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SUBJECT 
 Presentation of annual financial audit of the Colleges and Universities by the 

Board’s external auditor 
 
APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE OR POLICY 
 Idaho State Board of Education Bylaws, Section H.4.c.4. 
 
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION 
 The Board contracted with Moss Adams LLP, an independent certified public 

accounting firm, to conduct the annual financial audits of Boise State University, 
Idaho State University, University of Idaho, Lewis-Clark State College, and 
Eastern Idaho Technical College.  FY 2008 is the fourth year that Moss Adams 
has conducted audits of the financial statements for the college and universities. 

 
 The audits are conducted in accordance with Generally Accepted Government 

Auditing Standards and include an auditor’s opinion on the basic financial 
statements. 

 
 Along with this agenda item, Board members will receive for each institution the 

Independent Auditor’s Report and Financial Statements for the Year Ended June 
30, which also contains the Management’s Discussion and Analysis. 

 
IMPACT 
 The State Board of Education will be informed, via published documents and the 

Moss Adams presentation, of the financial report regarding the five noted 
institutions for state Fiscal Year 2008.  Institutions that have been audited will 
also be made aware of their particular financial condition, and recommended 
changes to procedures regarding financial matters. 

 
STAFF COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

In January, Moss Adams conducted a preliminary review of the financial 
statements with members of the Audit Committee and Board staff. 
 

 The audited financial statements present the financial activity at each audited 
institution and include the following reports: 

 
• Management’s Discussion and Analysis  
• Statement of Net Assets 
• Statement of Revenues, Expenses and Changes in Net Assets 
• Statement of Cash Flows 
• Notes to the Financial Statements 

 
While the Management’s Discussion and Analysis and Notes to the Financial 
Statements help explain the financial activity and some trends, the audited 
financial statements do not attempt to measure the financial health of each 
institution.  Training was provided to the Board and institution staff last year 
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regarding financial ratios.  Financial ratios have been developed by the Finance 
Committee and will be presented to the Board at the February meeting. 

 
BOARD ACTION 
 A motion to accept from the Audit Committee the Fiscal Year 2008 financial audit 

reports for Boise State University, Idaho State University, University of Idaho, 
Lewis-Clark State College, and Eastern Idaho Technical College, as presented 
by Moss Adams LLP. 

 
 
 Moved by__________ Seconded by__________ Carried  Yes_____ No_____  
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SUBJECT 
Eastern Idaho Technical College President Screening Committee 
Recommendation 
 

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY 
Idaho State Board of Education Governing Policies and Procedures, Section 
I.E.d. 
 

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION 
The Eastern Idaho Technical College (EITC) President Screening Committee has 
completed the review process and is prepared to make a recommendation to the 
Board for the President’s position. 

 
IMPACT 

Having this position filled on a permanent basis will provide for consistency in 
administration of day to day operations on campus allowing the institution to 
maximize its full potential in realizing its role and mission as set forth by the State 
Board of Education. 

 
BOARD ACTION 

A motion to accept the recommendation of the Eastern Idaho Technical College 
screening committee to appoint Burton Waite as the President, at an annual 
salary of $115,000 effective immediately. 
 
 
Moved by __________ Seconded by __________ Carried Yes _____ No _____ 
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TAB DESCRIPTION ACTION 

1 MEDICAL EDUCATION STUDY – FINDINGS & 
RECOMMENDATIONS Motion to Approve 

2 GOVERNOR’S OFFICE EDUCATION RELATED 
LEGISLATION Motion to Approve 

3 ADDITIONAL LEGISLATIVE ITEMS Motions to Approve 

4 2010-2014 STRATEGIC PLAN DIRECTION Information item 

5 UNIVERSITY OF IDAHO – STUDENT HOUSING 
REPORT Information item 
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SUBJECT 

Findings and Recommendations of the State Board of Education Medical 
Education Study Committee (MESC) 

 
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION 

After the State Board of Education(SBOE) presentation to the Legislature (during 
the 2008 session) of the State funded medical education study report compiled 
by MGT of America, the Legislature asked the Board to further study the issues 
surrounding physician medical education and make a recommendation to the 
Legislature during the 2009 legislative session.  To meet that requirement, the 
MESC was organized in the Fall of 2008 and consisted of six voting members 
(four are members of the State Board of Education and two are family practice 
physicians in Idaho).  The Committee met four times (September 23, October 14, 
November 18, 2008 and January 7th, 2009) and their Report of Findings and 
Recommendations to the SBOE can be found in Attachment 1.  It should also be 
noted that two other State Committees, the Governor’s Select Committee for 
Healthcare and the Legislative Interim Committee for Medical Education have 
also been meeting to consider some of the same medical education issues and 
made their recommendations concerning the medical education of physicians 
shown in Attachment 2.   
 
Goals and objectives of the MESC were as follows: 
 Verify the existing and projected shortage of physicians (by medical specialty) 

in Idaho. 
 Explore options for meeting the projected need for physicians to include an 

Idaho based medical education program, expansion of existing programs, 
other collaborative programs for medical education and various physician 
incentive programs for recruiting and retaining physicians (scholarships, loan 
repayment, service payback, etc.). 

 Explore options for and the value of expanding existing graduate medical 
education (residency) programs in Idaho and/or the addition of new programs. 

 Estimate the cost/benefit (return on investment) for each medical education 
option to include the potential for funding support from public and private 
sources. 

 Develop a Committee report containing findings and recommendations to 
address the physician shortage issue (short-term and long-term) for 
consideration by the SBOE and submission to the Governor and the 
Legislature. 
 

To gain an understanding of the issues surrounding medical education and 
collect needed information, the MESC scheduled numerous presentations from 
the various stakeholders. These included: 
 Presentations by Idaho State University of its vision and financial analysis for 

establishing an MD program in Idaho based on the distributive model of 
medical education.  



PLANNING, POLICY & GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 
JANUARY 26, 2009 MEETING 

PPGA  TAB 1 Page 2 

 Presentations by the University of Idaho and the University of Washington on 
their vision for expanding the number of Idaho sponsored seats to the 
WWAMI regional medical education program and expansion of the WWAMI 
program to a full four years of medical education based in Idaho. 

 Presentations on the Boise State University/Family Medicine Residency of 
Idaho research study concerning the factors impacting recruiting and 
retention of rural Idaho physicians. 

 Presentations by the Idaho Department of Labor on projections for the 
physician workforce over a 10 year period (2006-2016) 

 Presentations by the Directors of Idaho’s physician residency programs 
including cost factors and potential for expansion. 

• Boise VA Psychiatry Residency Track 
• Family Medicine Residency of Idaho 
• ISU Family Medicine Residency 
• Boise VA Internal Medicine Residency Track 

 
 Expansion of biomedical research programs at the V.A. Medical Center and 

opportunities for collaboration with Idaho’s three public universities. 
 Proven effective physician recruiting and retention programs used by other 

states. 
 Presentation by the Idaho Osteopathic Association on options for expanded 

DO medical education in Idaho. 
 Presentation by the Idaho Hospital Association on their policy for expanded 

medical education. 
 
In addition to the above listed presentations, the MESC also received and 
reviewed “White Papers” or written policy statements (See Attachment 3) on 
expanded medical education from the following: 
 Chairman of the Senate Education Committee  
 Office of the President, Boise State University 
 The President, Lewis-Clark State College 
 Saint Luke’s Health System 
 Saint Alphonsus Hospital 
 The Dean, University of Washington School of Medicine 
 Idaho Sponsored Students (73 of 114 students contributing) at the University 

of Utah and the University of Washington Schools of Medicine. 
 The Idaho Business Coalition for Educational Excellence (IBCEE) 
 Dr. Benjamin Call, MD 
 The President, University of Idaho 
 The Idaho Medical Association 

 
IMPACT 

Adoption of and funding the recommendations of the MESC would be a 
significant step toward solving the physician shortage problem in Idaho.  It could 
also be an important stimulus to the State’s economy. 
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ATTACHMENTS 
Attachment 1 – Medical Education Study Committee  Page 4 
 Report of Findings and Recommendations   
Attachment 2 – Summary of the Recommendations of the  
 Legislative Interim Committee and the Governor’s Select Page 6 
 Committee for Medical Education  
Attachment 3 – White Papers received and reviewed by  Page 7 
 the MESC   
 

STAFF COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
A great deal of time, effort and thought was put into the medical education study, 
not only by the Committee itself, but by virtually all the stakeholder groups.  The 
Staff recommends adoption by the full SBOE of the Committee’s Report of 
Findings and Recommendations. 

 
BOARD ACTION 

A motion to approve the Report of Findings and Recommendations of the State 
Board of Education Medical Education Study Committee contained in Attachment 
1 and to direct that the Report be forwarded to the Governor and the Legislature.  
 
 
Moved by __________ Seconded by __________ Carried Yes _____ No _____ 
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Attachment 1 
 

State Board of Education Medical Education Study Committee 
 Findings and Recommendations 

January 7, 2009 Meeting  
Committee Findings 

1. Graduate Medical Education (Physician Residency) programs play a critical role 
in expanding the supply of physicians in a state. The location of a physician’s 
residency is an important factor in determining the location of that physician’s 
future practice. Idaho currently has three state supported residency programs, 
including only two family practice residencies. 

2. There is a serious shortage of physicians in rural Idaho and of primary care1

3. Programs for attracting and retaining primary care and rural physicians in Idaho 
are inadequate. 

 
physicians throughout Idaho. This shortage is expected to worsen because of 
retirements, economic inequities and other factors. 

4. Increased access to undergraduate (studying for an MD or DO) medical 
education is necessary to address the current and future shortage of physicians 
in Idaho. Ultimately, an Idaho-based medical program would provide significant 
benefit to the state.  

5. Incentive programs for recruiting and retaining physicians that are applied close 
to the time physicians begin their medical practice are most effective. 

6. Selection of medical students based on their proclivity to practice in rural areas is 
an important factor in recruiting physicians to rural areas. 

7. The number of Idaho medical school graduates can be increased by expanding 
seats through WWAMI2, WICHE3

8. The WWAMI program has been very successful in Idaho. A relatively high 
percentage of WWAMI students return to practice in Idaho and the WWAMI 
association has nurtured biomedical research opportunities in the State. 

, osteopathic schools, University of Utah and 
other programs. 

9. Current government reimbursement formulas tend to favor specialists to the 
disadvantage of primary care physicians and physicians practicing in rural Idaho. 

 
Committee Recommendations (in order of priority - number 5 was added later and is 
not prioritized) 

                                                           
1  For the purposes of this report, all references to primary care include: family practice medicine, internal 
medicine, psychiatry and pediatric medicine. 
2 The University of Washington regional medical program conducted in collaboration with the states of 
Washington, Wyoming, Alaska, Montana and Idaho (WWAMI) 
3The Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education-Professional Student Exchange Program   



PLANNING, POLICY & GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 
JANUARY 26, 2009 MEETING 

PPGA  TAB 1 Page 5 

1. Expand the development of graduate medical education (residency programs) 
opportunities in the State of Idaho focusing on primary care and rural practice. In 
partnership with Idaho hospitals, the VA, Idaho doctors, private enterprise and 
Idaho’s colleges and universities, the State of Idaho should promote and assist 
the funding of these programs. 

2. Immediately increase the State funding support for Idaho WWAMI students to 
expand the number of seats from 20 per year to 40 per year (adding 10 per year 
over the next two years) and encourage the WWAMI program to establish the full 
four years of medical education opportunity in Idaho. 

3. Expand the total number of medical seats for Idaho sponsored students to 
between 60 to 90 per year (an aggregate total of 240 to 360) as soon as 
practicable through partnerships with WWAMI, WICHE, University of Utah, 
osteopathic schools and other medical schools taking into consideration the 
following factors: 

a. Quality  
b. Return rate  
c. Cost effectiveness 
d. Retention 

4. The State Board of Education will oversee an initiative to engage all stakeholder 
groups (ISU, UI, BSU, LCSC, University of Washington ,VA Medical Center, the 
hospitals, and the Idaho Medical Association) to jointly develop a collaborative 
and comprehensive plan for establishment of a 4-year, Idaho based MD 
program. 

5. That Idaho State University, WWAMI and any other model may, with non-state 
appropriated resources, develop a business plan for the delivery of a four-year 
medical education program in Idaho.4

6. Encourage medical school admission committees to use selection criteria for 
admission into Idaho sponsored medical seats which maximize potential for 
practice in primary care and rural areas. 

 

7. Work with sponsored medical programs to insure that Idaho medical students 
participate in an Idaho rural rotation (clerkship) as part of their program. 

8. Expand and enhance the current Idaho Rural Physician Incentive Program 
(RPIP)5

9. Consider providing a tax incentive for physicians practicing in rural Idaho. 
 to help recruit physicians to rural Idaho.  

10. Increase Medicaid reimbursement rates for primary care physicians. 
11. Consider developing a pay-back provision for Idaho sponsored medical school 

seats. 

                                                           
4 This recommendation was not developed by the committee, but added afterwards at the request of a committee 
member. It is the same recommendation proposed by the Legislative Medical Education Committee. 
5 The RPIP is currently in Idaho statute and will begin dispersing funds to selected physicians in the near future. 
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Attachment 2 
 

Summary of the Recommendations of the Legislative Interim Committee for 
Medical Education and the Governor’s Select Committee for Healthcare and the  

 
Legislative Interim Committee Recommendations 
 
The Committee moved to adopt the three-prong approach for expanded medical 
education as adopted by the Idaho Medical Association 
– Development of an Idaho-based 4-year program 
– Expand and add to GME programs including family practice, internal, psychiatry, 

pediatrics, surgery and OB/GYN 
– Expand state funded medical school seats at UW from 20 to 40 and UU from 8 to 16  
The Committee recommended to the State Board of Education that they also adopt the 
same approach: 
Proponents of the ISU MD proposal, 4-year WWAMI proposal and any other model 
may, with their own resources, develop a business plan for the delivery of a four-year 
medical education program in Idaho. 
 
