to determine each achievement level?
	The evidence for this Element will be provided in the course of providing the evidence for Elements 2.1 & 2.2.  This is typical of the redundancies found throughout this document.
	By providing the evidence for 2.1 & 2.2, the evidence for this element will be covered.  The final document should simply make a reference to the previous elements.
	

	2.3 (continued)

2. And, if the State has adopted alternate academic achievement standards, has it documented that it has--

(a)
implemented guidelines for IEP teams to apply in deciding when an individual student should be assessed on the basis of alternate achievement standards;

(b)
ensured that parents are informed when a child’s achievement will be based on alternate achievement standards and any possible consequences imposed by the LEA or State;

(c)
reported separately the number and percent of those students with disabilities assessed against alternate achievement standards, those assessed on an alternate assessment against grade-level standards, and those included in the regular assessment (including those administered with appropriate accommodations);

(d)
documented that students with the most significant cognitive disabilities are included in the general curriculum to the extent possible;

(e) taken steps to promote use of appropriate accommodations for students tested against grade-level standards; and

(f) provided information for teachers and other staff regarding appropriate test administration practices, including use of accommodations for students with the most significant cognitive disabilities?

	The requires careful and significant documentation of the procedures and training provided to special education staff regarding the eligibility requirements for the alternate assessment as well as the implications of the choices made by IEP teams.
	How are special education policies and procedures being aligned with these requirements?

What training is occurring and how is it aligned with requirements?
	 

	2.4

Are the academic achievement standards (including alternate achievement standards as applicable) applied to all public elementary and secondary schools and all public school students in the State?**


	Similar to the content standards, the peers want evidence that these standards are applied to all schools, classrooms, and students in the state.
	
	

	2.5

How has the State ensured alignment between challenging academic content standards and the academic achievement standards?

If the State has adopted alternate achievement standards, how has the State ensured alignment between its academic content standards and the alternate academic achievement standards?


	This should be self-evident, but this makes clear that the achievement standards descriptors need to be written in the language of the content standards and the cutscores should reflect qualitative difference in student knowledge of the content standards.
This also requires that the achievement standards for the alternate assessments are linked to the general content and achievement standards.
	This will require an explanation of how the achievement standards were created in the language of the content standards and then this explanation will need to be cross-walked with examples from the standards document. 
	

	2.6

How did the State document involvement of diverse stakeholders in the development of its academic achievement standards and (if applicable) its alternate achievement standards?



	This is analogous to Element 1.4 for content standards.  USED wants to see evidence that stakeholders with specific expertise related to the needs of all children were involved, other than educators who are typically involved in this process.
	When the performance descriptors for the academic achievement standards, the state will need to include representatives from multiple stakeholder groups and document this process.
	


SECTION 3:  STATEWIDE ASSESSMENT SYSTEM
	Critical Elements
	Operational Definition
	Steps necessary
	Questions, clarifications – add your questions here

	3.1

Completed chart of assessments

	This is asking for a grade-by-content area matrix showing the full assessment system.
	This is probably available already, but if not, it needs to be created.
	

	3.2 

If the State’s assessment system includes assessments developed or adopted at both the local and State level, how has the State ensured that these local assessments meet the same technical requirements as the statewide assessments?

(a) How has the State ensured that all local assessments are aligned with the State’s academic content and achievement standards?

(b) How has the State ensured that all local assessments are equivalent to one another in terms of content coverage, difficulty, and quality?

(c) How has the State ensured that all local assessments yield comparable results for all subgroups? 

(d) How has the State ensured that all local assessments yield results that can be aggregated with those from other local assessments and with any statewide assessments?

(e) How has the State ensured that all local assessments provide unbiased, rational, and consistent determinations of the annual progress of schools and LEAs within the State?


	This is only for states that incorporate the results from local assessments in AYP decisions.
	This is not applicable for the entities.
	


