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Standards, Assessments, and Accountability System Negotiated Rulemaking Committee
Meeting #2
Completed Action Items V5
Task
BIE and / or Legal Advisor
1. Check with ED if BIE is eligible for innovative
assessments pilot.
2. How will a tribal civics standard impact
graduation requirements under other existing
regulations? And issuance of diplomas under a
BIE system. What is the impact for students
seeking post‐secondary access? (Possible link to
regulations?)
SAAS regs need to be consistent with 25 CFR
36.32
3. How are computer adaptive tests
implemented? And testing outside the grade
level, specifically under grade level. (written
response)
4. Share information on how States address
exceeding the 1% cap on students with
disabilities. (written response)
5. What does the term ‘relevant’ mean in: With
relevant career and technical education
standards, where do those come from? Many
states have adopted relevant career and
technical standards. The word relevant is
important in determining what that means for
schools. See page 10 second bullet of meeting 1
summary.
6. What is the timeline for states to develop state
plans? (written response)
7. Provide Extension Letter to Navajo Nation
accountability workbook waiver.
8. Provide set‐aside amounts for states and BIE
under Title I A (1.5%).
9. Identify the other subgroups in BIE funded
schools.
10. Create a chart like the AZ N slide analysis for BIE
schools (possible presentation). BIE has to run
the demographic.
11. If a state requests a waiver how long does

Status
Forthcoming ‐ Jeff
See page 3

See page 4

See page 8

See page 10

See page 12
See page 14
See page 17
Research underway in BIE.
Forthcoming – BIE/West Ed

See page 28

that process take for ED approval?
12. Webinar with Accountability Subcommittee to
cross‐walk state plans AK, IN, xx to see how
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they identify indicators etc. in accountability
systems.
13. Evaluate how section 1111 paragraph b2(k)
Rule of Construction on Parental Rights, applies
to BIE funded schools.
14. Clarify how Technical Assistance for Waivers is
resourced.
15. AdvancED requirements – what issues are BIE
funded schools facing with these requirements?
16. Data for creating long term goals. How is
BIE/DOI doing this?
Action Item from Meeting #1
7. Provide State plans that use portfolios
Committee Members
1. Contact Directors of Indian Education from
states regarding standards. (Rick)
2. What are the common standards, assessments
used among the states. (Mike)
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https://doilearn2.webex.com/doilearn2/ldr.p
hp?RCID=29da570295618e2fcac4613777088
7e0
See assessments language forthcoming Nov
29.
Forthcoming from Jeff
Forthcoming from Jim
BIE is engaging leadership on this task.

See page 29
To be confirmed.
See email from Sarah sent 11/28/18
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Task 2: How might a tribal civics standard impact graduation requirements under other existing
regulations?
Bureau of Indian Affairs, Interior 25 CFR § 36.32
§ 36.32 Standard XII—Graduation requirements
for a high school diploma.
Graduation requirements contained under this section shall be
applied beginning with the graduating class of the 1987–88 school
year.
(a) Satisfactory completion of a minimum number of units shall
be the measure for the issuance of a high school diploma.
(b) To graduate, a student shall earn 20 units in a four year high
school program unless the state in which the school is located
exceeds these requirements, in which case the state’s requirements
shall apply; fifteen (15) units shall be required as follows:
(1) Language arts—four (4) units.
(2) Mathematics—three (3) units.
(3) Social studies—three (3) units.
(i) One (1) unit in United States history;
(ii) One-half (1∕2) unit in civics/government;
(iii) One-half (1∕2) unit in tribal history/government;
(iv) One-half (1∕2) unit in Indian studies; and
(v) One-half (1∕2) unit in any other social studies;
(4) Science—two (2) units.
(i) One (1) unit in the general science area.
(ii) One (1) unit in laboratory science areas, i.e., chemistry,
physics, biology, zoology, laboratory anatomy.

