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UNITED STATES DEPI\RTIvJENT Of EDUCt,-nON ----------­
OFFICE or' EU,IvIO!TAR Y AND SECON[)AI~ Y EDUCATION .'-:CEI '",·CD 

FEB 0J 2D11 
FEB-8 20l1 

ASSESSMEI\jT AND Aceo' 
BRANC 

. The Honorable Theodore R. Mitchell 
President 
California State Boarclof Education 
]430 N. Stn:el, Suite'S] 1] 

. Sacramento.,Calum:nia .9.5.8J4 

The Honorable Tom Torlakson 
Superintendent of Public Instruction 
California Department of Education ' 
P.O. Box 944272 
Sacramento, California 94244-2720 

Dear President Mitchell and Superintendent TorJaksol1: 

Thank you for submitting assessment materials for peer review under the standards and 
assessment requirements of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act ofl965 (ESEA), 

. as amended. We appreciate tlle efiOlis tllatw.ere required to prepare for the peer review 
that occurred in May 20 10. ' 

The May 2010 review was tlle second peer review of California's alternate assessment 
bascd on modified academic achievemcnt standards for grades 3 tlu'oug11 5 in 

. rcading/language arts and mathematics and for grade 5 il1 science. It was the first peer 
review of California's alternate assessment based on modified academic achievement 
standards for grades 6 through 8 in reading/language arts, grac1cs 6 througb 7 in 
mathcmatics and grade 8 in science. Additionally, tile IvJ.ay 20 10 review was tl1(:; sccond 
revicwofCalifornia 's gencral science assessment and its ELlternate assessmcn1 based 011 

ELlternate achievement standards in science (collectively, general and alternate science 
assessmcnts). Bascd on the results of that review, and considering the feedback of outside 
pecr reviewers, Thave determined that these assessmcnts do 110t yet meet ELlI tbe statutory 
and regLllatory requirements of section J 111 (b)( I) and (3) of tIle ESEA. SpecificEllJ)" J 
canno1 approve tllese as~essments due to the lack of adequate documentation related to the 
requirements f011.ech11ical quality, alignmcnt, inclusion and reporLing 

'Ille encloscd lists provide greater detail about the evidcnce California must submi1 to the 
Deparlmen1to dcmOllslTale full compliance for the assessments tha1 were reviewed in May 
20J () In adcbtion, 1]lave also enciosed detailed comments from the JJee] review tcams that 
cvaluated California ' s submissions; which J bope will 11C1p you in gathering the additional, 
required evidence. 
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\II'ith respecl LO the overall statu s of California 's stanclards and assessments s),stem,as you 
know, in a ietter elated February 6, 20CJ8 , former Ass istant Secretary Kcni Briggsllotified 
YOLl that, ill lighl of cerLain significanl issues w lth California s 8th grade mathematics 
asse~;sment, California's standards anci assessment system was designated Approval 
Pending. Until the issues witt) Cal d~m1i<I' s 8th grade l11athematjc~ assessment that were 
Iclentified in Dr. Briggs' February 6, 2.008 Jetter are reso lved, California's standards and 
assessment system will remaill designated Approval Pending and the condition on 
California 's Title 1, Pari A grant 8ward will continue . 

J urge you to continue yom work on California ' s general and alternate science assessments 
and Cal iforni a' s a lternate assessment based OIl modiJiecl acad emi c ach ievement standards 
and to subi11il additional evi clencc regarclil'Lg those assessments for peer review as S0011 as 
reasible. 
If yOll have any ques tions or would like to discuss any oftbe issues addressed in this letter 
furlber, please do no1 hesitate to contac1 Grace Ross (Gracc.Ross@ed.gov) of my staff 

Sin~ereJy, __ .) . 

,c--:v--( .{7Vu--I-t--1 
/ 
Carl Harris, Ed.D. 
Deputy Assistant Secretary 
for Policy and State Technical Assistance 

Enclosures 

cc: Deborah V. H. Sigman 

mailto:Gracc.Ross@ed.gov
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SUMMA.l\.Y OF ADDITIONAL EV1DENCE THAT'CALIFORNIA j\·rUST SUBNilT TO 
MEET ESEA REQUIREMENTS FOR CALIFORNIA'S .4.1TERNATE ASSESS1\1ENT 
BASED ON MODIFIED ACADE1VllC ACHIEVEMENT STANDARDS FOR GRADES :3 
THT<OUGH 5 IN -ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS/READING AND MATHCMATICS 
AND GRADE 5 SCIENCE. 