	3.3 

If the State’s assessment system employs a matrix design—that is, multiple forms within a content area and grade level-- how has the State ensured that: 

(a) All forms are aligned with the State’s academic content and achievement standards and yield comparable results?

(b) All forms are equivalent to one another in terms of content coverage, difficulty, and quality? 

(c) All assessments yield comparable results for all subgroups?
	We assume that USED is only interested in having states provide evidence for this element only if the matrix items are included in the student score.  Many states use a matrix pool to field test new items and/or to serve equating purposes and it could be argued, depending on the position of the matrix items, that supposedly common forms are not necessarily common.  However, it is doubtful that the USED expects evidence of comparability for this type of situation.
	Not sure whether this is applicable.
	If an entity uses a matrix design, then you will need to provide this information.

	3.4 

How has the State ensured that its assessment system will provide coherent information for students across grades and subjects?

(a) Has it indicated the relative contribution of each assessment to ensure alignment to the content standards and determining adequate yearly progress? 

(b) Has the state provided a rational and coherent design that identifies the assessments to be used?


	USED is asking for an explanation of how the content and achievement standards, working together, create to a coherent educational program.
	This is a pretty thoughtful question from USED.  The evidence will have to come from the rationale regarding the development of the content standards and how it was intentionally designed to provide a coherent instructional program.
You may also wish to complete and document a standards validation process.  The main goal is to create a coherent and rationale set of standards.
	

	3.5 

If its assessment system includes various instruments (e.g., the regular assessment in English and either a native-language version or simplified English version of the assessment), how does the State demonstrate comparable results and alignment with the academic content and achievement standards?


	This applies only to entities that have various instruments.
	
	

	3.6 

How does the State’s assessment system involve multiple measures, that is, measures that assess higher-order thinking skills and understanding of challenging content?


	In the past, this has been interpreted has having either a mix of assessment types at a given grade-by-content level, but states have satisfied this criterion in the past by having a mix of item types (multiple-choice, constructed response).
	If your general assessments are solely multiple-choice, this is going to be a tough criterion to meet.  It will also be important to document how the items tap multiple levels of Depth of Knowledge.
	

	3.7 

Has the State included alternate assessment(s) for students whose disabilities do not permit them to participate in the regular assessment even with accommodations?  


	These are the alternate assessments for students with the most severe cognitive disabilities. (Other alternate assessments are permitted, but at this point we advise the entities to get the AAS into place before considering any other)
	The state will need to provide a content area-by-grade level matrix showing the alternate assessment schedule.
	


SECTION 4:  TECHNICAL QUALITY

	Critical Elements
	Operational Definition
	Steps necessary
	Questions, clarifications – add your questions here

	4.1 

For each assessment, including alternate assessment(s), has the State documented the issue of validity (in addition to the alignment of the assessment with the content standards), as described in the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (AERA/APA/NCME, 1999), with respect to all of the following categories:

a) Has the State specified the purposes of the assessments, delineating the types of uses and decisions most appropriate to each? and 
b) Has the State ascertained that the assessments, including alternate assessments, are measuring the knowledge and skills described in its academic content standards and not knowledge, skills, or other characteristics that are not specified in the academic content standards or grade level expectations? and
c) Has the State ascertained that its assessment items are tapping the intended cognitive processes and that the items and tasks are at the appropriate grade level? and 
d) Has the State ascertained that the scoring and reporting structures are consistent with the sub-domain structures of its academic content standards (i.e., are item interrelationships consistent with the framework from which the test arises)? and 

(e) Has the State ascertained that test and item scores are related to outside variables as intended (e.g., scores are correlated strongly with relevant measures of academic achievement and are weakly correlated, if at all, with irrelevant characteristics, such as demographics)? and
(f) Has the State ascertained that the decisions based on the results of its assessments are consistent with the purposes for which the assessments were designed? and
(g) Has the State ascertained whether the assessment produces intended and unintended consequences?