(5) Physical education—one (1) unit.
(6) Practical arts—one (1) unit. Credit in any vocational course
may also be used to satisfy this required unit.
(7) Fine arts—one (1) unit. Music, art, dance, drama, theatre,
and other fine arts courses may be used to satisfy this required
unit. These are minimum requirements; local schools may
establish academic or vocational requirements beyond those
prescribed by these standards.\SGML\200080T.XXX 200080T
(c) A school with an average enrollment of fewer than 75
students may offer subjects in alternate years. If schools use this
pattern, alternating pairs of subjects shall be listed and approved by
the Agency Superintendent for Education or Area Education
Programs Administrator, as appropriate.
(d) Credits earned through approved correspondence or
extension study may be accepted if such credits are from schools
approved or accredited by the state in which they are located or by
a college or university which is regionally accredited for such
purposes.
(e) Students who successfully complete the requirements of the
High School Proficiency Examination in the State in which the
school is located shall receive an endorsement so stating on their
diplomas.

010 Y:\SGML\200080T.XXX 200080T
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Task 3. How are computer adaptive tests implemented? And testing outside the grade level, specifically
under grade level.

Center on Standards & Assessment Implementation
Implementation of Computer Adaptive Assessments
What is a Computer Adaptive Assessment?
Computerized adaptive testing (CAT), which was first developed four decades ago (Weiss & Betz, 1973; Weiss &
Kingsbury, 1984), begins with a large pool of questions and then selects individual questions for test takers,
depending on their responses as they go along. As the test taker answer questions correctly, the questions become
more difficult. As the test taker does less well, the questions become less difficult. Computerized adaptive tests
require the following components: a pool of questions to draw from, calibrated to a common measurement scale;
a mechanism to select questions on the basis of the student's responses; a process to score the student's
responses; a process to terminate the test; and reports that relate scores to the student's instructional needs.
Limitations
Even with the increased sophistication of today's adaptive testing programs, there are some limitations.
•

•

•

The primary limitation to CATs is ensuring that schools have the network infrastructure to
successfully implement a web‐based adaptive testing model. A related issue is providing the devices
to take an adaptive test, such as laptops or tablets.
Students cannot skip questions or perform a posttest review. Conventional tests allow a student to
return to a question later after completing other items while CAT requires the test questions to be
answered as they appear.
Item bank size limits application of CAT. The number of test questions required to cover all the skills
taught in school over a range of difficulty renders CAT a method limited to entities with substantial
resources. A large effort is required to maintain a CAT item bank and keep the item content fresh and
up‐to‐date as well as secure.

Benefits
In a computer‐based fixed‐form test, students will complete a fixed number of test questions. Each student may or
may not see the same questions and the item order can be randomized to discourage cheating. These computer‐
based tests share some benefits with CAT including immediate scoring and paper resource savings. Adaptive
testing offers additional benefits compared to the computer‐based fixed‐form test. The following four elements of
a CAT provide context to the discussion of the advantages of CAT over other testing methods.
•

•

•

Item selection that adapts to performance. With a CAT, it is possible to select new items using feedback
from previous responses. This means that the CAT will become easier if the student is struggling and more
difficult if the student is performing well.
Improved efficiency. Adaptive testing makes it possible to administer questions near a students’ ability
level and provides more information about student performance. This improves the precision of
measurement and reduces the number of questions a student must answer. Students need less time in
front of computer to complete the test and teachers have more time for instruction. The end result is a
test that is both shorter and more accurate than a standard conventional test.
Test security and item bank maintenance. The matching of items to students results in different item
content being seen by different students and reduces the risk of cheating in the classroom. The reduced
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test length for CAT also reduces item exposure and the risk of students being coached on frequently seen
items.
Results delivered immediately. Another advantage of computer‐based testing is the immediate
calculation of ability level and feedback for both students and teachers. Additionally, when CAT is used for
formative assessment, a student’s past performance can be used as the starting point for subsequent
exams to measure growth and target instruction to areas of weakness.