Governor’s Select Committee for Healthcare Recommendations 
 
The Committee recommends that we move forward with submitting business plan(s) to 
the LCME.  Submitting the business plan(s) to LCME will allow Idaho to receive an 
unbiased opinion regarding an Idaho Medical School. 
The Committee also recommends expanding the Medical Resident programs in Boise 
and Pocatello. 
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January 7, 2009 

University of Idaho‐WWAMI Expansion White Paper 

The University of Idaho has a proud 36 year history of delivering medical education in Idaho, as a part of 
its unique statewide mission assigned by the State Board of Education:  “The University is also responsible for 
regional medical and veterinary medical education programs in which the state of Idaho participates.”  
(Institutional role and missions for the University of Idaho).  Through a long‐term partnership with the University of 
Washington School of Medicine (UWSOM), the #1 primary care medical school in the nation for the past 15 years, 
Idaho medical students complete their first year of training on the UI Moscow campus, travel to Seattle for their 
hospital‐based second year of training, and then are able to return to Idaho to complete their third and fourth 
years of required clinical medical education in Boise and other regions throughout the state.   

This partnership has resulted in 451 Idaho medical graduates to date, 50% of whom have returned to 
Idaho to practice as physicians.  This is a highly successful result, given that the national average of returning 
physicians for all U.S. medical schools is only 39%.  When you add the benefit of being part of the WWAMI 
(Washington, Wyoming, Alaska, Montana, & Idaho) regional program and how that introduces other WWAMI 
students to Idaho who later establish practice in our state, Idaho’s return on investment increases to 75%, or 338 
practicing WWAMI physicians in Idaho. 

Our UI‐WWAMI research partnership with University of Washington School of Medicine (also the #1 
public medical school in the nation for total research dollars awarded – over 1 billion dollars in 2007) contributes 
substantially to the economic engine in Idaho.  UI‐WWAMI faculty generate $11 million dollars of NIH research 
grant funding annually. WWAMI‐supported NIH funding in the state of Idaho is already greater than fourteen 
medical schools in the U.S., including North Dakota, Creighton, and Florida State universities.  In addition, 57% of 
the annual state WWAMI contract for medical education is now spent in Idaho.  In FY2008, that amounted to an 
additional $1.6M in economic stimulus support.  Compared to the national average for $2.30 for state medical 
schools, the Idaho WWAMI program generates over $5 of economic contributions for every State dollar of funding 
received. 

Idaho’s WWAMI program has a well established, state‐wide network of physicians, clinics, and hospitals.  
Currently, there are 331 WWAMI‐affiliated doctors throughout Idaho, including family physicians, internists, 
OB/Gyn doctors, pediatricians, psychiatrists, and surgeons.  The WWAMI partnership with UW has resulted in the 
development and expansion of residency training in Idaho (graduate medical education ‐ GME), including the 
Internal Medicine residency at the VA in Boise, the new Psychiatry residency in partnership with Idaho hospitals 
and UWSOM, the two WWAMI‐affiliated Family Medicine Residencies in Boise and Pocatello, and specialized 
residency or fellowship training in pediatrics and pulmonary medicine in Idaho.  All of these programs are either 
WWAMI‐affiliated Idaho programs or University of Washington School of Medicine Graduate Medical Education 
(GME) programs with Idaho‐based training rotations. Close linkage between graduate medical education programs 
and a top‐ranked medical school is a critical factor associated with recruiting high‐quality residents to maintain 
quality residency programs.    

The new Idaho Medical Education Study (MGT feasibility study) offers three alternatives for expanding 
undergraduate medical education in Idaho, and a fourth recommendation to invest in an expansion of graduate 
(residency) medical education in the state.  The University of Idaho and WWAMI believe there is another, better 
undergraduate medical education option, a combination of options 2 and 3:  the expansion of the UI‐WWAMI 
medical education program to develop all four years of medical education in Idaho under University of Idaho 
leadership and the continuing accreditation and partnership with UWSOM, with additional academic affiliations 
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and partnerships with BSU, ISU, the Boise VA, and other Idaho hospitals. Such a distributed, regional branch 
campus model builds on the strengths and quality of our existing program while building new partnerships, and is 
far more cost‐effective in addressing Idaho’s needs for more physicians than creating a new medical school.  Cost‐
effectiveness and return on investment are important considerations.  At the University of Idaho, we have 
developed a leading biomedical and life sciences faculty that provide instruction to medical students, 
undergraduate students, and lead the state in competing for millions of dollars in NIH and other federal funding.  
By expanding to add the use of UI’s established research and teaching center in Boise and the academic and 
research partnerships available with BSU and ISU, UI‐WWAMI would build upon its successful track record in 
delivering medical education in Idaho and upon its network of established WWAMI‐affiliated training sites 
throughout the state.  The cost of alternative approaches to medical education beyond this UI‐WWAMI distributed 
model would be high: Florida State University’s estimated cost for state support of their new med school is $38 
million per year in operating costs, after spending $150 million in capital and start up costs since 2001. 

The University of Idaho, in partnership with UW School of Medicine, is ready to lead medical education to the 
next level in Idaho, and offers the following vision and plan to help address the physician workforce and medical 
education needs of Idaho over the next decade.   

Beginning in 2009, initiate the planning and development of a new model for consolidating all four years of 
medical education in Idaho, under the leadership of the University of Idaho and in partnership with UWSOM and 
its accreditation: 

1. Plan a step‐wise increase in Idaho WWAMI student and corresponding funding requests to implement an 
expansion of the entering class of Idaho medical students to at least 40 UI‐WWAMI students over the next 
3‐5 years. 

2. Expand the delivery of the 3rd and 4th year clinical education training in Idaho, under the leadership of UI 
WWAMI and UWSOM. 

3. Study and develop a plan for delivering the 2nd year of medical education in Boise, through the WWAMI 
program offices at the UI Boise Center and new academic affiliations with both BSU and ISU faculties, the 
Boise VA, and local hospitals and physicians. 

4. Expand residency programs throughout the state, building on the existing UWSOM and WWAMI 
networks.  Fund and establish a WWAMI GME office in Boise, to support existing residency programs and 
to develop new residency training programs between Idaho’s regional medical centers and UWSOM’s 
extensive network of residency and fellowship programs. 

UI‐WWAMI is deeply embedded in Idaho’s educational system and in the medical communities throughout 
Idaho, working to augment premedical programs, to create highly integrated educational opportunities for medical 
students, to expand outstanding graduate medical education initiatives and residencies, and to initiate research 
collaborations that yield significant discovery and economic development for Idaho. The WWAMI program has 
been recognized repeatedly as one of the highest quality, most cost‐effective medical education programs in the 
nation.  UI and WWAMI are ready to build upon this base of experience and excellence by addressing the physician 
workforce challenges that have been identified in the State Board’s Medical Education Study.  The UI‐WWAMI 
brand of medical education brings together the best of two state’s leading universities to meet the medical school 
needs of Idaho. 

 

Steven Daley‐Laursen, President 
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SUBJECT 
Governor’s Office Education Related Legislation 
 

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION 
The Governor’s Office will be proposing a number of pieces of legislation that will 
impact the State Board of Education this legislative session.  Below is a brief 
summary of each piece as provided by the Governor’s Office.  Included in the 
summary information is RS18245C1 – Proprietary Schools and RS 18240C1 – 
School Boundaries.  These two pieces of legislation have been previously 
approved by the Board.  The Proprietary Schools legislation has had non-
substantive wording changes and the addition of a cap of $5,000 on the 
registration fee that were not in the original version approved by the Board.  The 
changes to the School Boundaries legislation is the specification that the 
superintendent of public instruction shall be responsible for issuing the order of 
boundary changes rather than the State Board of Education, and that the 
Department rather than the Board or it’s designee is responsible for initiating the 
notification process.  The State Board of Education will still make the 
determination whether an alteration or correction is necessary. 

 
IMPACT 

Removal of these statutory responsibilities is designed to allow the Board to 
focus on higher education governance, providing general supervision, 
governance and control of Idaho’s public education system and setting statewide 
policy regarding educational issues.  The Governor’s Budget Recommendation 
will require the Board office to transfer three (3) full time GEARUP staff and four 
(4) full time Assessment staff positions and the associated funding for these 
programs to the Department of Education 

 
ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment 1 – Governors Education Package as submitted Page 3 
 Attachment 1 – RS18274C1 – Idaho Commission for Libraries Page 5  

Attachment 2 – RS18272C1 – State Historical Society Page 9 
Attachment 3 - RS 18280C1 – Vocational Rehabilitation  Page 15 
Attachment 4 - RS 18284 – Inmate Education  Page 20 
Attachment 5 - RS 18263 – Veterans  Page 22 
Attachment 6 - RS 18278 – Motorcycle Training  Page 25 
Attachment 7 - RS 18245C1 – Proprietary Schools  Page 31 
Attachment 8 - RS 18240C1 – School Boundaries  Page 39 
Attachment 9 - RS 18319 (draft) – School for the Deaf and Blind  Page 47 
 

STAFF COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Governor’s Office has worked collaboratively with Board staff, the 
Department of Education, the Commission for Libraries, and the Historical 
Society to develop the proposed legislation. 
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BOARD ACTION 
A motion to support the Governor’s proposed Education Reorganization 
Legislation and to direct the Executive Director to work with the Governor’s staff 
to make any additional revisions as necessary. 
 
 
 
Moved by ________ Seconded by _______ Carried Yes _____ No _____ 
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Governor’s Education Reorganization Package 
 

The Governor’s reorganization package incorporates a comprehensive approach 
to clarifying areas of responsibility and lines of authority.   
 
The primary focus of the reorganization package is returning the Board’s 
operation to that envisioned by the State Constitution – as a policy setting body, 
not an agency mired in the operation of multiple program areas.  Passage of this 
legislation will result in a Board focused on oversight, higher education, and the 
big issues facing the educational community on a statewide basis.  While 
retaining its primary oversight authority, the Board will be less distracted by many 
of the day-to-day operations of individual agencies it now oversees. 
 
The reorganization package consists of the following pieces of legislation: 
 
RS 18274C1 – Idaho Commission for Libraries 
This bill moves the Commission from the Office of the State Board of Education 
to the Department of Self-Governing Agencies. 
 
RS 18272C1 – State Historical Society 
This bill moves the Society from the Office of the State Board of Education to the 
Department of Self-Governing Agencies. 
 
RS 18280C1 – Vocational Rehabilitation 
This bill moves the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation from the Office of the 
State Board of Education to the Department of Labor. 
 
RS 18284 – Inmate Education 
This bill moves the responsibility for education of inmates under the responsibility 
of the Department of Correction from the Office of the State Board of Education 
to the Division of Professional-Technical Education. 
 
RS 18263 – Veterans  
This bill moves the responsibility for veteran education benefits from the Division 
of Professional-Technical Education to the Division of Veterans Services. 
 
RS 18278 – Motorcycle Training 
This bill moves the responsibility for motorcycle training from the Department of 
Education to Idaho State University. 
 
RS 18245C1 – Proprietary Schools (Previously submitted by the Board) 
This bill addresses significant shortcomings in the current statute regarding for-
profit institutions. 
 
RS 18240C1 – School Boundaries (Previously submitted by the Board) 
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This bill provides consistency in procedures when proposals are made to modify 
school district boundaries. 
 
RS 18319 (draft) – School for the Deaf and Blind 
This bill establishes the Idaho Bureau of Educational Services for the Deaf and 
the Blind and creates a Board of Directors to supervise the delivery of services to 
all of the state’s deaf and blind students wherever they reside.  The bill enclosed 
is in draft form. 
 
The legislative package outlined above is accompanied by significant changes in 
the budgets associated with these and other functions of the Board of Education.  
The Governor’s FY 2010 Budget Recommendation accounts for each legislative 
change and also includes the following: 
 
Gear Up 
The Governor’s FY 2010 Budget Recommendation shifts responsibility for this 
federally funded operation to the Department of Education. 
 
Assessment 
The Governor’s FY 2010 Budget Recommendation shifts responsibility for all 
assessment activities to the Department of Education while leaving 
Accountability functions associated with the test results with the Board of 
Education. 
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SUBJECT 
Additional Legislative Issues 
 

BACKGROUND/ DISCUSSION 
As of the printing of this agenda three additional education related pieces of 
legislation and one concurrent resolution have been brought forward to the Board 
office.  Additionally, there is an issue with the residency legislation enacted 
during the 2008 legislative session. 
 
A. Kindergarten Mastery – Distribution of Education Support Program 

Allowance 
The purpose of this legislation to provide for an assessment of kindergarten 
mastery as well as the use of students who have passed the assessment in 
the school districts average daily attendance determination.  As attachment 1 
you will find a letter from Representative Thayne describing the intended 
purpose of the legislation as well as the proposed draft language for the 
legislation.  This item is for informational purposes only.  Any action will be at 
the Board’s discretion. 