	a. Clear statement of regarding the purposes and intended uses of the various assessment in the system and the system as a whole.

b. This is really an alignment issue and should be evaluated during the alignment work.  However, either here or in the alignment work, issues of construct-irrelevance and construct-under representation will need to be addressed.

c. The content standards need to articulate the intended cognitive processes and as part of the alignment analyses, the contractor needs to include a depth-of-knowledge (DoK) analysis for general assessment.

d. This is a traditional convergent/discriminant validity analysis.  In other words, the items tapping a particular objective should be more related to other items tapping the same objective than items measuring other objectives.

e. While no achievement test scores will be uncorrelated with demographics, the analyses still need to be conducted.  Identifying the appropriate outside variables, such as instructional practice, will be important and challenging.

f. This requires a clear explanation of how the assessment results are used and whether or not this use is consistent with what was written in “part a” above.

g. The intended consequences should come from (f) above but also from analyses, if any, as to whether more schools are focused on the standards and not other things.  The unintended consequences would be such things as narrowing the curriculum, teaching to the test, etc. 
	a. Statement should be drafted by leadership and perhaps adopted by the State Board.

b. This requires an external alignment study and then a review and response by entity leadership to discuss issues of construct irrelevance and under-representation.

c. As part of the contract for any external alignment analyses, the entity needs to specify that DoK analyses should be included as part of the review.

d. Item- and objective-level correlational analyses as well as a narrative explaining the patterns of correlations.

e. Correlational analyses of full tests and subscores with key external variables.

f. This is a fairly straightforward narrative with supporting evidence, such as reports and policy documents.

g. I’m not sure how many states will have done this satisfactorily.  It requires a pretty extensive data collection and analyses.  It can be approximated using surveys and other large-scale instruments.
	

	4.2 

For each assessment, including alternate assessment(s), has the State considered the issue of reliability, as described in the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (AERA/APA/NCME, 1999), with respect to all of the following categories:

a) Has the State determined the reliability of the scores it reports, based on data for its own student population and each reported subpopulation? and 

b) Has the State quantified and reported within the technical documentation for its assessments   the conditional standard error of measurement and student classification that are consistent at each cut score specified in its academic achievement standards? and 

c) Has the State reported evidence of generalizability for all relevant sources, such as variability of groups, internal consistency of item responses, variability among schools, consistency from form to form of the test, and inter- rater consistency in scoring?


	a. This is a traditional reliability analysis.  Alpha and corrected item-total correlations should be conducted for the entire student population and each of the student subgroups. IRT analyses would also be of benefit but would require more complicated analyses.

b. IRT analyses will help to quantify the conditional standard errors at each cutscore via the information function. Ideally, one would like the information at each cut score to be fairly consistent within an assessment.  All data analyses should be reported in the Technical Documentation.

c. An Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) will help to quantify the relative variability among and within schools.
SEE NHEAI/NAAC AA-AAS TECHNICAL DOCUMENTATION WORKBOOKS AND SUPPORTING MATERIALS FOR ANALOGOUS OPTIONS FOR ALTERNATE ASSESSMENT BASED ON ALTERNATE ACHIEVEMENT STANDARDS http://cehd.umn.edu/NCEO/TopicAreas/StateForum/default.html#Resources scroll to middle of page NCEO and NAAC resources

	a. The entity should conduct a traditional reliability analyses and document the results

b. The entity should compute and document the IRT information at each of the cutscores

c. The entity should conduct and document a generalizability analyses to quantify the variability and reliability of the school scores.
	d. 

	4.3 

Has the State ensured that its assessment system is fair and accessible to all students, including students with disabilities and students with limited English proficiency, with respect to each of the following issues:

(a) Has the State ensured that the assessments provide an appropriate variety of accommodations for students with disabilities? and 
(b) Has the State ensured that the assessments      provide an appropriate variety of linguistic accommodations for students with limited English proficiency? and
(c) Has the State taken steps to ensure fairness in the development of the assessments? and
(d) Does the use of accommodations and/or alternate assessments yield meaningful scores?