Adaptive Assessments in Practice
At Mountain View Middle School in Rio Rancho, New Mexico, educators shape teaching strategies classroom by
classroom and student by student using data from the adaptive assessments. Both the school's curriculum and its
adaptive assessment are aligned to existing New Mexico state standards. Mountain View teachers use a team‐
based, collaborative approach to instruction. Each instructional team includes four core subject teachers and one
special education instructor, and computerized adaptive assessment data, along with information from other
assessments, play an integral role in their decision making. School administrators have built time into the school's
schedule to enable teachers to examine student data and collaboratively build responsive instructional strategies.
The teachers group students in similar or intentionally mixed‐level groupings for appropriate interventions.
Teachers look at the strands within the test to see where students are performing the best and the worst
comparatively, which helps with instructional design. Mountain View educators have also used the data from
adaptive assessments to encourage students to take greater ownership of their learning. An understanding of the
test data is part of the vocabulary of students, teachers, and even parents. Students know their scores—and they
also quickly grasp the mechanics of an adaptive test.
When Delaware switched to computer‐adaptive testing for its state assessments in 2009, officials found the results
were available more quickly, the amount of time students spent taking tests decreased, and the tests provided
more reliable information about what students knew—especially those at the very low and high ends of the
spectrum. But the path to launching those tests involved a significant education of students, parents, and teachers,
a sizeable technology investment by the state, and the development of hundreds of test items for every exam.
Adaptive tests operate from a large test‐item bank. For example, for a 40‐question test, an adaptive test bank
might contain 800 items. But in the field, implementation of computer‐adaptive tests can pose problems. Much
like the PARCC tests, the Smarter Balanced tests will be given online, and that means schools will have to have
enough devices and bandwidth. Delaware had to allocate funds to buy additional servers for districts and the state
distributed 10,000 netbooks to get schools ready; the state also had to redesign training for teachers who were
going to be test administrators. Districts are raising concern about lengthy testing windows tapping out their
bandwidth for long periods of time and having enough devices with the right specifications to run the test.
Policy Questions to Consider
• Will BIE schools have the technological infrastructure to support online, computer‐adaptive tests?
• Will the cost of the new assessments exceed current expenditures? If so, how will the BIE pay for the new
• assessments?
• Will BIE schools use both summative and formative assessments?
• How will data be used to inform instruction and policymaking?
• How will new teachers, principals and administrators be trained?
• How will experienced teachers, principals and administrators be trained?
• How will the assessments affect compliance with ESSA accountability provisions?
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Center on Standards & Assessment Implementation
Out‐of‐Grade‐Level Testing
Overview
Out‐of‐level testing refers to the practice of assessing a student with a test that is intended for students at a higher
or lower grade level. Although the appropriateness of out‐of‐level testing for accountability purposes has been
questioned by educators and policymakers, incorporating out‐of‐level items in formative assessments for accurate
feedback is recommended. Studies have shown that administration of out‐of‐level items improved measurement
accuracy and test efficiency for students who perform significantly above or below their grade‐level peers. These
studies have direct implications with regards to the relevance, applicability, and benefits of using out‐of‐level items
in CAT.
Standards‐Based
The goal of a standards‐based, computer‐adaptive test is to enact a complex blueprint that ensures breadth of
coverage of the state’s content standards, as well as the depth of knowledge of those standards as also defined in
the standards. Within the constraint of matching the blueprint, items are selected to maximize test information at
the student’s estimated ability level. The difficulty of the test will adjust to each student’s skills, providing a better
measure of what the student knows and can do. Adaptive tests measure the same content for all students on the
basis of the test blueprint.
Concerns
Figuring out an effective, equitable way to implement the exams' adaptive functions is a challenge. States need to
be very careful about the use of out‐of‐grade level items for students who are struggling. If they are used, they
should be limited. While this approach doesn't take as much advantage of the effectiveness of computer‐adaptive
testing as possible, it does adhere to the value that all students are assessed according to content standards.
FAQs