 
B. Exemption of Section 18-1359, Idaho Code 

The purpose of this legislation is to allow the hiring by an Idaho public 
institution of higher education of persons related by blood or marriage within 
the second degree of the President of such institution by exempting any such 
hire from Section 18-1359, subsections (1)(d) and (1)(e), Idaho Code. A draft 
of this legislation can be found under attachment 3.  This item is for 
informational purposes only.  Any action will be at the Board’s discretion. 
 

C. Optional Retirement Plan – Deferred Compensation 
The purpose of this legislation is to allow the Board to establish deferred 
compensation plans for certain employees of the Idaho’s public institutions of 
higher education.  Board staff is requesting the Board direct staff to continue 
work on this legislation and with the Governor’s office approval find a sponsor 
to carry the legislation for the current legislative session. 
 

D. Concurrent Resolution – Research Dairy 
A concurrent resolution is necessary to authorize the Building Authority to 
work with and enter into contract with the University of Idaho, either for itself 
or in conjunction with the Department of Agriculture and the Land Board, for 
financing and development of the Research Dairy Project.  Attachment 4 is a 
draft of the proposed language for the concurrent resolution.  The University 
of Idaho is requesting approval to continue with the process of finalizing the 
language and bringing the resolution forward during the 2009 legislative 
session. 
 

E. Residency Determination for Tuition Purposes 
During the 2008 legislative session, statutory changes were made to section 
33-3717B, Idaho code in response to the Office of Performance Evaluation’s 
recommendation regarding the determination of residency status at Idaho’s 
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public institutions of higher education.  As a result of revisions to Idaho Code 
specifying that students who do not receive at least 50% of their support from 
their Idaho resident parents must establish Idaho residency in their own right, 
such students who leave the state to attend school and then choose to return 
to the state to continue their education (as in a graduate level degree may) 
not be considered resident students because they cannot meet the 
“continuous resident” requirement.  This issue has been brought up during the 
rules hearings in both the Senate and House as a concern.  This item is for 
informational purposes only.  Any action will be at the Board’s discretion. 
 

ATTACHMENTS 
 Attachment 1 DRPAP397 – Proposed Legislation 
  Kindergarten Mastery Page 3 

Attachment 2 Draft Institution President Spouse Employment Page 6 
Attachment 3 Draft Deferred Compensation Plan Page 8 
Attachment 3 Draft Concurrent Resolution – Research Dairy Page 10 

 
BOARD ACTION 

 
Item C. 
A motion to authorize Board staff to continue work on legislation allowing for the 
establishment of a deferred compensation plan for certain employees of Idaho’s 
public postsecondary institutions, and to approve the draft legislation submitted, 
pending further review on the question of whether specific legislation authorizing 
such deferred compensation plans is necessary.  The Executive Director may 
make revisions as necessary to comply with applicable tax laws.  Board staff will  
continue to coordinate with the Governor’s legislative process with respect to this 
legislation. 
 
 
Moved by ________ Seconded by _______ Carried Yes _____ No _____ 
 
Item D. 
A motion authorizing the University of Idaho to submit a concurrent resolution to 
authorize the Building Authority to work with and enter into contract with the 
University of Idaho, either for itself or in conjunction with the Department of 
Agriculture and the Land Board, for financing and development of the Research 
Dairy Project as long as such contracting to be done is in compliance with the 
policies of the State Board of Education and that neither the Building Authority 
nor the University of Idaho move beyond the approved planning phase without 
any such agreements being approved by the State Board of Education. 
 
 
Moved by ________ Seconded by _______ Carried Yes _____ No _____ 
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TITLE 18  

CRIMES AND PUNISHMENTS 

CHAPTER 13  

BRIBERY AND CORRUPTION 

18-1359.USING PUBLIC POSITION FOR PERSONAL GAIN. (1) No public servant 
shall: 

(a)  Without the specific authorization of the governmental entity for 
which he serves, use public funds or property to obtain a pecuniary 
benefit for himself. 

(b)  Solicit, accept or receive a pecuniary benefit as payment for 
services, advice, assistance or conduct customarily exercised in the 
course of his official duties. This prohibition shall not include 
trivial benefits not to exceed a value of fifty dollars ($50.00) 
incidental to personal, professional or business contacts and 
involving no substantial risk of undermining official impartiality. 

(c)  Use or disclose confidential information gained in the course of 
or by reason of his official position or activities in any manner with 
the intent to obtain a pecuniary benefit for himself or any other 
person or entity in whose welfare he is interested or with the intent 
to harm the governmental entity for which he serves. 

(d)  Be interested in any contract made by him in his official 
capacity, or by any body or board of which he is a member, except as 
provided in section 18-1361, Idaho Code. 

(e)  Appoint or vote for the appointment of any person related to him 
by blood or marriage within the second degree, to any clerkship, 
office, position, employment or duty, when the salary, wages, pay or 
compensation of such appointee is to be paid out of public funds or 
fees of office, or appoint or furnish employment to any person whose 
salary, wages, pay or compensation is to be paid out of public funds 
or fees of office, and who is related by either blood or marriage 
within the second degree to any other public servant when such 
appointment is made on the agreement or promise of such other public 
servant or any other public servant to appoint or furnish employment 
to anyone so related to the public servant making or voting for such 
appointment. Any public servant who pays out of any public funds under 
his control or who draws or authorizes the drawing of any warrant or 
authority for the payment out of any public fund of the salary, wages, 
pay, or compensation of any such ineligible person, knowing him to be 
ineligible, is guilty of a misdemeanor and shall be punished as 
provided in this chapter. 

(f)  Unless specifically authorized by another provision of law, 
commit any act prohibited of members of the legislature or any officer 
or employee of any branch of the state government by section 67-5726, 
Idaho Code, violations of which are subject to penalties as provided 
in section 67-5734, Idaho Code, which prohibition and penalties shall 
be deemed to extend to all public servants pursuant to the provisions 
of this section. 

(2)  No person related to any member of the legislature by blood 
or marriage within the second degree shall be appointed to any 
clerkship, office, position, employment or duty within the legislative 
branch of government or otherwise be employed by the legislative 
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branch of government when the salary, wages, pay or compensation of 
such appointee or employee is to be paid out of public funds. 

(3)  No person related to a mayor or member of a city council by 
blood or marriage within the second degree shall be appointed to any 
clerkship, office, position, employment or duty with the mayor’s or 
city council’s city when the salary, wages, pay or compensation of 
such appointee or employee is to be paid out of public funds. 

(4)  No person related to a county commissioner by blood or 
marriage within the second degree shall be appointed to any clerkship, 
office, position, employment or duty with the commissioner’s county 
when the salary, wages, pay or compensation of such appointee or 
employee is to be paid out of public funds. 

(5)  (a) An employee of a governmental entity holding a position prior 
to the election of a local government official, who is related within 
the second degree, shall be entitled to retain his or her position and 
receive general pay increases, step increases, cost of living 
increases, and/or other across the board increases in salary or merit 
increases, benefits and bonuses or promotions. 

(b)  Nothing in this section shall be construed as creating any 
property rights in the position held by an employee subject to this 
section, and all authority in regard to disciplinary action, transfer, 
dismissal, demotion or termination shall continue to apply to the 
employee. 

(6)  The prohibitions contained within this section shall not 
include conduct defined by the provisions of section 59-703(4), Idaho 
Code. 

(7)  The prohibitions within this section and section 18-1356, 
Idaho Code, as it applies to part-time public servants, do not include 
those actions or conduct involving the public servant’s business, 
profession or occupation and unrelated to the public servant’s 
official conduct, and do not apply to a pecuniary benefit received in 
the normal course of a legislator’s business, profession or occupation 
and unrelated to any bill, legislation, proceeding or official 
transaction. 

 (8)  The prohibitions within subsections (1)(d) and (1)(e) in 
this section do not apply to prohibit the employment, by an Idaho 
public institution of higher education, of a person related by blood 
or marriage within the second degree to the president of that 
institution. 
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LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF IDAHO QQQQ 
Sixtieth Legislature First Regular Session - 2009 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------­

IN THE ____________ 

BILL NO. ___ 

BY _____________ 

AN ACT 
2 RELATING TO THE STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION AND THE BOARD OF REGENTS 
3 OF THE UNIVERSITY OF IDAHO; AMENDING CHAPTER 1, TITLE 33, IDAHO 
4 CODE, BY THE ADDITION OF A NEW SECTION 33-107C, IDAHO CODE, TO 
5 PROVIDE THAT THE STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION AND THE BOARD OF 
6 REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF IDAHO MAY ESTABLISH RETIREMENT 
7 PLANS FOR EMPLOYEES OF COLLEGES, UNIVERSITIES AND THE STATE 
8 BOARD OF EDUCATION. 

9 Be It Enacted by the Legislature of the State of Idaho: 

10 SECTION 1. That Chapter 1, Title 33, Idaho Code, be, and the same is hereby amended 
11 by the addition thereto of a NEW SECTION, to be known and designated as Section 33-I07C, 
12 Idaho Code, and to read as follows: 

13 33-107C. BOARD MAY ESTABLISH RETIREMENT PLANS. (I) The state board of 
14 education and the board of regents of the university of Idaho may establish one (1) or more 
15 tax qualified retirement plans under section 40I(a) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, 
16 as amended, including, but not limited to, "excess benefit arrangements" within the meaning 
17 of section 415(m) of the Internal Revenue Code, and non-tax qualified retirement plans for 
18 members of the teaching staff and officers of the university of Idaho, Idaho state university, 
19 Boise state university, Lewis-Clark state college and the state board of education who are hired 
20 on or after July 1, 1993, as described in this section; provided, however, that no such employee 
21 shall be eligible to participate in an optional retirement program unless he would otherwise be 
22 eligible for membership in the public employee retirement system of Idaho. 
23 (2) All qualified retirement funds established under this section shall comply with the 
24 applicable contribution and benefit limitations imposed in section 415 of the Internal Revenue 
25 Code of 1986, as amended, for tax qualified plans under section 401(a) of the Internal Revenue 
26 Code. 
27 (3) If any benefit payable by a tax qualified retirement fund subject to this section 
28 exceeds the applicable benefit limits set by section 415 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, 
29 as amended, for tax qualified plans under section 401(a) of the Internal Revenue Code, the 
30 excess shall be payable only from an excess benefit fund established by the board under this 
31 section in accordance with federal law. 
32 (4) The state board of education and the board of regents of the university of Idaho may 
33 establish an excess benefit fund subject to this section that has any member eligible to receive 
34 a benefit that exceeds the applicable benefit limits set in section 415 of the Internal Revenue 
35 Code of 1986, as amended, for tax qualified plans under section 401(a) of the Internal Revenue 
36 Code. Amounts shall be credited to the excess benefit fund, and payments for excess benefits 
37 made from the excess benefit fund, in a manner consistent with the applicable federal law. 

PLANNING, POLICY & GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

PPGA TAB 3 Page 8

JANUARY 26, 2009



RS18384 


2 


1 (5) The board of education and the board of regents of the university of Idaho may 
2 establish such additional tax qualified and non-tax qualified retirement plans that in the 
3 judgment and discretion of the state board of education and the board of regents of the 
4 university of Idaho shall be necessary to assist the university of Idaho, Idaho state university, 
5 Boise state university, Lewis-Clark state college and the state board of education to compete in 
6 attracting and retaining select management and highly compensated individuals by providing 
7 a means by which compensation otherwise payable to such select management and highly 
B compensated individuals can be tax deferred until retirement. 
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DISCUSSION DRAFT 2009-0109          Page 1 of 3 
 

 
 
                                  A CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 
STATING FINDINGS OF THE LEGISLATURE AND PROVIDING APPROVAL FOR  
THE  UNIVERSITY OF IDAHO TO ENTER INTO AGREEMENTS WITH THE IDAHO 
STATE BUILDING AUTHORITY TO FINANCE AND DEVELOP FACILITIES TO BE 
KNOWN AS THE CENTER FOR LIVESTOCK AND ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES. 
 
       Be It Resolved by the Legislature of the State of Idaho: 
 
           WHEREAS, in 2007 the legislature appropriated funds to the Idaho Department 
of Public Works for the University of Idaho Center for Livestock and Environmental 
Studies (now called the Idaho National Center for Livestock and Environmental 
Studies), subject to certain contingencies; and 
 
           WHEREAS, in 2008 the Legislature recognized that the contingencies had been 
met; and 
 
           WHEREAS, the Idaho National Center for Livestock and Environmental Studies 
will consist of a full scale operating dairy and beef feedlot providing a research platform 
for the University of Idaho, as well as a companion laboratory facility to be used jointly 
by the University of Idaho Caine Veterinary Teaching Center and by the Idaho 
Department of Agriculture for animal diagnostics, and; 
 
           WHEREAS, the Idaho National Center for Livestock and Environmental Studies 
is to be developed for the University of Idaho, acting in conjunction with the Idaho 
Department of Agriculture and the State Board of Land Commissioners (Land Board), 
utilizing a combination of (a) funds appropriated by the Legislature in 2007, (b) funds to 
be provided by the Idaho Dairy Industry, and (c) proceeds to be realized from future 
exchanges and sales of lands and improvements held in the Agriculture College 
Endowment and lands and improvements currently held by the University of Idaho and 
occupied by the University of Idaho Caine Veterinary Teaching Center, and;   
 
           WHEREAS, the Legislature has found that it is in the public interest and to  the 
economic benefit of the state of Idaho to provide for adequate governmental facilities 
through the Idaho State Building Authority, pursuant to Section 67-6404, Idaho Code 
and; 
   
           WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of the state for the Idaho State Building 
Authority to finance and provide for development of all or portions of the Idaho National 
Center for Livestock and Environmental Studies for the University of Idaho,  the 
Agriculture College Endowment, and the Idaho Department of Agriculture. 
 
           NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the members of the First Regular 
Session of  the  Sixtieth Idaho Legislature, the House of Representatives and the 
Senate concurring therein, that the Legislature hereby authorizes and provides approval 
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for the University of Idaho, for itself or in conjunction with the State Board of Land 
Commissioners on behalf of the Agriculture College Endowment, and the Idaho 
Department of Agriculture to enter into such agreements with the Idaho State Building 
Authority, under such terms  and  conditions  as may  be reasonable and necessary, to 
provide for the financing and development of the Idaho National Center for Livestock 
and Environmental Studies as described above, such contracting to be done in 
compliance with the policies of the State Board of Education and Board of Regents of 
the University of Idaho. 
 
           BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this resolution constitutes authorization to 
enter into such agreements pursuant to and in accordance with the provisions of 
Section 67-6410, Idaho Code. 
 
           BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this resolution constitutes authorization for the 
Idaho Department of Public Works to release to the Idaho State Building Authority,  the 
funds in the amount of ten million ($10,000,000) dollars appropriated by the Legislature 
in 2007 for the Idaho National Center for Livestock and Environmental Studies to be 
utilized for development of the Center pursuant to the terms of the agreements reached 
between the University of Idaho and the Idaho State Building Authority. 

Statement of Purpose / Fiscal Impact  
 

Statement of Purpose 
RS*****

This resolution provides authorization for the University of Idaho, for itself or in conjunction 
with the State Board of Land Commissioners, and Department of Agriculture to enter into 
agreements with the Idaho State Building Authority to finance, acquire and develop, the Idaho 
National Center for Livestock and Environmental Studies, including a companion joint 
laboratory facility, in accordance with Section 67-6410, Idaho Code. The Center and joint lab 
facility will enhance the University’s research capabilities in the dairy and cattle feeding sectors 
of the State’s agricultural economy, and will allow for a synergistic combination of the animal 
diagnostic needs of the State Department of Agriculture with the University’s Caine Veterinary 
Teaching Center.     

Fiscal Note 

This resolution authorizes the University of Idaho, for itself or in conjunction with the State 
Board of Land Commissioners, and Department of Agriculture to enter into agreements with the 
Idaho Building Authority to acquire, finance and develop the Center and its facilities at an 
estimated construction cost of approximately $37 million. Funds from the 2007 Legislature’s $10 
million appropriation to the Building Fund Advisory Council for the Center shall be applied 
together with financing to be provided by the Idaho State Building Authority.  The Idaho State 
Building Authority will be paid from annual rents derived from the joint lab facility and revenues 
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from the operating dairy and feedlot until such time as future exchanges and sales of  real estate 
in the Agriculture College Endowment  and other lands and improvements owned by the 
University of Idaho are sufficient to acquire the entire facilities from the Authority.  

Contact: ************  
 

Statement of Purpose/Fiscal Note Bill No. 
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SUBJECT 
Idaho State Board of Education 2010-2014 Strategic Plan Direction 
 

REFERENCE 
March 27, 2008 Board reviewed initial Strategic Plan proposal 
April 17, 2008 Board approved the 2009-2013 Strategic Plan 

and Planning Calendar 
 

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY 
Idaho State Board of Education Governing Policies & Procedures, Section I.M.1. 
Section 67-1903, Idaho Code. 
 

BACKGROUND/ DISCUSSION 
 Section 67-1903, Idaho Code requires each state agency to submit an updated 

strategic plan each year to the Department of Financial Management (DFM), 
including the general format in which it must be submitted.  Once the Board has 
approved its strategic plan the agencies and institutions must, then 
update/develop their individual strategic plans in alignment with the Board’s plan.  
As part of the process of developing the Board’s strategic plan Board staff have 
pulled together a workgroup consisting of representatives from each of the 
Board’s institution’s and agencies.  This group met on December 18th to begin 
the process.  As a result of this meeting, Board staff is proposing the following 
new Board Vision, Mission Statement, and overriding Goals. 

 
VISION STATEMENT
A well-educated Idaho. 

: 

 
MISSION STATEMENT
To provide leadership, set policy, and advocate for transforming Idaho’s 
educational system to improve the quality of life and enhance global 
competitiveness.  

: 

 
GOALS
• Quality – Set policy and advocate for continuous improvement of the quality 

of Idaho’s educational system. 

: 

• Access – Set policy and advocate for improving access for individuals of all 
ages, abilities, and economic means to Idaho’s educational system. 

• Efficiency – Set policy and advocate for effective and efficient use of 
resources in delivery of Idaho’s educational system. 

 
Additionally the workgroup has broken up into subgroups to continue work on 
Objectives, Performance Measures, and Benchmarks. 
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Staff is asking at this time that the Board provided feedback on the proposed 
Vision, Mission Statement, and Goals as well as any additional priorities they 
would like staff to pursue in the development of the Boards strategic plan. 
 
The final plan will be brought forward to the Board for final approval at the 
February 2009 Board meeting.   
 

IMPACT 
Once approved the Board’s strategic plan will help direct Board staff and Board 
governed agencies and institutions during the next five (5) years, as well as 
provide significant guidance and direction for planning and budget development.  
 

ATTACHMENTS 
Attachment 1 – 2009 – 2013 Board Strategic Plan Page 3 
 

BOARD ACTION 
This item is for informational purposes only.  Any action will be at the Board’s 
discretion.  
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Idaho State Board of Education Strategic Plan  
2009-2013 

 
Vision: 
The State Board of Education envisions an accessible, seamless public education 
system that provides for an intelligent and well-informed citizenry, contributes to the 
overall economy, and improves the general quality of life in Idaho.  

 
Mission: 
The Idaho educational system, consisting of the diverse agencies, institutions, school 
districts, and charter schools governed by the Board, delivers public primary, 
secondary, and postsecondary education, training, rehabilitation, outreach, information, 
and research services throughout the state.  These public organizations collaborate to 
provide educational programs and services that are high quality, readily accessible, 
relevant to the needs of the state, and delivered in the most efficient manner.  In 
recognition that economic growth, mobility, and social justice sustain Idaho’s democratic 
ideals, the State Board of Education endeavors to ensure our citizens are informed and 
educated in order to achieve a higher quality of life and effectively participate in a 
democratic society.  
 
Authority and Scope: 
The Idaho Constitution provides that the general supervision of the state educational 
institutions and public school system of the State of Idaho shall be vested in a state 
board of education. Pursuant to Idaho Code, the State Board of Education is charged to 
provide for the general supervision, governance and control of all state educational 
institutions, to wit: Boise State University, Lewis-Clark State College, the School for the 
Deaf and the Blind and any other state educational institution which may hereafter be 
founded, and for the general supervision, governance and control of the public school 
systems, including public community colleges. The State Board of education shall be 
known as the State Board of Education and Board of Regents of the University of Idaho. 
 

State Board of Education Governed 
Agencies and Institutions: 

Educational Institutions Agencies 
Idaho Public School System State Department of Education 

Idaho State University Division of Professional-Technical Education 
University of Idaho Division of Vocational Rehabilitation 

Boise State University School for the Deaf and the Blind 
Lewis-Clark State College Office of the State Board of Education 

Eastern Idaho Technical College Idaho Public Broadcasting System 
College of Southern Idaho* Idaho State Historical Society** 
College of Northern Idaho* Commission for Libraries** 
College of Western Idaho*  

*Also have separate, locally elected 
oversight boards 

**Also have separate oversight boards appointed by 
the State Board of Education 
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Goal I:  Quality – Sustain and continuously improve the quality of Idaho’s public 
education, training, rehabilitation, and information/research programs and 
services. 

Objectives for quality: 
1. Continue developing a career continuum and compensation system for all 

teachers, faculty, and staff that rewards knowledge, skills and productivity; 
and promotes recruiting, hiring, and retention. 
o Performance Measure: 

 Board governed agency and institution personnel total 
compensation as a percent of peer organizations.  

o Benchmark: 
 Teachers, faculty, and staff should enjoy good working conditions 

and be compensated at levels comparable (90-100 percent) to peer 
public and private organizations (normalized by the Consumer 
Price Index and location). 

 
2. Strive for continuous improvement and increased level of public confidence 

in the education system through performance-based assessments and 
accountability, and monitoring of accreditation processes. 
o Performance Measure: 

 The number of schools and districts meeting or exceeding 
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) each year.  

o Benchmark: 
 Number of schools and districts meeting or exceeding AYP each 

year to 100% by 2013. 
 

o Performance Measure: 
 Schools, institutions, and agencies accreditation results.  

o Benchmark: 
 Schools, institutions, and agencies meet or exceed accreditation 

standards. 
 
3. Increase the availability of highly qualified teachers, especially in high need 

areas. 
o Performance Measure: 

 Number of Idaho teachers who are certified each year by specialty.  
o Benchmark: 

 Numbers of certified teachers are adequate to meet demand. 
 

4. Enhance the State’s infrastructure and capacity for biomedical research 
through collaborative efforts between our three public universities and the 
Veterans Affair Medical Center (VAMC) Biomedical Research Expansion 
Initiative.  
o Performance Measure: 

 Total dollar amount of grants for biomedical research (funded 
externally from state resources). 
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 Number of biomedical researchers being trained and number of 
researchers engaged in biomedical research at the VAMC facility.  

o Benchmark: 
 Total dollar value of biomedical research grant funding (external of 

state resources) increases. 
 
5. Improve the service delivery model for infants, toddlers, children, and youth 

who are blind, visually impaired, deaf, or hard of hearing, including those 
with additional disabilities or deafblindness. 
o Performance Measure: 

 Satisfaction of parents of infants, toddlers, children, and youth who 
are blind, visually impaired, deaf, or hard of hearing, including those 
with additional disabilities or deafblindness.  

o Benchmark: 
 The number of parents of infants, toddlers, children, and youth 

satisfied with services in the state will be at least 90%. 
 
6. Continuously evaluate and make additions as necessary to service delivery 

models for transition age youth and adults with disabilities. 
o Performance Measure: 

 The number of eligible transitioning youth and adults who have 
become successfully employed.  

o Benchmark: 
 The number of youth and adults successfully employed will be 

equal to or greater than the preceding year. 
 
7. Support and enhance the state’s infrastructure and capacity for advanced 

energy studies through collaborative efforts between our three public 
universities and the Idaho National Laboratory at the Center for Advanced 
Energy Studies.  
o Performance Measure: 

 Total dollar amount of grants for advanced energy studies (funded 
externally from state resources).  

o Benchmark: 
 Total dollar value of advanced energy studies grant funding 

(external of state resources) increases. 
 

8.    Foster an academic environment that encourages and enables cooperative 
(public/private partnerships) efforts to engage in relevant research. 
o Performance Measure: 

 External funding for research per faculty FTE. 
o Benchmark: 

 External funding for research per faculty FTE is equivalent to peer 
institutions. 
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Goal II:  Access – Continuously improve access for individuals of all ages, 
abilities, and economic means to the public education system, training, 
rehabilitation, and information/research programs and services. 

Objectives for access: 
1. Increase participation of secondary students in advanced opportunities 

programs for receiving postsecondary credits (Advanced Placement 
Courses, dual credit, Tech-Prep, and International Baccalaureate). 
o Performance Measure: 

 Number of schools/districts offering advanced opportunities in each 
program and the total number of students enrolled in each program.  

o Benchmark: 
 One hundred percent of secondary schools offer advanced 

opportunities. 
 Students enrolled in advanced opportunities programs will increase. 

 
2. Maintain and increase high school graduation rates, especially for minority 

students. 
o Performance Measure: 

 Percentage of 9th grade students graduating from high school.  
o Benchmark: 

 Increase the percentage of 9th grade students graduating from high 
school.  

 
3. Increase student access to educational opportunities by reducing barriers to 

efficient transfer of credit and student status. 
o Performance Measure: 

 Number of transfer students, average number of credit hours 
requested for transfer, and average number of credit hours (as a 
percent total requested) accepted for transfer by the institution.  

o Benchmark: 
 At least 90% of credits requested will transfer for students (with two 

or less years of postsecondary education) when transferring from 
one of Idaho’s regionally accredited postsecondary institutions to 
another Idaho regionally accredited postsecondary institution.  

 
4. Increase access to postsecondary education by improving students’ ability to 

pay for educational costs. 
o Performance Measure: 

 The percent of educational costs covered by loans.  
o Benchmark: 

 The percent of expenses paid by loans will decrease. 
 
5. Improve the rate of high school graduates advancing to postsecondary 

education. 
o Performance Measure: 
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 Number of high school graduates (as a percent of total graduates) 
advancing to postsecondary education.  

o Benchmark: 
 At least 50% of high school graduates will register as full-time or 

part-time postsecondary students after graduating high school. 
 

6. Increase student access to relevant medical education programs (nursing, 
physician assistant, health technicians, and physicians). 
o Performance Measure: 

 Number of nurses, physician assistants, health technicians, and 
physicians per 100K of Idaho’s population. 

o Benchmark: 
 Number of nurses, physician assistants, health technicians, and 

physicians (per 100K of Idaho’s general population) will increase 
each year until comparing favorably with other states in the 
Northwest.  

 
Goal III:  Efficiency – Deliver educational, training, rehabilitation and 
information/research programs and services through the public education system 
in a manner which makes effective and efficient use of resources. 