	This element requires evidence of the design and use of accommodations for students with disabilities and English language learners, but also focuses on the general fairness of the assessment for all ethnic, racial, and economic groups.
SEE ACCOMMODATIONS MATERIALS FROM 08 INSTITUTE 
	a. The entity must provide the type and numbers of accommodations are provided to students with disabilities.  This documentation should include a rationale for the types of accommodations permitted, citing pertinent national literature, where possible.
b. The same type of documentation will have to be provided regarding ELL accommodations.

c. The entity should provide documentation of bias reviews done prior to assembling test forms and any DIF analyses done after the test has been administered.  Have they been done?
d. This type of discussion should be incorporated into “a” and “b” above.  I don’t know of many states that have done the analyses necessary to answer this question, but I suggest analyses comparing the average scores by accommodation type (perhaps even crossed with disability type) to see if certain accommodation offer kids a significant advantage or disadvantage. 
	

	4.4 

When different test forms or formats are used, the State must ensure that the meaning and interpretation of results are consistent.

(a) Has the State taken steps to ensure consistency of test forms over time?

(b) If the State administers both an online and paper and pencil test, has the State documented the comparability of the electronic and paper forms of the test?   


	a. This part is asking about test score equating across year and is requesting information that documents a score of X means relatively equivalent things in two successive years.
b. This asking the state to provide evidence that student scores from two different administration types (or forms) have the same meaning.
	a. Your test vendor should provide this.
	

	4.5 

Has the State established clear criteria for the administration, scoring, analysis, and reporting components of its assessment system, including alternate assessment(s) and does the State have a system for monitoring and improving the on-going quality of its assessment system?


	Some type of quality control procedures need to be in place, and in the long run, consider contracting for a specific study of these procedures.
	Very few states have done these sorts of studies.
	

	4.6 

Has the State evaluated its use of accommodations?

(a) How has the State ensured that appropriate accommodations are available to students with disabilities and that these accommodations are used in a manner that is consistent with instructional approaches for each student, as determined by a student’s IEP or 504 plan? 

(b) How has the State determined that scores for students with disabilities that are based on accommodated administration conditions will allow for valid inferences about these students’ knowledge and skills and can be combined meaningfully with scores from non-accommodated administration conditions?

(c) How has the State ensured that appropriate accommodations are available to limited English proficient students and that these accommodations are used as necessary to yield accurate and reliable information about what limited English proficient students know and can do? 

(d) How has the State determined that scores for limited English proficiency students that are based on accommodated administration circumstances will allow for valid inferences about these students’ knowledge and skills and can be combined meaningfully with scores from non-accommodated administration circumstances?


	This Element is largely related to Element 4.3, but focuses more on the training and communication related to test administrators’ use of accommodations.
a. This is asking for the state to document how accommodations are made known to teachers and students and what guidelines indicate about how these accommodations should be used.

b. This is asking for evidence regarding the effect of accommodations on student performance and that these accommodated assessments yield comparable results so that the scores from both accommodated and non-accommodated assessments can be combined in a valid way.

c. Same as (a) except for ELL students.

d. Same as (b) except for ELL students.
SEE ACCOMMODATIONS MATERIALS FROM 08 INSTITUTE
	a. The state should document its administration training procedures and any compliance monitoring to ensure that these procedures are carried out appropriately.  One of the guidelines, for example, mayindicate that students should not use an accommodation that they have not been using instructionally for at least 3 months.

b. This is a very tough requirement.  I’d suggest the distributional analyses that I suggested for 4.3 above, but beyond that, you may be able to tap into ongoing research base on NCEO’s data base. See the January 2008 accommodations for more recent information on this process.
c. same as (a)

d. same as (b)
	


SECTION 5:  ALIGNMENT

	Critical Elements
	Operational Definition
	Steps necessary
	Questions, clarifications – add your questions here

	5.1

Has the State outlined a coherent approach to ensuring alignment between each of its assessments, including alternate assessment(s), or combination of assessments, and the academic content standards and academic achievement standards the assessment is designed to measure?