Do students encounter test items that go beyond the standards or are not grade‐appropriate?
o A standards‐based CAT follows the test blueprint. The blueprint determines whether
administration of off‐grade items is allowed. Typically, students will receive only items for their
tested grade.
Are adaptive tests are longer?
o A CAT follows the test blueprint, which specifies the number of items to administer. Test
blueprints will satisfy constraints on testing time delineated by each state.
What if students deliberately answer items incorrectly, ensuring a test administration of easy items, and
then go back and provide a correct response to all of the items in order to elevate their score?
o The student will actually get a lower score. Overall test score is determined by difficulty of the
items to which the student responded correctly and incorrectly. If the student changes responses
to be correct, the items are still too easy to support a high test score
If we are measuring ability to achieve specific benchmarks, why is there a difference in difficulty attached
to the items that are given to some students and not others?
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The adaptive system selects items for each student that most accurately align with his or her
performance on the test to that point. In general, students who are doing well on the test will
see more difficult items, and students who are struggling will see easier items. Regardless of the
difficulty of the items, all students are tested on the breadth of the grade‐level content, and all
students get an opportunity to demonstrate their higher‐order thinking skills.
How is a student's achievement measured from one test to another if there is also the factor of difference
in difficulty of items given to students at different times?
o Each item has a measured difficulty, so the items can be arranged along a scale. Student scores
lie along that same scale. Imagine two students, one getting difficult items and the other
receiving easier items. Suppose they both get half of their items correct. The student with the
more difficult items will get a higher score. This is made possible through a statistical process
known as equating, and it is used on virtually all contemporary tests.
o
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Task 4. Share information on how States address exceeding the 1% cap on students with disabilities.

Center on Standards & Assessment Implementation
1% Assessment Participation Cap on Students With Significant Disabilities
Background
The Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) contains a requirement of a 1% cap on the participation of students with
the most significant cognitive disabilities in the alternate assessment based on alternate academic achievement
standards (AA‐AAAS). Along with this requirement, there are challenges that states face in raising expectations for
students with disabilities.
State Context
Many states are currently taking stock of where their state was in relation to the 1% cap. States also frequently
consider their waiver status, and whether they were planning to apply for a waiver this year. States are also
considering their initial approach to implementation, which included but were not limited to:











focusing efforts on relatively larger districts with higher than average participation rates
initiating stakeholder engagement on the policy
reviewing IEP decision‐making processes and guidelines
increased communication about existing IEP decision‐making processes and guidelines
reviewing state‐ and district‐level data
increasing monitoring activities, including data validation monitoring and file reviews
increasing levels of technical assistance and/or training to districts
creating or reviewing the state definition
updating district justification documents
creating informational materials aimed at improving assessment participation (e.g., district best practices
documents, benefits of assessment)

States also consider their pre‐existing conditions that impact their ability to address the 1% cap, including being a
state with high opt‐out rates for assessments or a state with a legislatively imposed opt‐out option, having a large
number of small school districts, a lack of state education agency capacity, and a lack of existing infrastructure to
work with or communicate directly with districts. Finally, states consider the importance of presenting all of this
effort through a lens of instruction and learning (rather than assessment), with a focus on helping teachers
improve student outcomes.

Critical Implementation Elements of a 1% Cap
The purpose of this session was to provide background information and a state perspective on three critical
implementation elements that formed the structure of the 1% Convening. The three critical implementation
elements in work with districts are:




Ensuring IEP teams identify students with the most significant cognitive disabilities
Examining data
District oversight and monitoring.
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FAQs
1.

Should the denominator for calculating the alternate assessment participation be the number of eligible
students or the number of tested students? How many decimal points do we need to report?



The denominator is the number of assessed students.
The cap is 1.0 percent, so one decimal point.

