
UNITED STATES DEPARTME T OF EDUCATION 
OFFICE OF ELEMENTARY AND EDUCATION 

THE ASSISTANT SECRRARY 

Dear Chief State School Officer, 

Over the last year, I've met with you individually, in smal s, and with the Council of Chief State 
School Officers to discuss the Department's peer review for Title I standards and assessments. At 
the risk of over-simplifymg, I have heard that the proces le, but that you would like greater 
transpmcy and mare interaction between the states, D and external peer reviewers. We agree 
and all feel a sense of urgency to improve the process. your patience and the lime it 
allowed for the Department to be deliberative about 

Before mentioning the new elements, allow me to the changes that were implemented in the 
fall. States may now select a reviewer from the lis reviewers to participate in the peer 
review of the state's evidence. At the conclusion peer reviewers and Department staff call 
each state to seek clarification of evidence, as nee uss questiom to ensure that the peer team 
and Department staff fully understand the submi 

Today, I am writing to announce a change to the peer process for science assessments. 
Responding to concerns that the process is not does not provide sufficient, timely 
feedback to states, I arn providing the the science reviews thia May, for states 
to have a face-to-face conversation assistance from these experts in 
assessment. 

The science peer review process will f core information to 
demonstrate compliance with the basic requirements e assessments for 2007-08, 
2) an optional Technical Assistance Peer Review sess ck on areas such as technical 
quality and alignment, and 3) Peer Review to demons with the ESEA requirements 
for science assessments. This year these changes. This is the 
first year science assessments are required to be s 3-5,6-9, and 10-12 and 
scimcc assessments are not included in ss. If this approach 
proves beneficial to states and results in will consider offering a 
technical assistance component for all future peer reviews. 

1. The state must have content standards in scienc of additional evidence is not 
necessary because every state has met this if a state has changed its science 

and adoption of the new standards.) 
content standards since their approval, it must sub approval evidence of the development 

2. The state must administer a general and alternate assessment in each gra& span 315,6-9, 
and 10-12. (The state must submit evidence of te istratim manuals and test dates.) 

3. The state must include all students in its general science assessments, (The state muse 
submit evidence of policy statements communic eld as well as data sbwing the 
inclusion of a11 enrolled students on the day of t  

Submission of Core Information for Science Standards and kssessments for 200748 
For 2007-08, each state must, at a minimum, submit infondtion demonstrating that it meets the 
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following four criteria (with examples of evidence as noted 
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']elow): 



4. me state must report the results of general and alternate science assessments on state, district, 
and school repori cards. (The state must submit evidence of sample reports or report shells.) 

States that are unable to meet the four criteria listed above have not met the basic requirements of the 
statute and will be subject to consequences, such as withholding of Title I, Part A administrative funds. 
A11 states must submit evidence of the four criteria above by: April 2 1 to your state's contact for 
standards, assessmmt, and accountability within the Student Achievement and School Accountability 
(SASA) office. Fw your convenience, I have enclosed the most up-to-date list of those contacts. 

Optional Technical Assistance Peer Review 
As mentioned above, an optional Techcal Assistance Peer keview of science standards and assessments 
will be held during the week of May 11. This review will consider the same elements as those reviewed 
for readinglanguage arts and mathematics, consistent with + Department's Pew Review Guidance. 
After the peer team has analyzed the state submission, I invip state representatives to meet in person with 
peers and Department staff to receive technical assistance. If your staff is unable to meet in person, we 
will schedule a telephone call, as we have been doing for readinganpage arts and mathematics reviews. 
During this conversation, peers and Department staff will ask clarifying questions about the evidence, the 
state representatives can ask clarifymg questions about the pkers ' recommendations, and both staff and 
peers can provide recommendations on the evidence the state may still need to submit in order to 
demonsbate compliance with the ESEA requirements. Hopefully, this review will provide states that are 
not yet able to demonstrate full compliance with technical assistance to enable them to do so by the 2008- 
09 peer review discussed below. This face-to-face conversation is not intended, however, to provide a 
final judgment of the assessment system - that role properly resides w i h n  the Department and requires 
further staff deliberation once we receive the peers' recomnyndations. 

WhiIe this review is optional, T strongly encourage states thqt have been administering science 
assessments prior to 200748 and that have a complete set of evidence to participate in the Technical 
Assistance Peer Review. If the Technical Assistance Peer ~ k v i e w  and further staff deliberations indicate 
that a state's science achievement standards and assessmenid m a t  all ESEA requlements, the state's 
system will be fully approved, If the Technical Assistance deer Review and further staff deliberations 
indicate W e r  work is necessary, a state will receive the *eIr notes regarding areas where furher 
evidence i s  necessary and have until the 2008-09 peer reviep to demonstrate full compliance. 

States wishing to participate in the Technical Assistance Review must submit their evidence by April 
21. Please contact the SASA team member for your state nd later than March 14 to indicate whether you 
will be submithng evidence for the May review so that we niay plan accordingly. In keeping with the 
changes made last fall, states may select one of the peers from the list of approved peers for your state's 
review. When indicating whether you will submit evidence for the May review, pIease identify whether 
there is a peer you would like to appoint: so that we may factbr that into our planning. 