Objectives for efficiency: 
1. Improve the quality and efficiency of data collection and reporting for 

informed decision-making. 
o Performance Measure: 

 Adequacy and scope of data collection systems.  
o Benchmark: 

 Number of systems developed and implemented. 
 

2. Improve the postsecondary program completion rate. 
o Performance Measure: 

 Number of full-time, first-time students from the cohort of new first 
year students who complete their programs with in 1½ times the 
normal program length.  

o Benchmark: 
 Number of first year students who complete their program will be 

equivalent to the top 30% of the institutions’ peers.  
 
3. Develop the most efficient and cost effective delivery system for adequately 

meeting the needs of infants, toddlers, children, and youth who are blind, 
visually impaired, deaf, or hard of hearing, including those with additional 
disabilities or deafblindness. 
o Performance Measure: 

 Cost, proximity, and adequacy of services provided.  
o Benchmark: 

 Services meet delivery standards and are efficient compared to 
similar delivery services in other states. 
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4. Improve the use of postsecondary educational resources. 

o Performance Measure: 
 The program cost per credit hour. 

o Benchmark: 
 Cost per credit hour will be consistent with institutional best 

practices. 
 
5. Improve Board of Education policy pertaining to higher education tuition 

waivers to ensure the most efficient use of educational resources. 
o Performance Measure: 

 Enrollment as a percentage of capacity.  
o Benchmark: 

 Use of tuition waivers will maximize use of institutional resources.  
 

Key External Factors  
(beyond control of the State Board of Education): 
Funding:   

Most State Board of Education strategic goals and objectives assume on-
going and sometimes significant additional levels of State legislative 
appropriations.  Availability of state revenues (for appropriation), 
gubernatorial, and legislative support for some Board initiatives can be 
uncertain. 

 
Legislation/Rules:  

Beyond funding considerations, many education policies are embedded in 
state statute or rule and not under Board control.  Changes to statute and rule 
desired by the Board of Education are accomplished according to state 
guidelines.  Rules require public notice and opportunity for comment, 
gubernatorial support, and adoption by the Legislature.  Proposed legislation 
must be supported by the Governor, gain approval in the germane legislative 
committees and pass both houses of the Legislature. 

 
School Boards:  

The Board of Education establishes rules and standards for all Idaho public 
K-12 education, but Idaho provides for “local control of school districts.”  
Elected school boards have wide discretion in hiring teachers and staff, 
school construction and maintenance, and the daily operations of the public 
schools. 

 
Federal Government: 

A great deal of educational funding for Idaho public schools is provided by the 
federal government.  Funding is often tied to specific federal programs and 
objectives, and therefore can greatly influence education policy in the State.  
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SUBJECT 
University of Idaho Student Housing Report 
 

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY 
Idaho State Board of Education Governing Policies & Procedures, Section I.M 

 
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION 
 President Terrell has requested the University of Idaho give the Board a brief 

report on their student housing. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment 1 – Letter to the Legislator Page 3  
 
BOARD ACTION 

If a motion is required, it should be very specific.  A motion to approve the  
This item is for informational purposes only.  Any action will be at the Board’s 
discretion. 
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1 CASCADE SCHOOL DISTRICT #422 
TRUSTEE ZONE CHANGE Motion to Approve 

2 DUAL CREDIT LEGISLATION Information Item 

3 TEACHER EVALUATION LEGISLATION Information Item 

4 PUBLIC SCHOOLS BUDGET Information Item 
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SUBJECT 

Adjusted Trustee Zones for Cascade School District 
 
APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY 

Section 33-313, Idaho Code 
  

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION 
Section 33-313, Idaho Code prescribes the procedure for adjusting trustee zones 
for school districts. The Cascade School District Board of Trustees has submitted 
the required documents and prepared a proposal which is submitted to the State 
Board of Education. The responsibility of the State Board of Education is to 
approve or disapprove the proposal for the adjusted trustee zones.  Cascade 
School District received a petition signed by more than 50 school electors to 
initiate a proposal to change the boundary between Zones III & V. The petition 
was initiated in order to fill a vacancy on their board of trustees for Zone V; 
accordingly, Cascade School District has prepared the proposal and is 
requesting an adjustment to their trustee zones. As explained in the petition to 
change trustee zone boundary, Zone V’s seat is vacant and the Board of 
Trustees has had no success in finding someone who was willing to run for that 
seat at election time or who is willing to fill the vacancy. The populations of the 
zones will not be markedly affected, and no one living in the current zone 
boundaries has come forward to fill the vacancy.  

 
ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment 1 – Letter from Cascade School District Page 3 
Attachment 2 – Petition to Change Trustee Zone Boundary Page 5 
Attachment 3 – Legal Description and Details of Proposed Trustee ZonesPage 11 
Attachment 4 – Map of Proposed Trustee Zones       Page 19 
Attachment 5 – Population Data for Newly Defined Zones       Page 25 
 

BOARD ACTION  
A motion to approve the adjusted trustee zones for the Cascade School District 
as submitted. 
 
 
Moved by __________ Seconded by __________ Carried Yes _____ No _____  
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SUBJECT 
Dual Credit Task Force Recommendations for Statute and Rule Changes 

 
REFERENCE 

12/4/2008 Presented the recommendations of the Dual Credit 
Task Force to the State Board in a brief presentation. 

 
APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY 

Section 33-1002, Idaho Code; Section 33-5102, Idaho Code; Section 33-5108, 
Idaho Code; Section 33-5109, Idaho Code; Section 33-5110, Idaho Code 
  

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION 
The Fiscal Year 2009 public schools budget included $50,000 for the 
development of the Dual Credit Task Force.  The task force began meeting in 
July 2008 with the charge: 

• to study and develop a plan for implementing concurrent 
secondary/postsecondary courses offered to qualifying eleventh-grade 
and twelfth-grade students in Idaho's public high schools.  

• to develop a statewide, unified plan for delivering concurrent college 
credit coursework to high school students. 

 
The final recommendations being presented by the Dual Credit Task Force 
include the proposal for a statewide dual credit fee reimbursement that will be 
presented to the Legislature and Governor in January 2009.  In the current draft 
of the proposal, the state would pay the actual cost per credit, up to a maximum 
of $50 per credit.  Any cost per credit in excess of $50 per credit would be the 
responsibility of the student. The state would pay for a maximum of three credits 
per semester and six credits per school year for eligible 11th and 12th grade 
students. 

 
IMPACT 

In the current draft of the legislation, the statewide dual credit fee reimbursement 
proposal would not go into effect until the Legislature approved funding for the 
program. 
 

ATTACHMENTS 
 Attachment 1 – Proposed Dual Credit Legislation             Page 3  

 
STAFF COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The proposed legislation has been reviewed by CAAP. The following comments 
reflect points of concern by the Provosts and Vice Presidents.  The comments 
below had been submitted to the Department of Education for consideration, but 
were not included in the Departments latest draft of the Dual Credit legislation. 
 
Dual Credit (concurrent enrollment) is a function of postsecondary institutions. 
College courses are provided to the high school students to begin their college 
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experience, while completing high school. This provides an incentive to continue 
their education beyond high school.  Governance of all dual credit, college 
courses resides with the post secondary institutions due to accreditation and 
academic governance.  Oversight of those college courses must remain with the 
State Board of Education. 
 
33-5102. Definitions. Eligible Institution means ….   Add:  Accredited institutions 
should be recognized by CHEA and a regional accrediting body recognized by 
the US Department of Education. 
 
33-5108. Courses According to Agreements. “A School Board may make such 
agreements with any eligible postsecondary institution, without regard to 
geographic proximity.” Delete reference to geographic areas. The postsecondary 
institutions have the responsibility to coordinate service to the citizens of Idaho. 

 
BOARD ACTION  
 This item is for informational purposes only.  Any action will be at the Board’s 

discretion. 
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Dual Credit Legislation Draft 
 
 SECTION 1.  That Section 33-1002, Idaho Code, be, and the same is 
hereby amended to read as follows: 
 
33-1002.  EDUCATIONAL SUPPORT PROGRAM. The educational support program is 
calculated as follows: 
    (1)  State Educational Support Funds. Add the state appropriation, 
including the moneys available in the public school income fund,  together 
with all miscellaneous revenues to determine the total state funds. 
    (2)  From the total state funds subtract the following amounts needed for 
state support of special programs provided by a school district: 
    (a)  Pupil tuition-equivalency allowances as provided in section 33-
1002B, Idaho Code; 
    (b)  Transportation support program as provided in section 33-1006, Idaho 
    Code; 
    (c)  Feasibility studies allowance as provided in section 33-1007A, Idaho 
    Code; 
    (d)  The approved costs for border district allowance, provided in 
section 33-1403, Idaho Code, as determined by the state superintendent of 
public 
    instruction; 
    (e)  The approved costs for exceptional child approved contract 
allowance, 
    provided in subsection 2. of section 33-2004, Idaho Code, as determined 
by 
    the state superintendent of public instruction; 
    (f)  Certain expectant and delivered mothers allowance as provided in 
    section 33-2006, Idaho Code; 
    (g)  Salary-based apportionment calculated as provided in sections 33-
1004 through 33-1004F, Idaho Code; 
    (h)  Unemployment insurance benefit payments according to the provisions 
    of section 72-1349A, Idaho Code; 
    (i)  For expenditure as provided by the public school technology program; 
    (j)  For employee severance payments as provided in section 33-521, Idaho 
    Code; 
    (k)  For distributions to the Idaho digital learning academy as provided 
    in section 33-1020, Idaho Code; 
    

    (lm)  For the support of provisions that provide a safe environment 

(l)  Beginning in the first fiscal year in which an appropriation for 
such program is made, to defray the cost of dual credit courses as provided 
in section 33-5110, Idaho Code; 

    conducive to student learning and maintain classroom discipline, an 
    allocation of $300 per support unit; and 
    (mn)  Any additional amounts as required by statute to effect 
    administrative adjustments or as specifically required by the provisions 
    of any bill of appropriation; 
to secure the total educational support distribution funds. 
    (3)  Average Daily Attendance. The total state average daily attendance 
shall be the sum of the average daily attendance of all of the school 
districts of the state. The state board of education shall establish rules 
setting forth the procedure to determine average daily attendance and the 
time 
for, and method of, submission of such report. Average daily attendance 
calculation shall be carried out to the nearest hundredth. Computation of 
average daily attendance shall also be governed by the provisions of section 
33-1003A, Idaho Code. 
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    (4)  Support Units. The total state support units shall be determined by 
using the tables set out hereafter called computation of kindergarten support 
units, computation of elementary support units, computation of secondary 
support units, computation of exceptional education support units, and 
computation of alternative school secondary support units. The sum of all of 
the total support units of all school districts of the state shall be the 
total state support units. 
                  COMPUTATION OF KINDERGARTEN SUPPORT UNITS 
Average Daily 
Attendance            Attendance Divisor         Units Allowed 
41 or more     ....   40.......................  1 or more as computed 
31 -  40.99 ADA....    -.......................  1 
26 -  30.99 ADA....    -.......................   .85 
21 -  25.99 ADA....    -.......................   .75 
16 -  20.99 ADA....    -.......................   .6 
 8 -  15.99 ADA....    -.......................   .5 
 1 -   7.99 ADA....    -.......................  count as elementary 
                   COMPUTATION OF ELEMENTARY SUPPORT UNITS 
Average Daily 
Attendance            Attendance Divisor         Minimum Units Allowed 
300 or more ADA........................................  15 
                    ..23...grades 4,5 & 6.... 
                    ..22...grades 1,2 & 3....1994-95 
                    ..21...grades 1,2 & 3....1995-96 
                    ..20...grades 1,2 & 3....1996-97 
                          and each year thereafter. 
160   to  299.99 ADA... 20.....................         8.4 
110   to  159.99 ADA... 19.....................         6.8 
 71.1 to  109.99 ADA... 16.....................         4.7 
 51.7 to   71.0  ADA... 15.....................         4.0 
 33.6 to   51.6  ADA... 13.....................         2.8 
 16.6 to   33.5  ADA... 12.....................         1.4 
  1.0 to   16.5  ADA... n/a....................         1.0 
 
                    COMPUTATION OF SECONDARY SUPPORT UNITS 
Average Daily 
Attendance            Attendance Divisor         Minimum Units Allowed 
750 or more      .... 18.5.....................        47 
400 -  749.99 ADA.... 16.......................        28 
300 -  399.99 ADA.... 14.5.....................        22 
200 -  299.99 ADA.... 13.5.....................        17 
100 -  199.99 ADA.... 12.......................         9 
 99.99 or fewer       Units allowed as follows: 
         Grades 7-12  .........................         8 
         Grades 9-12  .........................         6 
         Grades 7- 9  .........................         1 per 14 ADA 
         Grades 7- 8  .........................         1 per 16 ADA 
 
              COMPUTATION OF EXCEPTIONAL EDUCATION SUPPORT UNITS 
Average Daily 
Attendance            Attendance Divisor         Minimum Units Allowed 
14 or more ....       14.5.....................  1 or more as computed 
12 -  13.99....        -.......................  1 
 8 -  11.99....        -.......................   .75 
 4 -   7.99....        -.......................   .5 
 1 -   3.99....        -.......................   .25 
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          COMPUTATION OF ALTERNATIVE SCHOOL SECONDARY SUPPORT UNITS 
Pupils in Attendance  Attendance Divisor         Minimum Units Allowed 
12 or more..........  12......................   1 or more as computed 
 
    In applying these tables to any given separate attendance unit, no school 
district shall receive less total money than it would receive if it had a 
lesser average daily attendance in such separate attendance unit. In applying 
the kindergarten table to a kindergarten program of less days than a full 
school year, the support unit allowance shall be in ratio to the number of 
days of a full school year. The tables for exceptional education and 
alternative school secondary support units shall be applicable only for 
programs approved by the state department of education following rules 
established by the state board of education. Moneys generated from 
computation of support units for alternative schools shall be utilized for 
alternative school programs. School district administrative and facility 
costs may be included as part of the alternative school expenditures. 
    (5)  State Distribution Factor per Support Unit. Divide educational 
support program distribution funds, after subtracting the amounts necessary 
to pay the obligations specified in subsection (2) of this section, by the 
total state support units to secure the state distribution factor per support 
unit. 
    (6)  District Support Units. The number of support units for each school 
district in the state shall be determined as follows: 
    (a)  (i)   Divide the actual average daily attendance, excluding students 
         approved for inclusion in the exceptional child educational program, 
         for the administrative schools and each of the separate schools and 
         attendance units by the appropriate divisor from the tables of 

support units in this section, then add the quotients to obtain the      
district's support units allowance for regular students,kindergarten 

         through grade 12 including alternative school secondary students. 
         Calculations in application of this subsection shall be carried out 
         to the nearest tenth. 
         (ii)  Divide the combined totals of the average daily attendance of 
         all preschool, handicapped, kindergarten, elementary, secondary and 
         juvenile detention center students approved for inclusion in the 
         exceptional child program of the district by the appropriate divisor 

from the table for computation of exceptional education support 
units to obtain the number of support units allowed for the 
district's approved exceptional child program. Calculations for this 
subsectios shall be carried out to the nearest tenth when more than 
one (1) unit is allowed. 