	This is the overarching alignment criterion and is really asking about the process used to ensure that the assessments are built directly from and therefore aligned to the content standards.  This entire section is designed using a Norm Webb framework (Karin Hess used this framework in the Jan 07 Institute).  This first element refers to “categorical concurrence” which is met if the same or consistent categories of content appear in both the standards and assessments (Webb, 1999, p. 7).  If the assessments that comprise the assessment system are faithfully built directly from the standards, the categorical concurrence between the assessment and the standards can be assured.
	This requires explicit documentation of the design and development processes, including item generation/selection, form building, field testing, content reviews, etc.  This documentation should include the list of all those directly involved in the process as well as their qualifications.  This documentation should also include a matrix that illustrates the match between standards and assessments.  
This entire Section 5 must be supplemented with an independent alignment review.
	

	5.2

Are the assessments and the standards aligned comprehensively, meaning that the assessments reflect the full range of the State’s academic content standards? Are the assessments as cognitively challenging as the standards?  Are the assessments and standards aligned to measure the depth of the standards?  Does the assessment reflect the degree of cognitive complexity and level of difficulty of the concepts and processes described in the standards?
	This is really asking about Norm Webb’s dimension, referred to as “depth-of-knowledge consistency” which is a measure of the alignment between “what is elicited from students on the assessment is as demanding cognitively as what students are expected to know and do as stated in the standards (Webb, 1999, pp.7-8).”  This is generally the most overlooked alignment component and it requires careful analysis to determine if the assessment is accurately targeting the cognitive levels called for in the standards
	This requires a finer grade matrix compared with 5.1.  For each assessment, the matrix should document the match between assessment items/tasks and the various objectives assessed.  This matrix should document that alignment is established through a two-way process where the items are matched against the standards, both in terms of content and depth of knowledge, and the standards need to be checked to make sure they appropriately represent the items.
	

	5.3

Are the assessments and the standards aligned in terms of both content (knowledge) and process (how to do it), as necessary, meaning that the assessments measure what the standards state students should both know and be able to do?
	This is related to 5.2, but is requiring the state to provide evidence that, assuming the standards require both procedural and declarative knowledge, that the assessments require the measurement of both knowledge and skills, e.g., writing, investigating.
	This evidence should be documented through the two matrices provided for 5.1 and 5.2.  It will then require a narrative indicating that the mis-alignment is does disproportionately due to a lack of alignment to the skills or knowledge standards.
	

	5.4 

Do the assessments reflect the same degree and pattern of emphasis as are reflected in the State’s academic content standards?


	The balance-of-representation criterion is used to indicate the extent to which items are appropriately distributed across standards (Webb, 1999, p. 9).  All standards are not created equal and it is up to the state to appropriately weight the standards by assigning more items/tasks to the higher priority standards.  This criterion, then, calls for the assessment items/tasks to match the standards in the proportions expected.
	A balance of representation (BoR) analysis should have been conducted to illustrate how and why the standards/objectives should be prioritized.  Weighting everything equally is in fact the result of a prioritization decision!  For a good example of BoR, see the NCTM standards document.
	

	5.5 

Do the assessments yield scores that reflect the full range of achievement implied by the State’s academic achievement standards?


	“The range-of-knowledge criterion is used to judge whether a comparable span of knowledge expected of students by a standard is the same as, or corresponds to, the span of knowledge that students need in order to correctly answer the assessment items/activities.  The criterion for correspondence between span of knowledge for a standard and the assessment considers the number of objectives within the standard measured with at least one related assessment item/activity (Webb, 1999, p. 8).”  The bottom line for this element is whether the inference we are making from a student (or school) score is related to student knowledge of the entire set of standards or only a specified portion.
	This indicates that alignment needs to occur at a finer grain level than simply matching tests items to broad standards.  The alignment should occur at the objective level or finer grain to ensure that the standards are appropriately sampled.  This means that the assessments should be built from a blueprint that reflects the appropriate weight of each objective and standard.
	