Demonstration of Full Comwliance 
In 200849, any state without fully approved science standaids and assessments must submit complete 
evidence for peer review during one of several, yet-to-be detbrmined peer review dates in winter 2008 and 
spring 2009. These peer reviews will follow the process used for readinflanguage arts and mathematics. 
Several states already have approved science standards and dssessments as part of their approved 
standards and assessment system. These states are: ~elaw$e, hdidiana, New Yak, Oho, Tennessee, 
Utah, and West Virginia. None of these states need to s u b q t  evidence for peer review unless it has made 

, substantial changes to its science assessments since they wefe approved. 



h e s  to State Assessment Svstms in Readin-g 
Assessment design is, by its very nature, an on-going, cycli 
evaluates its content standards, validates its academic achie 
system accordingly. States also develop new standards and 
have created and are administering an alternate assessment 
standards in response to the Department's April 2007 Title 
September 5 Ietter, enclosed is a d d i t i d  guidance for seate 
assessment system This guidance is intended to clanfy wh 
evidence that a state must rmbmit for peer review. 

Once agam, I appreciate the h d  work being done by  ma-^ 
assessment system. This work is the backbone of NCLB ax 
progress we are making in ensuring every child is given the 
college and the worHorce. I have scheduled a conference c 
time to discuss these issues and answer any questions you n 
number and pass-code for that conversation within the next 
state assessment director, to join us for this conversation. P 
technical assistance, whenever necessary. 
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Enclosures 

cc: Gene Wilhoit 
Governors 

Ms. Mathematics, or Scienw 
1 process. Every few years, a state re- 
.merit standards, and modifies its assessment 
ssessments. Several sbtes,  for exampf e, 
.sed on modified academic achievement 
egulations. As a follow-up to my 
that are making changes to their approved 
constitutes a significant change and the 

tate to contmue to develop and improve your 
helps provide useful information about the 
611s and howledge necessary to succeed in 
I for Tuesday, March 4 at 4:00 p.m. Eastern 
$t have. We will f o m d  the telephone 
iy. I encourage your staff, particularly your 
always, we remain available to provide 



Attachment A 

Changes to an Approved Assessment System 
The letter approving a state's assessment system under NC includes the sentence, "...if the state makes 
significant changes in its standards and assessment system, e state must submit infomation about those 

New Content Standards 

I 
changes to the Department 
enclosed table, providing a 
Review Guidznce, that 
must notify the 

the Peer Review Guihracq 
challenging and coherent standards, must h are reviewed. 

New A cadem ic Achievement S#andar& 
States may define and approve new academic for several reasons, such as the 
introduction of a new assessment, state-level a cut point, or the need for 
unproved vertical articulation or vertical determinations based on 
growth. If the change to the of the established 
trend data, peer review is associated 
with a new assessment, 
time h e  assessments are reviewed. 

New Assessmelar 
States may add an assessment that was not previous as science, add an existing 
assessment that was not previously peer reviewed b included in AYP determinations, 
develop a new assessment, such as an alternate assessment on modified academic achievement 
standards, or move from a hgh school graduation test to test. All new assessmenb 
included in AYP calculatims must be peer reviewad by the Deparhent. The state must 
document, and submit for peer review, all aspects of t in a manna consistent with the Peer 
Review Guidance. Information regarding the test des opment should be submitted for review 
prior to the first administration, with final d o c m t a  cd quality, alignment, and inclusion to 
follow the fist adminisbation in a timely manner. 

Change to an Established Test Administration 
States may alter the test design or format of a test determined meets the ESEA 
requirements. The intent of these alterations may ontent standards and maintain 
the same rigor and interpretation of scores. For example, a $st may be translibd or presented in an 
altrmative fonnat such as simplified English or administere by computer. When multiple variations of a 
test are used, the skte must document that results are comp b ble. That is, all versions of the test measure 
h e  m e  constructs, have similar technical properties, and r ult in scores that can be used 

' interchangeably. If a state introduces a new variation of an xisting assessment, it must document, and 
submit for peer review, comparability evidence in a manner onsistent with the Peer Review Guidance. i 



Chanrre to a Establbhed Test 
While content standards m y  remain unchanged, to measure a different set 
of howledge and skills, to produce scores that on the same 
constructs, or to create different technical These types 
of changes would be evident in use of a 

with the Peer Review Guidance. 

cannot be equated to the previous version of the test accepted equating procedures, the 
state must document, and submit for peer review, all in a m e r  consistent 



Examples of Signifcant Changes to a State's Approved Assessment System and the Evidence 
Necessary to Peer Review 
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in revisions in 
assessments. 

New academic achievement Yes Evidence from sections 2,4 (reliability- 
standards adopted classification decision consistency and 

accuracy, and standards-setting procedures), 

Local assessments are now being 
used for AYP purposes 
Changes to an established test 
Development and administration of 
science assessments once each in 
grades 3-5, 6-9, and 10-12 (general 
and alternate assessment based on 
alternate academic achievement 
standards) 
Development and administration of 
altermi= assessments based on 
modified academic achievement 
standards 

and 7 
Yes Evidence from sections 2,3,4,5,6,  and 7 

I I 
Yes Evidence from sections 2, 3,4,5,6, and 7 
Yes 

f 
vidence from sections 2, 3,4,5,6, and 7 

Yes 
I 
Evidence from sections 2,3 ,4 ,  5, 6, and 7 

simplified English version or native- 
language version used for AYP 

Evidence from sections 2, 3 , 4  
(comparability, validity, reliability, and 
riteria for administration, scoring, analysis, 
eporting; fair and accessible to all students; f 

b&dards-setting procedures), 5 ,6 ,  and 7 
End-of-course test (state changes Yes Evidence from sections 2 ,3 ,4 ,5 ,6 ,  and 7 
from grade-level assessment to end- 
of-course test) I 

DeveIopment of an on-line version Yes Evidence from section 3 (comparability) 
being used simultaneously with bd section 4 (technical quality) 
paperlpencil administration i 