2. Please talk about the consequences if a State exceeds the 1 percent cap and does not receive a waiver?


USED will work with states (partnership, support, flexibility), there are a range of enforcement actions,
including a grant condition, requiring corrective action, high risk status, and possibly escalating to
withholding funds. USED recognizes that each State has unique circumstances and would likely start out
any enforcement action by having a conversation with your State.

3. Does the U.S. Department of Education plan to produce any additional guidance….?


USED will continue to work with our OSEP‐ and OESE‐funded TA Centers to continue the great work they
are doing based on the needs that you identify coming out of this convening.

4.

Is it required that a State publicly post its 1% cap waiver request or extension?
 Yes. All waiver requests under 8401 require that a State go through its public comment process.

5.

Is it required that States post a list of LEAs exceeding the 1% cap?
 States are required to make publicly available the information that LEAs submit to the SEA justifying being
over 1%. This is described in detail in the regulations at 34 CFR 200.6.

6.

If a State exceeds the 1% cap in one subject area, does it need to address the percentages in other subject
areas?
 A State is only required to address the subjects for which it is seeking a waiver.
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Task 5. What does the term ‘relevant’ mean in: With relevant career and technical education standards,
where do those come from? Many states have adopted relevant career and technical standards. The
word ‘relevant’ is important in determining what that means for schools.

Center on Standards & Assessment Implementation
Relevant Career and Technical Education (CTE) Standards
What are CTE Standards?
CTE standards can be defined as clearly articulated expectations of what students should know and be able to do
at the end of a CTE program or course (An Analysis of State CTE Standards, National Association of State Directors
of Career Technical Education Consortium 2013). Similar to other academic standards, CTE standards may be
course specific and are created in conjunction with expert and community stakeholder input and review. What
used to be termed vocational education that provided job training and incoherent elective courses, CTE is
academically rigorous, coherent, and prepares students for careers. CTE standards must then include opportunities
for students to acquire the knowledge and skills that are essential to today’s workplace (How Career and Technical
Education Can Help Students Be College and Career Ready: A Primer, College & Career Readiness & Success Center
at American Institutes for Research, March 2013).
What Should Relevant CTE Standards Do?
High quality, relevant CTE standards should be able to engage students in a coherent program of study that
ultimately prepares them to enter into a career. Under the federal Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education
act of 2006, a program of study is a nonduplicative sequence of academic and technical courses that include
secondary‐ and postsecondary‐level content and opportunities for high school students to earn postsecondary
credit and that culminate in industry‐based credentials and/or postsecondary degrees. In order to do this, state
CTE program standards should align vertically (if there is a middle school CTE program within the state and/or a
postsecondary program), as well as with industry and college‐ and career‐ ready standards (Advance CTE Policy
Benchmark Tool). Students engaged in CTE education at the secondary level should continue to be academically
prepared to pursue a college education, if that is the route the student chooses to take. Thus, rigorous academic
standards can be found embedded within relevant state CTE standards in addition to industry specific criteria.
Importance of Stakeholder Input
Given the unique nature of CTE standards and the changing workplace environment, it is imperative for
stakeholders to have the opportunity to provide feedback and updates in a consistent manner to maintain
relevance. Standards should be reflective of up‐to‐date best practices, technologies, and industry needs so
students exiting a CTE program are prepared to meet workplace demands. Relevant CTE standards also articulate
what students need to know and be able to do in order for students to successfully earn an industry credential or
license upon completion of their course of study. The technical skills students must possess are essential for their
future ability to establish a career within a particular industry, and standards must reflect the most up to date
information in order to maintain relevance. Those individuals who are entrenched within an industry are often
able to provide this information to ensure that a state’s CTE standards are germane to industry standards.
Regular and consistent stakeholder input ensures that state CTE standards maintain relevance within the changing
economic climate of the state as well. Employability skills, opportunities for engagement with local businesses, and
other experiential learning practices embedded within the standards allow for students to be engaged with real‐
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world situations that lead to workforce readiness skills attainment (Association for Career and Technical Education
(ACTE) Issue Brief, March 2008 and What is "Career Ready"?).
Integration of State Initiatives
Relevant CTE standards do not exist within a vacuum. As states often have a number of other important academic
and economic initiatives in addition to CTE, the state’s CTE standards should work in harmony to achieve the goals
set out across these other initiatives, such as academic college‐ and career‐ready standards, STEM education,
and/or soft skills. For example, CTE standards may ask students to be able to demonstrate their writing abilities in
a content‐specific form, or to engage in mathematical problem solving appropriate for the course. Specific states,
such as Nebraska and South Dakota, (CTE on the Frontier: Catalyzing Local Efforts to Improve Program Quality),
have also leveraged their schools’ use of CTE programs to close critical skill gaps within their rural communities.
Resources