2.0 ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT STANDARDS 

1. 	 Documentation of an independent alignment study that demonstrates the alignment 
betwe.en Californi a 'os grade-level academic content standards and the.modified _acad emi c 
achievement standards. 

3.0 FULL ASSESSMENT SYSTEM 

1. 	 Documentation of tbe ~aligrunent of the California Modified ASSeSSl1.1ent (CMA) with the 
conten1 standards and how the cognitive load differs for the California Standards Test 
(CST). 

4.0 TECHNICAL QUALITY 

1. 	 Evidence that the State has ascertained that the CMA assessments are measuring the 
lmowledge 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. 

2. 	 Evidence that the State has ascertained that its assessment items are tapping the intended 
cognitive processes and that the items and tasks are at the appropriate grade level. 

3. 	 Evidence that the State has ascertained that the scoring and reporting structures are 
consistent with the sub-domain structures of its academic content standards (ie. , are 
item interrelationships consistent with the framework from which the test arises). 

4. 	 Evidence that tbe State has ascertained that test and item scores aTe related to outside 
variables as intended (e.g., Scores are weakly correlated, if at all, with irrelevant 
characteristics, such as demographics). 

5. 	 A plan and tl timeline to produce a study of the intended and unintended consequences 
oftbe CMA. 

(i 	 Documentation oJ <1 process for monitoring whether accommodati am decisions are 
consistent with instructional decisions for students with disabiliti es and ELL students . 

7. 	 A plan to conduct tl study that shows that the accommodated scores allow for valid 
inferences for students with disabilities and ELL students. 

8. 	 Evidence that those accommodations that invalidate tbc CST wil] also lI1val Jdate the 
CMA. 

5.0 ALJGNMEKT 

1. 	 DocumentatIOn of an alignment study for the C?viA tests and " pJ an with time l jm;~ for 
how gaps will be addressed. 

http:betwe.en
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G.O INCLUS10N 

1. 	 Evidence that the accommodations for the CST and Clv1A are comparable. 
') 	 Evidence that the State has monitored implementation of clear and appropriate 

guidelines for developing IEPs that include goals based on content standards for the 
grade in which a student is enrolled. 

3. 	 EVldence that the Slale has ensured that students who are assessed based 011 mod ified 
academic achievement staridards have access to the CllHlCullll11, including instruction, 
for the grade in which the students are enrolled. 

7.0 REPORTING 

1. 	 Documentation that the State reports pati:iClpatioll results for allstuclents and fOJ each 
of the required subgroups in its reports at the school and LEA. 

2. 	 Copies of the fina l CMA reports witb school level information. 
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SUMMARY OF ADDITIONAL EVIDENCE THATCALIFORN"lA MUSTSUBMIT TO 
MEET ESEA REQUIREMENTS FOR CALIFORNIA 'S ALTERNATE ASSESSMENT · 
BASED ON MODIFIED ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT STANDARDS .FOR GRADES 6 
THROUGH 8 IN ENGLISH LA . .NGUAGE ARTSIREADING AND GRADES 6 AND 7 IN 
MATHEMATICS AND SCIENCE IN GRADE 8. 

2.0 ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT STANDARDS 

1. 	 Documentation that the State formally approved/adopted modified academic achievement 
. starrdards' descriptors-for-grades16.''i8;;-in ~English -l-anguage ·arts;-grad es 6-and-7in .. 
mathematics, and.>grade 8 in science. 

2. 	 Documentation that theState has ensured alignment between its grade-level academic 
content standards and the modified academic achievement standards for grades 6-8 in 
ELA, grades 6 and 7 in math, and grade 8 in science. 

3.0 FULL ASSESSMENT SYSTEM 

1. 	 Evidence of an'i1Nclepende.Elt ;ailJig:rrrmeJ!itrsttld~~1Detween the CMA and the content standards 
to show that the State's assessment system involve multiple measures, that is, measures 
that assess higher-order thinking skills and understanding of challenging content 

4.0 TECHNICAL QUALITY 

1. 	 Evidence that the State has ascertained that the CMA assessments are measuring the 
knowledge and skills described III its academic content standards and not knowledge, 
skills, or other characteristics that are not specified in the academic content standards or 
grade-level expectations. 