	5.6 

Assessment results must be expressed in terms of the achievement standards, not just scale scores or percentiles.


	This simply means that reports to students and schools must report the scores in terms of performance levels (e.g., Level 3, 4).  It can also include other types of scores, but must include the performance standards.
	A set of score reports (student and school) will provide sufficient evidence.
	

	5.7

What ongoing procedures does the State use to maintain and improve alignment between the assessment(s) and standards over time?


	In addition to using independent alignment analyses, this is asking what processes and procedures the state is using to continually improve the alignment among its tests and standards.
	This evidence should include documentation of how the state, either relying on the outside reports or not, has made improvements to its test construction processes.
	


SECTION 6:  INCLUSION [Note:  This section is CRUCIAL—states will fail the review based on this section alone!]
	Critical Elements
	Operational Definition
	Steps necessary
	Questions, clarifications – add your questions here

	6.1 

Do the State’s participation data indicate that all students in the tested grade levels or grade ranges are included in the assessment system (e.g., students with disabilities, students with limited English proficiency, economically disadvantaged students, race/ethnicity, migrant students, homeless students, etc.)?


	-Participation/exclusion rates

-Are all scores reported? Used?

-How are excluded students reported?
	Carefully review how the participation rates are calculated (for both IDEA and NCLB reporting).  
	

	6.2 

1. What guidelines does the State have in place for including all students with disabilities in the regular assessment system? 

2. If the State has approved/adopted alternate achievement standards, what guidelines does the State have in place for assessing only students with the most significant cognitive disabilities based on alternate achievement standards? 

(a) Has the State developed clear guidelines for Individualized Educational Program (IEP) teams to apply in determining when a child’s cognitive disability justifies assessment based on alternate academic achievement standards? 

(b) Has the State ensured that parents of those students are informed that their child’s achievement will be based on alternate achievement standards? 

(c) Has the State documented that students with the most significant cognitive disabilities are, to the extent possible, included in the general curriculum and assessments aligned to that curriculum? 

(d) Has the State developed, disseminated information on, and promoted use of appropriate accommodations to increase the number of students with the most significant cognitive disabilities who are tested against grade-level academic achievement standards? 

(e) Has the State ensured that regular and special education teachers and other appropriate staff know how to administer assessments, including making use of accommodations, for students with the most significant cognitive disabilities?


	1. In this case, the reviewers will be looking for evidence of laws, regulations and procedures that clearly document the expectation that all students participate in the assessments.
2. The expectations outlined in the column to the left are pretty clear.
	Document, document, document!  This documentation should include all of the assessment and special education rules and policies (including copies of laws and regulations), including training and compliance monitoring.
	

	6.3

What guidelines does the State have in place for including all students with limited English proficiency in the tested grades in the assessment system? 

(a) Has the State made available assessments, to the extent practicable, in the language and form most likely to yield accurate and reliable information on what these students know and can do? 

(b) Does the State require the participation of every limited English proficient student in the assessment system, regardless of how long a student has been enrolled in US schools? Has the State adopted policies requiring limited English proficient students to be assessed on the reading/language arts standards in English if they have been enrolled in US schools for three consecutive years or more?
	 This is basically the same as 6.2, but focusing on ELL students instead of students with disabilities.
	
	

	6.4 

What policies and practices does the State have in place to ensure the identification and inclusion of migrant and other mobile students in the tested grades in the assessment system?