The Common Career Technical Core (CCTC), a state‐led initiative to establish a set of rigorous, high‐quality
standards for Career Technical Education, has been developed through a multi‐step process with input
from 42 states, the District of Columbia and Palau. The standards have been informed by state and
industry standards and developed by a diverse group of teachers, business and industry experts,
administrators and researchers. The CCTC includes a set of standards for each of the 16 Career Clusters
and their corresponding Career Pathways that define what students should know and be able to do after
completing instruction in a program of study. The CCTC also includes an overarching set of Career Ready
Practices that apply to all programs of study. The Career Ready Practices include 12 statements that
address the knowledge, skills and dispositions that are important to becoming career ready.
ACTE has created a CTE high‐quality program of study framework based upon a deep review of existing
program‐quality materials, in addition to detailed companion documents, state policy documents and
tools. One of the twelve framework elements included in this draft document refers to a standards‐
aligned and integrated curriculum, which should include the following:
o The program of study curriculum is developed with employer input to prepare students for both
further education and in‐demand and emerging careers.
o The curriculum is based on industry‐validated technical standards and competencies.
o The curriculum is aligned with relevant content and standards for core subjects, such as reading,
math and science, including federal, state and/or local standards, as appropriate.
o The curriculum incorporates employability skill standards that help students succeed in the
workplace, such as problem solving, critical thinking, teamwork, communications and workplace
etiquette.
o The curriculum allows for student application of integrated knowledge and skills in authentic
scenarios.
o Program of study standards are publically available and accessible, as appropriate, to students,
parents/guardians, partners and the community.
o The curriculum is reviewed regularly by all relevant stakeholders and revised as necessary to
reflect the latest advances in the field, evidence‐based program models and evaluations of
student performance.
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Task 6. What is the timeline for states to develop state plans?

Center on Standards & Assessment Implementation
Timeline for Consolidated State Plan Submissions
Background
On March 13, 2017, the Department released a revised template for the consolidated State plan under section
8302 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), as amended by the Every Student Succeeds
Act (ESSA). The purpose of the consolidated State plan is to provide parents with quality, transparent information
about how the ESEA, as amended by the ESSA, will be implemented in their State.
Even though a State Educational Agency (SEA) submits only the required information in its consolidated State plan,
a SEA must still meet all ESEA requirements for each included program. For any program not included in a
consolidated State plan, the SEA must submit individual program State plans that meet the statutory and
regulatory requirements of each respective program.
Timeline



A SEA may choose to submit its consolidated State plan or individual program State plans by either April 3,
2017, or September 18, 2017. The Department will conduct a peer review following each submission
deadline.
After the Secretary approves a State plan, consistent with ESEA section 1111(a)(6)(B), a SEA may submit a
request to amend its plan. In the future, the Department will provide more information on the process for
submitting State plan amendments to the Department.