2. 	 Evidence that the State has ascertained that its assessment items are tapping the intended 
cognitive processes and that the items and tasks are at the appropriate grade level. 

3. 	 Evidence that the State has ascertained that the scoring and repOliing structures are 
consistent with the sub-domain structures of its academic content standards (ie., are item 
interrelationships consistent with the framework from which the test arises). 

4. 	 Evidence that the State has ascertained that test and item scores are Tclated to outside 
variables as intended (e.g. , scores are weakly correlated, if at all, with irrelevant 
characteristics, such as demographics). 

5. 	 A plan and a timeline to produce a study of the intended and unintended consequences of 
fucCMA. . 

6. 	 Documentation of process for monitoring whether accommodations decisions are 
consistent witb instructional decisions for students witb disabilities and ELL students. 

7. 	 A plan to conduct EI study that sbows tha1 the accommodated scores allow for valid 
inferences for students with disabilities and ELL students . 

8 Evidence tha1 those accommodations tha1 invalidate the CST will also invalidate the 
CMA 

5 
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5.0 ALIGNMENT 

J. 	 Evidence of an alignment study for the CMA tests and a plan with timelines for how gaps 
wi!! be addressed. 

6.0 INCLUSION 

J. 	 Evidence that the accommodations for the CST and CMA are comparable. 
2. 	 Evidence that the State has monitored implementation of clear and appropriate guidelines 

for devel opi11g-IEPs-thatinol ude-goals-baseeon"cont€:ntstandards ior.the .grade in whicb 
a student is enrolled. 

3. 	 Evidence that the State has ensUJ.1ecl that students who are assessed based on modifled 
academic achievement standards ·have access to tile curriculum, inoluding instruction, for 
the grade in which the students are enrolled. 

7.0 REPORTING 

1. 	 The finalized grades 6-8 CMA reports provided for the student, class, school, district, and 
state levej'for ELA,matli, and science. 

2. 	 DOCUITlentation that parents are provided with information about how student results for 
the CMA assessments relate to the stateacademic content and modified achievement 
standards. 
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SUMMARY OF ADDITIONAL EVIDENCE THAT C.ALIFORNIA MUST SUBMIT TO 
MEET ESRA REQUIREMENTS FORCALIFOH.NIA'S GENEIUL AND ALTERl'\ATE 
SCIENCE ASSESSMENTS 

3.0 FULL ASSESSMENT SYSTEM 

1. 	 Plan and timeline to address the higher-order thinking skills noted in the alignment study 
for grade] 0 science. 

4;0 TECHNICAL QUALITY 
" 

]. Plan for the entire assessment system that includes a range of studies over time to 
monitor the consequential validity o[ the California assessment system. 

2. 	 Results of the proposed studies of LEP accommodation and literature analysis that ' 
demonstrate the accommodations provided allow [or valid inferences about these 
students' lmowledge and skills and can be combined meaningfully with scores from n011­

accommodated administration circumstances. 
3. 	 Evidence that the State monitors to ensure that the allowable accommodations are 

provided and appropriately administered and that these accommodations are used as 
necessary to yield accurate and reliable information about what LEP students know and 
can do. 

5.0 ALIGNMENT 

1. 	 Detailed plan with timelines to address the following deficiencies found in the CST 
alignment studies: . 

• 	 The Range of Knowledge (ROK) in the Investigation and Experimentatlon 
standard is weak in the grade 5, 8, and 10 science tests. 

• 	 The Depth of Knowledge (DOK) in the Ecology and Physiology standard is weak 
in grade 10 science. 

• 	 TI1e Categorical concurrence criteria did not meet the criteria in the Chemistry of 
Living Systems and Investigation and Experimentation standards for grade 8 
science and in tl1e Investigation and Experimentation standard for grade 10 life 
SCIence. 

2. 	 Detailed plan with timelines to address the weal ROK in Levels 1, II1 , IV , and V found 
for the California Alternate Performance Assessment (CAP A) science in t11e alignment 
studies. 

G.O INCLUSION 

1. 	 Evidence that the Slate has documented that students ,vitb the most significant cogniti ve 
disabilities are, to the extent possible, included in the general curri cuI um. 
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7.0 REPORTING 

1. 	 Documentation that the State reports participation results for aU students and for each of 
the required subgroups in the scbool and LEA reports . 