	All students in the schools during the testing window are required to be assessed.  This includes migrant or other mobile students.  In addition to specific policies, this element requires evidence of data systems used to keep track of these students.
	Documentation of laws, regulations, policies, and/or procedures illustrating the commitment to include even those most difficult to track students in the state assessment system.  This documentation should also include state score reports showing the numbers of mobile students participating the assessments. These numbers should be compared to the numbers of migrant/mobile students in the “all students file.”
	


SECTION 7:  ASSESSMENT REPORTS

	Critical Elements
	Operational Definition
	Steps necessary
	Questions, clarifications – add your questions here

	7.1 

Does the State’s reporting system facilitate appropriate, credible, and defensible interpretation and use of its assessment data?


	This is asking the state to provide evidence that in addition to providing the required score reports, they also provide interpretative materials and training so that users make appropriate interpretations and minimize misinterpretations.
	Providing score reports (student, school, district, etc.), interpretative guides, and any other training materials.
	

	7.2

Does the State report participation and assessment results for all students and for each of the required subgroups in its reports at the school, LEA, and State levels? In these assessment reports, how has the State ensured that assessment results are not reported for any group or subgroup when these results would reveal personally identifiable information about an individual student?
	Are all students evident on school report?

This element requires information about the state’s FERPA rules, but also about the reporting guidelines for reporting subgroup performance information.
	Copies of score reports, as well as the state’s rules for subgroup reporting, including FERPA rules.
	

	7.3

How has the State provided for the production of individual interpretive, descriptive, and diagnostic reports following each administration of its assessments? 

(a) Do these individual student reports provide valid and reliable information regarding achievement on the assessments in relation to the State’s academic content and achievement standards? 

(b) Do these individual student reports provide information for parents, teachers, and principals to help them understand and address a student’s specific academic needs? Is this information displayed in a format and language that is understandable to parents, teachers, and principals and are the reports accompanied by interpretive guidance for these audiences?

(c) How has the State ensured that these individual student reports will be delivered to parents, teachers, and principals as soon as possible after the assessment is administered?


	This is one of the toughest elements to satisfy, especially the requirements for diagnostic information.
a. If the evidence of validity and reliability is provided in Section 4, then it can be argued that the score reports present valid and reliable student achievement information.

b. I think this is an impossible criterion to truly meet, but I would focus the interpretative information provided along with the score reports.  This element is best addressed through the subscore information presented on the reports.
c. This is a schedule question.  The state should document the turnaround time between when the tests are delivered to the state and score reports are delivered to the schools.
	a. This will require a statement of rational regarding how the student and school scores present valid and reliable information and why the score reports are focused on the overall summative information (it is the most reliable and valid).
b. This should include a discussion of the score reports and how they are intended to be used and distributed.

c. This should include copies of regulations, procedures, project work charts (timelines) designed to ensure that scores are returned to students as possible
	

	7.4 

How has the State ensured that student-level assessment data are maintained securely to protect student confidentiality?


	This requires a discussion of the security procedures and processes.
	The state should provide rules’ regarding the use and handling of students-level data to document that student confidentiality is maintained.
	

	7.5

How has the State provided for the production of itemized score analyses so that parents, teachers, and principals can interpret and address the specific academic needs of students?


	This does not require a full item release, but it does appear to be asking for evidence of some sort of released item information.
	If the state releases item-level information, the state should document such procedures.  On the other hand, if the state does not release item-level information, the state should provide a rationale why it does not do so (e.g., cost).
	


	Which disaggregated student achievement results are reported at which levels?  (By grade level and content area, as appropriate)
	Gender
	Racial/ethnic groups
	English proficiency status


	Migrant
	Students with disabilities (vs non-disabled)**
	Economically disadvantaged (vs non-economically disadvantages)**

	School
	
	
	
	
	
	

	LEA
	
	
	
	
	
	

	State
	
	
	
	
	
	

	** Comparisons are required for the LEA and State Report Card but are NOT required for assessment report

























































































� Check current regulatory language on participation of LEP students.
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