Amendments









USED issued a “Dear CSSO” letter on November 14th outlining information on the process for submitting
amendments to approved ESEA consolidated State plan under the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965 (ESEA), as amended by the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA).
The U.S. Department of Education (Department) expects that each State will revise and strengthen its
consolidated State plan, as appropriate, to better address the educational needs of children in the State.
Prior to implementing any revisions to its approved consolidated State plan, a State must submit its
proposed amendments to the Department for review and approval.
Consistent with the consolidated assurances each State submitted in June 2017 under ESEA section 8304,
prior to submitting any amendment to the Department, a State must consult with the Governor on the
amendment, afford a reasonable opportunity for public comment on the amendment, and consider such
comments.
When submitting an amendment to the Department for approval, please submit:
o A redlined version of the approved consolidated State plan that reflects all proposed changes;
o A cover letter describing the proposed changes;
o The signature of the chief State school officer or authorized representative; and
o A description of how the State provided the public a reasonable opportunity to comment on the
plan.
A State may not implement a change until the amendment has been approved. Therefore, we
recommend that a State submit proposed amendments to the Department as much in advance of the
State’s desired date of implementation as possible.
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Please submit any amendments related to accountability determinations for the 2019‐2020 school year
no later than March 1, 2019. Amendments must be submitted by that date in order for the Department to
determine whether a requested amendment complies with all applicable statutory and regulatory
requirements in time for your State to implement changes to its accountability determinations for the
2019‐2020 school year based on data from the 2018‐2019 school year.
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Task 7. Provide Extension Letter to Navajo Nation accountability workbook waiver
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Task 8. Provide set‐aside amounts for states and BIE under Title I A (1.5%)
Funding is for BIE apart from TA funding
Section 8204 (b):

BIE “may” use no more than 1.5 percent for admin funds. Further, MOA says that BIE may reserve up to
1.5 for administration.
Current amounts received by BIE for SY 2018‐2019. Title I is projected at $110,283,614 for the
year. Should receive the balance this month.

$

452,100 RURAL

$ 1,845,500 STATE ASSESSMENT
$ 5,472,500 STUDENT SUPPORT ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT
$

850,000 HOMELESS

$ 7,756,271 21ST CENTURY
$ 34,395,375 TITLE 1
$ 10,227,754 TITLE II

State Funding Information:
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Task 11. If a state requests a waiver how long does that process take for ED approval?
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Task 7 from Meeting #1: Provide State plans that use portfolios

Regarding the use of portfolios in academic assessments, the statute declares:
The assessments under subparagraph (A) shall—
(vi) involve multiple up‐to‐
date measures of student academic achievement, including measures that assess higher‐
order thinking skills and understanding,
which may include measures of student academic growth and may be partially delivered in th
e form of portfolios, projects, or extended performance tasks;

I talked to the ED today to confirm our understanding. No state, to date, has sent forth,
for peer review, a General Education assessment (math, language arts, or science)
with portfolios as part of its test design. However, two states, to date, Georgia and
Maine, have provided for peer review, their alternate assessments that consisted
entirely of portfolios. Both of these states received a Not Approved status and will need
to redesign their alternate assessments, ensuring that portfolios are only a portion of the
test design. As I said yesterday, ED does not define "partial" but instead relies on
assessment peer reviewers to evaluate the test design's and blueprint's ability to meet
the technical requirements and industry expectations of reliability and validity. A
challenge of using portfolios in a state system is the lack of standardization which brings
reliability into question. Therefore, when peer reviewers evaluate a test, there must be
an adequate number of additional item types to ensure the total test will produce a
reliable score and valid interpretation.
Let me know if you have questions.
Best,
Deb
Deb Sigman
Interim Director,Comprehensive School Assistance Program (CSAP)
Director, California Comprehensive Center
Senior Advisor, Center on Standards and Assessment Implementation
WestEd | 1000 G Street, Suite 500 | Sacramento, CA 95814
Ph. 916.492.4073 | Cell: 916.201.4218 | Fax: 916.492.4002 | E: dsigman@wested.org
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