         (iii) The total number of support units of the district shall be the 
         sum of the total support units for regular students, subsection 
         (6)(a)(i) of this section, and the support units allowance for the 
         approved exceptional child program, subsection (6)(a)(ii) of this 
         section. 

(b)  Total District Allowance Educational Program. Multiply the 
district's 

    total number of support units, carried out to the nearest tenth, by the 
    state distribution factor per support unit and to this product add the 
    approved amount of programs of the district provided in subsection (2) of 
    this section to secure the district's total allowance for the educational 
    support program. 
    (c)  District Share. The district's share of state apportionment is the 

amount of the total district allowance, subsection (6)(b) of this 
section. 

    (d)  Adjustment of District Share. The contract salary of every 
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    noncertificated teacher shall be subtracted from the district's share as 
    calculated from the provisions of subsection (6)(c) of this section. 
    (7)  Property Tax Computation Ratio. In order to receive state funds 
pursuant to this section a charter district shall utilize a school 
maintenance and operation property tax computation ratio for the purpose of 
calculating its maintenance and operation levy, that is no greater than that 
which it utilized in tax year 1994, less four-tenths of one percent (.4%). As 
used herein, the term "property tax computation ratio" shall mean a ratio 
determined by dividing the district's certified property tax maintenance and 
operation budget by the actual or adjusted market value for assessment 
purposes as such values existed on December 31, l993. Such maintenance and 
operation levy shall be based on the property tax computation ratio 
multiplied by the actual or adjusted market value for assessment purposes as 
such values existed on December 31 of the prior calendar year. 
 
 SECTION 2.  That Section 33-5102, Idaho Code, be, and the same is 
hereby amended to read as follows: 
 
33-5102.  DEFINITIONS. As used in this chapter: 

(1) "Course" means a course of instruction or a program of instruction. 

    (23)  "Eligible institution" means an Idaho public postsecondary 

(2)“Dual Credit” means a course in which the student simultaneously earns 
both secondary and postsecondary credit. 

institution; a private two-year trade and technical school accredited by a 
reputable accrediting association; or a private, residential, two-year or 
four-year liberal arts, degree-granting college or university located in 
Idaho. 
 
 SECTION 3.  That Section 33-5108, Idaho Code, be, and the same is 
hereby amended to read as follows: 
 
33-5108.  COURSES ACCORDING TO AGREEMENTS. An eligible pupil may enroll in 
a nonsectarian course taught by a secondary teacher or a  postsecondary 
faculty member and offered at a secondary school, or another location, 
according to an agreement between a school board and the governing body of an 
eligible public postsecondary system or an eligible private postsecondary 
institution. A school board may make such agreements with any eligible 
postsecondary institution, without regard to geographic proximity.

 

 All 
provisions of this section shall apply to a pupil, school board, school 
district and the governing body of a postsecondary institution, except as 
otherwise provided. 

 SECTION 4.  That Section 33-5110, Idaho Code, be, and the same is 
hereby amended to read as follows: 
 
33-5110.  FINANCIAL ARRANGEMENTS. (1) For a pupil enrolled in a course 
under the provisions of this chapter, the school district or other 
individuals or entities may make payments or partial payments according to 
the provisions of this section for courses that were taken for secondary 
credit, or for costs not covered by payments made pursuant to subsection (3) 
of this section
    (2)  The school district superintendent shall not make payments to a 

. 

postsecondary institution for a course taken for postsecondary credit only. 
The district superintendent shall not make payments to a postsecondary 
institution for a course from which a student officially withdraws during the 
first fourteen (14) days of the semester or for courses for audit. 
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(a) 

(3)  Beginning in the first fiscal year in which funds are appropriated 
for such purpose, funds shall be distributed from monies appropriated for the 
educational support program to postsecondary institutions offering dual 
credit courses pursuant to this chapter, to defray the cost of per credit 
hour charges, based on the following limitations and eligibility criteria: 

(b) 

The amount distributed per credit hour shall equal the actual 
amount charged by the postsecondary institution, up to a maximum 
of fifty dollars ($50) per credit hour.  The state board of 
education and state department of education shall review this 
amount periodically, and make a joint recommendation to the 
legislature regarding necessary adjustments. 

(c) 

Funds for no more than three (3) credit hours shall be distributed 
per individual student, per semester. 

(d) 

Funds for no more than six (6) credit hours shall be distributed 
per individual student, per academic year. 

(e) 

For the purposes of this chapter, the summer shall be considered a 
separate semester, and part of the subsequent school year. 

(f) 

Any student failing to achieve a grade of “C” or better in their 
most recent dual credit course funded pursuant to this subsection 
shall be ineligible for future funding, until the student has 
successfully achieved a grade of “C” or better in a subsequent 
dual credit course in which the per credit hour costs were not 
paid pursuant to this subsection. 

(g) 

The student for whom the distribution is made must be eligible for 
dual credit courses under the provisions of this chapter. 

(h) 

The state department of education shall prescribe a schedule for 
distributions to postsecondary institutions made pursuant to this 
subsection, and may require secondary and postsecondary 
institutions to submit information to the department for the 
proper administration of said distributions. 
The limit on the number of credit hours funded for an individual 
student, pursuant to this subsection, does not impose or imply any 
limit in the number of additional dual credit courses in which a 
student may enroll. 

 

    (4)  A postsecondary institution may withhold any compensation it is 
providing for a secondary instructor teaching a dual credit class at a 
secondary campus location, if said instructor fails to attend in-service 
training that the postsecondary institution may require. 
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SUBJECT 

Teacher Evaluation Task Force Recommendations for Statute and Rule Changes 
 

REFERENCE 
12/4/2008 Presented the recommendations of the Teacher 

Evaluation Task Force to the State Board in a brief 
presentation. 

 
APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY 

Idaho Administrative code, IDAPA 08.02.02 – Section 120, Local District 
Evaluation Policy  
Section 33-514, Idaho Code 
Section 33-514A, Idaho Code 
Section 33-515, Idaho Code 

 
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION 

The Fiscal Year 2009 public schools budget included $50,000 for the research 
and development of the Teacher Evaluation Task Force.  The task force began 
meeting in May 2008 with the charge of “developing minimum statewide 
standards for a fair, thorough, consistent and efficient system for evaluating 
teacher performance in Idaho.” 

 
The scope of work for the task force was focused on examining and reviewing: 

• Current Idaho law relating to teacher performance evaluations, 
• Teacher evaluation models from around Idaho that were considered highly 

effective, 
• The role of higher education in developing and training Idaho’s teachers 

and administrators, 
• National trends and practices in teacher supervision and evaluation. 

 
 The final recommendations being presented by the Teacher Evaluation Task 

Force include changes to State Statute and Idaho Administrative Code. 
 
IMPACT 

Changes may result in a reallocation of resources for some school districts and 
the State Department of Education.  The primary source of funds will be Federal 
Title IIA dollars and some state dollars for trainings and professional 
development.   
 

ATTACHMENTS 
Attachment 1 – Teacher Performance Evaluation Legislative Report         Page 3 
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BOARD ACTION  

 
This item is for informational purposes only.  Any action will be at the Board’s 
discretion. 
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Idaho Teacher Evaluation Task Force 

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The Fiscal Year 2009 public schools budget included $50,000 for the research and 
development of the Teacher Evaluation Task Force (See Addendum A:  Fiscal Year 
2009 Appropriation).  The task force is comprised of key stakeholders from around the 
state who share in the desire to improve education in Idaho by adopting a consistent set 
of statewide standards for teacher evaluation (See Addendum B:  Teacher Performance 
Evaluation Task Force Members).  The task force began meeting in May 2008 with the 
charge of “developing minimum statewide standards for a fair, thorough, consistent and 
efficient system for evaluating teacher performance in Idaho.” 
 
The scope of work for the task force was focused on examining and reviewing: 

• Current Idaho law relating to teacher performance evaluations, 
• Teacher evaluation models from around Idaho that were considered highly 

effective, 
• The role of higher education in developing and training Idaho’s teachers and 

administrators, 
• National trends and practices in teacher supervision and evaluation. 

 
The following report highlights the work completed by the Teacher Performance 
Evaluation Task Force, including an overview of the goals, progress to date, key 
findings and recommendations for minimum statewide standards for teacher evaluation 
in Idaho.   
 
 
OVERVIEW 
 
Vision Statement: 
To adopt a statewide research-based framework for a teacher evaluation system from 
which individual school districts will implement a fair, objective, reliable, valid and 
transparent evaluation process. 
 
Goals: 
Develop a teacher evaluation system that: 

• Impacts teacher performance 
• Incorporates multiple measurements of effectiveness and achievement 
• Communicates clearly defined expectations 
• Enhances and improves student learning 
• Is universally applicable – equality and consistency for large and small across the 

state 
• Has flexibility for unique situations within districts 
• Is fair and consistent 
• Includes formative and summative evaluations 
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• Includes self-evaluation/reflection 

 
 
Progress:  
The Teacher Performance Evaluation Task Force met seven times in person and once 
via conference call and Web from May 21, 2008 through January 8, 2009.  The financial 
resources appropriated to the State Department of Education for the Teacher 
Performance Evaluation Task Force were primarily utilized for committee members’ 
travel and associated costs.  Other expenditures incurred by the task force included 
regional public meetings, administrative operating costs and consultant fees.  Of the 
original $50,000 allocated, a balance of $9,395.14 remains as of January 1, 2008. 
 
Although the task force discussed and debated pay-for-performance at several 
meetings, the task force members ultimately decided the scope of their work as defined 
by the legislature did not include tying standards for teacher evaluation to teacher 
performance pay.  In reviewing the charge established by House Bill 669 that created 
the Teacher Performance Evaluation Task Force, the members of the task force 
believed that their sole mission was “to develop minimum standards for a fair, thorough, 
consistent and efficient system for evaluating teacher performance in Idaho.” 
 
To this end, the task force examined Idaho Code and Administrative Rules that govern 
teacher performance evaluations in Idaho to assist them in understanding where the 
gaps and inconsistencies existed in the system.  They also invited faculty from Idaho’s 
institutions of higher education to participate in a panel discussion focusing on 
administrator preparation programs and the standards that are being utilized to train 
Idaho’s teachers. 
 
In an attempt to understand the current practices in teacher performance evaluations 
around Idaho, the task force invited several school districts from across the state to 
present their teacher evaluation models.  Those districts included Nampa School 
District, Castleford School District, Bonneville School District, Middleton School District, 
Meridian School District, Boise School District, Blaine County School District, and the 
Jordan School District in Utah.  During these presentations, the task force members 
examined the advantages and disadvantages of each model and looked for common 
threads among the evaluation systems in an effort to develop statewide standards. 
 
One of the most common threads was the use of Charlotte Danielson’s Framework for 
Teaching domains and components of instruction.  Dr. Danielson is a nationally 
recognized expert on school improvement and has authored numerous publications for 
the Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development.  An educational 
consultant based in Princeton, New Jersey, she has worked at all levels of education.  
Much of Danielson’s work has focused on teacher quality and evaluation, performance 
assessment, and professional development.  Danielson developed the Framework for 
Teaching as a guide to help teachers become more effective and help them focus on 
areas in which they could improve.  The framework groups teachers’ responsibilities into 
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four major areas, which are clearly defined, and then further divided into components 
that highlight the practice of effective teaching. 
 
In an attempt to gain a better understanding of Danielson’s work, Danielson presented a 
two-day training for task force members where she walked the task force through the 
different elements and stages of evaluation and facilitated task force discussions in the 
following areas: 

• State control versus local control in an evaluation model, 
• The balance between student achievement and teacher performance in an 

evaluation system, 
• Necessary guidelines and distinctions between evaluation of new and veteran 

teachers, 
• Professional growth and improved practice. 

 
 
Key Findings:  
  

1. Idaho has a lack of consistency, reliability and validity in measuring teacher 
performance.  Both the standards and procedures by which  teachers are being 
evaluated were found to lack consistency from one district to the next and often 
within a district from one school to another.   

 
2. Many teachers have expressed concerns about the quality, fairness, consistency 

and reliability of teacher evaluation systems currently being used across the 
state. 

 
3. Idaho has a number of school districts that have spent considerable resources to 

create robust research based teacher performance evaluation models that have 
been developed with all stakeholders involved. 

 
4. Administrator preparation programs located within Idaho’s institutions of higher 

education must focus on more adequately preparing administrators for the 
supervision and evaluation of teachers in a purposeful, consistent way.   

 
5. According to a survey conducted by the Idaho Education Association with a 77% 

response rate, a majority of Idaho’s school districts are utilizing a teacher 
performance evaluation model that is based on Charlotte Danielson’s Framework 
for teaching domains and components of instruction. 

 
6. Idaho’s Core Teaching Standards, which are used to train pre-service teachers 

and key to the ongoing professional development for practicing teachers are 
clearly aligned with Charlotte Danielson’s Framework for teaching domains and 
components of instruction. 
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Recommendations:  
 
The Teacher Performance Evaluation Task force recommends the following actions to 
the Superintendent of Public Instruction, the Idaho Legislature, and the Governor: 
 

1. As minimum standards for research based teacher evaluation in all Idaho 
schools and districts, the task force recommends adopting the Charlotte 
Danielson Framework for Teaching domains and components of instruction. 

a. The domains and components include: 
i. Domain 1 – Planning and Preparation 

1a: Demonstrating Knowledge of Content and Pedagogy 
1b: Demonstrating Knowledge of Students 
1c: Setting Instructional Goals 
1d: Demonstrating Knowledge of Resources 
1e: Designing Coherent Instruction 
1f: Assessing Student Learning 

 
ii. Domain 2 – Learning Environment 

2a: Creating an Environment of Respect and Rapport 
2b: Establishing a Culture for Learning 
2c: Managing Classroom Procedures 
2d. Managing Student Behavior 
2e: Organizing Physical Space 

 
iii. Domain 3 – Instruction and Use of Assessment 

3a: Communicating Clearly and Accurately 
3b: Using Questioning and Discussion Techniques 
3c: Engaging Students in Learning 
3d: Providing Feedback to Students 
3e: Demonstrating Flexibility and Responsiveness 
3f: Use Assessment to Inform Instruction and Improve Student 
Achievement 
 

iv. Domain 4 – Professional Responsibilities 
4a: Reflecting on Teaching 
4b: Maintaining Accurate Records 
4c: Communicating with Families 
4d: Contributing to the School and District 
4e: Growing and Developing Professionally 
4f:  Showing Professionalism 
 

2. The task force recommends Idaho Code be amended to require that category 
one contract teachers be included in the evaluation process (See Addendum C:  
State Statute 33-514).   

 

SDE TAB 3  Page 7 



STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
JANUARY 26, 2009 

 
3. The task force recommends that the language addressing the requirements for 

evaluation of category two contract teachers be clarified in Idaho Code (See 
Addendum C:  State Statute 33-514). 

 
4. The task force recommends that the language utilized in Idaho Code and 

Administrative Rule be amended so that all language is consistent and will 
prevent confusion (See Addendums C, D, E and F). 

 
5. Amend Administrative Rule 08.02.02.120 Local District Evaluation Policy to 

include the following (See Addendum F:  State Board Rule 08.02.120): 
a. Districts must adopt or develop a research based teacher evaluation 

model that is aligned to state minimum standards based on Charlotte 
Danielson’s Framework for Teaching domains and components of 
instruction 

b. Each school district or public charter school's evaluation model must 
include: 

i. A plan for ongoing training and professional development for 
evaluators/administrators and teachers on the district's evaluation 
standards, tool and process. 

ii. A plan for funding ongoing training and professional development 
for administrators in evaluation  

iii. A plan for collecting and using data gathered from the evaluation 
tool that will be used to inform and support continued professional 
development of both administrators and teachers. 

iv. A plan for how evaluations will be used to identify proficiency and 
define a process that identifies and assists teachers in need of 
improvement 

v. A plan for including all stakeholders, including teachers, board 
members and administrators, in the development and ongoing 
review of their teacher evaluation plan. 

6. Adopt the following timeline for implementation of the new Idaho teacher 
performance evaluation standards: 

a. January 2009: Teacher Performance Evaluation Task Force will present 
recommendations to the Office of the Governor and members of the Idaho 
Legislature.  

b. Spring 2009: The Legislature will address any statutory changes during 
the 2009 session, and corresponding administrative rule changes will be 
addressed after the Legislative session. 

c. Summer 2009: The Idaho State Department of Education will begin 
offering trainings and technical assistance on teacher performance 
evaluation standards.  These trainings will be part of the technical 
assistance provided by the State Department of Education designed to 
assist school districts in the implementation of their new evaluation models 
(See Addendum G:  State Department of Education Technical 
Assistance). 
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d. 2009-2010 school year: Districts will work with educational stakeholders to 

develop evaluation models. 
e. February 2010: Districts must submit their proposed models to the state 

for approval. The district’s model must be signed by representatives from 
the Board of Trustees, administrators and teachers. 

f. Fall 2010: At a minimum, districts must begin piloting their approved 
Teacher Performance Evaluations: 

i. Districts will be required to submit an interim progress report to the 
State Department of Education regarding the implementation of 
their plans. 

ii. There will be a waiver process for districts that show evidence of 
progress but need additional time before piloting. 

g. Fall 2011: Full implementation of the teacher evaluation model. 
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ADDENDUM A 

 
Fiscal Year 2009 Appropriation: 
HOUSE BILL NO. 669 
 
40  SECTION 9.  Of the moneys appropriated in Section 3 of this act, up to              
41 $50,000  may be expended by the Superintendent of Public Instruction to defray             
42 the costs associated with a Teacher Performance  Evaluation  Task  Force.  The               
43 Superintendent of Public Instruction shall appoint, convene and provide                          
44  administrative  support  for said task force. The task force shall include the                       
45 following members: 
46  (1)  Three superintendents, principals or public charter school directors; 
47  (2)  Three members of school district boards of trustees or public charter                   
48  school boards of directors; 
49  (3)  Three classroom teachers, at least two of whom  must  be  members 
of                   50  teacher associations. 
51 The  charge of this task force is to develop minimum standards for a fair,                           
52 thorough, consistent and efficient system for evaluating teacher  performance in                     
53 Idaho, and  to present its written recommendations to the Governor, State Board                     
54 of Education, and the standing Education Committees of the Idaho Legislature by                     
1 no later than January 30, 2009.  
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ADDENDUM B 

Teacher Performance Evaluation                        
Task Force Members 

Representative  Liz Chavez Idaho House of 
Representatives, District 7 

Head of School Cody Claver Idaho Virtual Academy 

CEO, MED Management Reed DeMourdant Eagle 

Special Assistant Clete Edmunson Office of the Governor 

Chairman, Senate Education 
Committee John Goedde Idaho State Senate, District 4 

Dean, College of Education Jann Hill Lewis and Clark State College 

School Board Trustee Wendy Horman Bonneville School District 

Teacher Nancy Larsen Couer d’Alene Charter 
Academy 

School Board Turstee Mark Moorer Potlatch School District 

Parent Maria Nate Rexburg 

Teacher Mikki Nuckols Bonneville School District 

Chairman, House Education 
Committee Bob Nonini Idaho House of 

Representatives, District 5 

President, Oppenheimer 
Development Skip Oppenheimer Boise 

Principal Karen Pyron Butte County School District 

Superintendent Roger Quarles Caldwell School District 

Parent, PTA Suzette Robinson Blackfoot 

Teacher Dan Sakota Madison School District 

Post-Secondary/School Board 
Trustee Larry Thurgood BYU-Idaho 

School Board Trustee Mike Vuittonet Meridian School District 

Teacher Jena Wilcox Pocatello School District 

Superintendent/Principal Andy Wiseman Castleford School District 

President, Idaho Education 
Association Sherri Wood Idaho Education Association 
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Superintendent of Public 
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ADDENDUM C 
 

33-514.  ISSUANCE OF ANNUAL CONTRACTS -- SUPPORT PROGRAMS  
CATEGORIES OF CONTRACTS -- OPTIONAL PLACEMENT. (1) The board of 
trustees shall establish criteria and procedures for the supervision and evaluation of 
certificated employees who are not employed on a renewable contract, as provided for 
in section 33-515, Idaho Code. 

(2)  There shall be three (3) categories of annual contracts available to local 
school districts under which to employ certificated personnel: 

(a)  A category 1 contract is a limited one-year contract as provided in 
section 33-514A, Idaho Code. 
(b)  A category 2 contract is for certificated personnel in the first and 
second years of continuous employment with the same school district. 
Upon the decision by a local school board not to reemploy the person for 
the following year, the certificated employee shall be provided a written 
statement of reasons for non-reemployment by no later than May 25. No 
property rights shall attach to a category 2 contract and therefore the 
employee shall not be entitled to a review by the local board of the 
reasons or decision not to reemploy. 
(c)  A category 3 contract is for certificated personnel during the third year 
of continuous employment by the same school district. District procedures 
shall require at least one (1) evaluation prior to the beginning of the 
second semester of the school year and the results of any such evaluation 
shall be made a matter of record in the employee's personnel file. When 
any such employee's work is found to be unsatisfactory a defined period of 
probation shall be established by the board, but in no case shall a 
probationary period be less than eight (8) weeks. After the probationary 
period, action shall be taken by the board as to whether the employee is to 
be retained, immediately discharged, discharged upon termination of the 
current contract or reemployed at the end of the contract term under a 
continued probationary status.  Notwithstanding the provisions of sections 
67-2344 and 67-2345, Idaho Code, a decision to place certificated 
personnel on probationary status may be made in executive session and 
the employee shall not be named in the minutes of the meeting. A record 
of the decision shall be placed in the employee's personnel file. This 
procedure shall not preclude recognition of unsatisfactory work at a 
subsequent evaluation and the establishment of a reasonable period of 
probation. In all instances, the employee shall be duly notified in writing of 
the areas of work which are deficient, including the conditions of 
probation. Each such certificated employee on a category 3 contract shall 
be given notice, in writing, whether he or she will be reemployed for the 
next ensuing year. Such notice shall be given by the board of trustees no 
later than the twenty-fifth day of May of each such year. If the board of 
trustees has decided not to reemploy the certificated employee, then the 
notice must contain a statement of reasons for such decision and the 
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employee shall, upon request, be given the opportunity for an informal 
review of such decision by the board of trustees. The parameters of an 
informal review shall be determined by the local board. 

(3)  School districts hiring an employee who has been on renewable contract 
status with another Idaho district or has out-of-state experience which would 
otherwise qualify the certificated employee for renewable contract status in 
Idaho, shall have the option to immediately grant renewable contract status, or to 
place the employee on a category 3 annual contract. Such employment on a 
category 3 contract under the provisions of this subsection may be for one (1), 
two (2) or three (3) years. 
(4)  There shall be a minimum of two (2) written evaluations in each of the annual 
contract years of employment, and at least one (1) evaluation shall be completed 
before January 1 of each year. The provisions of this subsection (4) shall not 
apply to employees on a category 1 contract. 
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ADDENDUM D 
 
33-514A. ISSUANCE OF LIMITED CONTRACT -- CATEGORY 1 CONTRACT. After 
August 1, the board of trustees may exercise the option of employing certified personnel 
on a one (1) year limited contract, which may also be referred to as a category 1 
contract consistent with the provisions of section 33-514, Idaho Code. Such a contract 
is specifically offered for the limited duration of the ensuing school year, and no further 
notice is required by the district to terminate the contract at the conclusion of the 
contract year. 
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ADDENDUM E 
 
33-515. ISSUANCE OF RENEWABLE CONTRACTS. During the third full year of 
continuous employment by the same school district, including any specially chartered 
district, each certificated employee named in subsection (16) of section 33-1001, Idaho 
Code, and each school nurse and school librarian shall be evaluated for a renewable 
contract and shall, upon having been offered a contract for the next ensuing year, 
having given notice of acceptance of renewal and upon signing a contract for a fourth 
full year, be placed on a renewable contract status with said school district subject to 
the provisions included in this chapter. 
    After the third full year of employment and at least once annually, the performance of 
each such certificated employee, school nurse, or school librarian shall be evaluated 
according to criteria and procedures established by the board of trustees in accordance 
with general guidelines approved by the state board of education. Except as otherwise 
provided, that person shall have the right to automatic renewal of contract by giving 
notice, in writing, of acceptance of renewal. Such notice shall be given to the board of 
trustees of the school district then employing such person not later than the first day of 
June preceding the expiration of the term of the current contract. Except as otherwise 
provided by this paragraph, the board of trustees shall notify each person entitled to be 
employed on a renewable contract of the requirement that such person must give the 
notice hereinabove and that failure to do so may be interpreted by the board as a 
declination of the right to automatic renewal or the offer of another contract. Such 
notification shall be made, in writing, not later than the fifteenth day of May, in each 
year, except to those persons to whom the board, prior to said date, has sent proposed 
contracts for the next ensuing year, or to whom the board has given the notice required 
by this section. 
    Any contract automatically renewed under the provisions of this section shall be for 
the same length as the term stated in the current contract and at a salary no lower than 
that specified therein, to which shall be added such increments as may be determined 
by the statutory or regulatory rights of such employee by reason of training, service, or 
performance. 
    Nothing herein shall prevent the board of trustees from offering a renewed contract 
increasing the salary of any certificated person, or from reassigning an administrative 
employee to a nonadministrative position with appropriate reduction of salary from the 
preexisting salary level. In the event the board of trustees reassigns an administrative 
employee to a nonadministrative position, the board shall give written notice to the 
employee which contains a statement of the reasons for the reassignment. The 
employee, upon written request to the board, shall be entitled to an informal review of 
that decision. The process and procedure for the informal review shall be determined by 
the local board of trustees. 
    Before a board of trustees can determine not to renew for reasons of an 
unsatisfactory report of the performance of any certificated person whose contract 
would otherwise be automatically renewed, or to renew the contract of any such person 
at a reduced salary, such person shall be entitled to a reasonable period of probation. 
This period of probation shall be preceded by a written notice from the board of trustees 
with reasons for such probationary period and with provisions for adequate supervision 
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and evaluation of the person's performance during the probationary period. Such period 
of probation shall not affect the person's renewable contract status. Consideration of 
probationary status for certificated personnel is consideration of the status of an 
employee within the meaning of section 67-2345, Idaho Code, and may be held in 
executive session. If the consideration results in probationary status, the individual on 
probation shall not be named in the minutes of the meeting. A record of the decision 
shall be placed in the teacher's personnel file. 
    If the board of trustees takes action to immediately discharge or discharge upon 
termination of the current contract a certificated person whose contract would otherwise 
be automatically renewed, or to renew the contract of any such person at a reduced 
salary, the action of the board shall be consistent with the procedures specified in 
section 33-513(5), Idaho Code, and furthermore, the board shall notify the employee in 
writing whether there is just and reasonable cause not to renew the contract or to 
reduce the salary of the affected employee, and if so, what reasons it relied upon in that 
determination. 
    If the board of trustees, for reasons other than unsatisfactory service, for the ensuing 
contract year, determines to change the length of the term stated in the current contract, 
reduce the salary or not renew the contract of a certificated person whose contract  
would otherwise be automatically renewed, nothing herein shall require a probationary 
period. 
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ADDENDUM F 
 
08.02.02.120. LOCAL DISTRICT EVALUATION POLICY. 
Each school district board of trustees will develop and adopt policies for teacher 
performance evaluation in which criteria and procedures for the evaluation of 
certificated personnel are research based and aligned to Charlotte Danielson’s 
Framework for Teaching domains and components of instruction are established. The 
process of developing criteria and procedures for certificated personnel evaluation will 
allow opportunities for input from those affected by the evaluation; i.e., trustees, 
administrators and teachers. The evaluation policy will be a matter of public record and 
communicated to the certificated personnel for whom it is written.   (4-1-
97) 
 

01.  Standards.  Each district evaluation model will be aligned to state minimum 
standards that are based on Charlotte Danielson’s Framework for Teaching domains 
and components of instruction. 

 
a.  Those domains and components include: 
 
i.  Domain 1 – Planning and Preparation: 
 
(1)  Demonstrating Knowledge of Content and Pedagogy 
 
(2)  Demonstrating Knowledge of Students 
 
(3)  Setting Instructional Goals 
 
(4)  Demonstrating Knowledge of Resources 
 
(5)  Designing Coherent Instruction 
 
(6) Assessing Student Learning 
 
ii.  Domain 2 – Learning Environment 
 
(1)  Creating an Environment of Respect and Rapport 
 
(2)  Establishing a Culture for Learning 
 
(3)  Managing Classroom Procedures 
 
(4)  Managing Student Behavior 
 
(5)  Organizing Physical Space 

 
iii.  Domain 3 – Instruction and Use of Assessment 
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(1)  Communicating Clearly and Accurately 
 
(2)  Using Questioning and Discussion Techniques 
 
(3)  Engaging Students in Learning 
 
(4)  Providing Feedback to Students 
 
(5)  Demonstrating Flexibility and Responsiveness 
 
(6)  Use Assessment to Inform Instruction and Improve Student Achievement 

 
iv.Domain 4 – Professional Responsibilities 
 
(1)  Reflecting on Teaching 
 
(2)  Maintaining Accurate Records 
 
(3)  Communicating with Families 
 
(4)  Contributing to the School and District 
 
(5)  Growing and Developing Professionally 
 
(6)  Showing Professionalism 
 
01. 02. Participants. Each district evaluation policy will include provisions for 

evaluating all certificated employees identified in Section 33-1001, Idaho Code, 
Subsection 13, and each school nurse and librarian (Section 33-515, Idaho Code). 
Policies for evaluating certificated employees should identify the differences, if any, in 
the conduct of evaluations for nonrenewable contract personnel and renewable contract 
personnel.     (4-1-97) 
 

02. 03. Evaluation Policy - Content. Local school district policies will include, at a 
minimum, the following information:        
 (4-1-97) 

 
a. Purpose -- statements that identify the purpose or purposes for which the 

evaluation is being conducted; e.g., individual instructional improvement, personnel 
decisions.  (4-1-97) 
 

b. Evaluation criteria -- statements of the general criteria upon which certificated 
personnel will be evaluated.         (4-1-
97) 
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c. Evaluator -- identification of the individuals responsible for appraising or 

evaluating certificated personnel performance. The individuals assigned this 
responsibility should have received training in evaluation.     
  (4-1-97) 
 

d. Sources of data -- description of the sources of data used in conducting 
certificated personnel evaluations. For classroom teaching personnel, classroom 
observation should be included as one (1) source of data.     
  (4-1-97) 
 

e. Procedure -- description of the procedure used in the conduct of certificated 
personnel evaluations.         
 (4-1-97) 
 

f. Communication of results -- the method by which certificated personnel are 
informed of the results of evaluation.        
 (4-1-97) 
 

g. Personnel actions -- the action, if any, available to the school district as a 
result of the evaluation and the procedures for implementing these actions; e.g., job 
status change. Note: in the event the action taken as a result of evaluation is to not 
renew an individual’s contract or to renew an individual’s contract at a reduced rate, 
school districts should take proper steps to follow the procedures outlined in Sections 
33-513 through 33-515, Idaho Code in order to assure the due process rights of all 
personnel.      (4-1-97) 
 

h. Appeal -- the procedure available to the individual for appeal or rebuttal when 
disagreement exists regarding the results of certificated personnel evaluations.  (4-1-
97) 
 

i. Remediation -- the procedure available to provide remediation in those 
instances where remediation is determined to be an appropriate course of action.  
 (4-1-97) 
 

j. Monitoring and evaluation. -- A description of the method used to monitor and 
evaluate the district’s personnel evaluation system.      
 (4-1-97) 
 

k. Professional development and training -- a plan for ongoing training for 
evaluators/administrators and teachers on the districts evaluation standards, tool and 
process. 

 
l. Funding – a plan for funding ongoing training  and professional development for 

administrators in evaluation. 
 

SDE TAB 3  Page 20 



STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
JANUARY 26, 2009 

 
m. Collecting and using data -- a plan for collecting and using data gathered from 

the evaluation tool that will be used to inform professional development. 
 
n. A plan for how evaluations will be used to identify proficiency and define a 

process that identifies and assists teachers in need of improvement. 
 
o. A plan for including all stakeholders including, but not limited to, teachers, 

board members and administrators in the development and ongoing review of their 
teacher evaluation plan. 
 

03. 04.  Evaluation Policy - Frequency of Evaluation. The evaluation policy 
should include a provision for evaluating all certificated personnel on a fair and 
consistent basis. At a minimum, the policy must provide standards for evaluating the 
following personnel:  (4-1-97) 

 
a. First-, second-, and third-year nonrenewable contract personnel will be 

evaluated at least once prior to the beginning of the second semester of the school 
year.  (4-1-97) 
 

b. All renewable contract personnel will be evaluated at least once annually. (4-1-
97) 
 

04. 05.  Evaluation Policy - Personnel Records. Permanent records of each 
certificated personnel evaluation will be maintained in the employee’s personnel file. All 
evaluation records will be kept confidential within the parameters identified in federal 
and state regulations regarding the right to privacy (Section 33-518, Idaho Code).  
 (4-1-97) 
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Addendum G 
 
Technical Assistance Provided by the State Department of Education 
 

• The State Department of Education will provide regional trainings on the 
Charlotte Danielson Framework by utilizing existing state and federal dollars to 
fund the trainings. 

 
• The State Department of Education will establish a web site with links to sample 

state-approved district evaluation models that can be utilized by districts as they 
work to develop their own model.  The website will also contain sample 
evaluation tools and rubrics. 

 
• State Department of Education will review each district’s Teacher Evaluation 

Model for approval or recommendations for change.  These plans will be 
reviewed by State Department of Education staff that will be trained to evaluate 
plans for compliance.  Districts whose plans are not approved will have the ability 
to appeal that decision by filing a rejoinder. 
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SUBJECT 
Public Schools FY 2010 Budget Discussion 
 

REFERENCE 
10/9-10/2008 Presented the FY 2010 Public Schools Budget 

Request 
 
BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION 
 Superintendent Tom Luna submitted his FY2010 budget to the Division of 

Financial Management September 1, 2008. Since that time, the state of Idaho 
has experienced unprecedented drops in revenue. State agencies have 
experienced a four percent holdback. Public schools, thanks to the Public School 
Stabilization Fund (PSSF) have been sparred holdbacks. Currently, $60.7 million 
has been withdrawn from the fund leaving approximately $54 million remaining. 

 
IMPACT 

Public schools will no longer be held harmless due to the economic situation in 
the state. Governor C.L. “Butch” Otter recommends cutting public education by 
5.3 percent.  Superintendent Luna will submit a revised budget request to the 
Joint Finance Committee January 29. 

 
Superintendent Luna has solicited ideas from a variety of stakeholders as to 
potential cuts. The State has made tremendous progress in the last two years, 
and Superintendent Luna wants to ensure cuts are made with the effect of 
student achievement in mind.  

 
The Superintendent would like to update the Board on his discussions with 
stakeholders and receive feedback on the Board’s ideas for the public school 
budget. 
 

ATTACHMENTS 
 Attachment 1 – FY 2010 Public Schools Budget              Page 3  
 
BOARD ACTION  
 This item is for informational purposes only.  Any action will be at the Board’s 

discretion. 
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SUBJECT 
Approval of the Idaho Accountability Workbook 

  
APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY 

Idaho Administrative Code IDAPA 08.02.03 - Section 112, Accountability 
No Child Left Behind Act of 2001. Title IX, Part C, Section 9302 of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (Public Law 107-110)   
Consolidated State Application Accountability Workbook 

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION 
The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 requires an overall accountability plan 
summarizing the implementation status for required elements of the Idaho 
accountability system. The Consolidated State Application Accountability 
Workbook (CSAAW) was first submitted in 2003. Contents included in the 
CSAAW are cited in Idaho Administrative Code 08.02.03 Rules Governing 
Thoroughness. The plan is reviewed annually by Board staff. Amendments are 
submitted each March and approved by the U.S. Department of Education 
(USDE).  

 
The Board last approved amendments to the Accountability Workbook in June 
2008. Additional amendments were recently completed that include deletions of 
historical references that are now irrelevent, clarifications of current policy and 
the addition of Appendix A: Adequate Yearly Progress Accountability Procedures 
for Idaho Local Education Agencies & Schools

 

 (Approved by the State Board of 
Education June 2004, Revised January 2008). The addition of Appendix A brings 
clarity and coherence to the accountability process for all Idaho schools and 
districts. 

In October, the Office of the State Board (OSBE) invited 18 representative 
stakeholders to attend a two-day meeting to review the Accountability Workbook. 
William Erpenbach, Ph.D. served as the facilitator. This advisory group made 
recommendations for amendments and editorial changes. Three policies were 
clarified and rewritten based on stakeholder input for better understanding in the 
field.  The three policy changes are described as amendments below. All of the 
amendments have been thoroughly reviewed by the staff of the State 
Department of Education (SDE) and the staff at the Office of the State Board.  
 
The three amendments are as follows: 
 

1. Chart 2 LEA and School Sanctions  
Addition: Include SDE Adequate Yearly Progress Accountability 
Procedures for Idaho Local Agencies and School as Appendix A of the 
Accountability Workbook. 
Clarification: Direct non-Title I schools to the SDE procedures document 
for offering Supplemental Services. 
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2. Change: Include retesting 11th and 12th

3. Addition: The use of attendance rate as an option for the third indicator; 
target at 93% attendance rate. 

 grade students in the high school 
AYP calculations. 

  
Additional Editorial Corrections and Clarifications 
In addition, several editorial corrections were made to update the Accountability 
Workbook and included as track changes for Board review. 

 
IMPACT 

The impact of amendment 1 is that districts will have full access to available 
flexibility to provide Supplemental Services for Title I schools and non-Title I 
schools. Adding SDE procedures document will clarify the existing flexibility for 
non-Title I schools that are currently underutilized. All schools will be accountable 
for AYP, posted on Board Website each August, and required to offer choice 
when they are identified as missing AYP for two consecutive years. The 
requirement of Supplemental Services, required for Title I schools, may be 
addressed differently for non-Title I schools. While schools will still be required to 
offer additional support to underperforming students, schools will have more 
options available. This amendment does not change current policy or practice, 
but will clarify existing policy and inform stakeholders about options in non-Title 1 
schools. 
 
The impact of amendment 2 is that more high schools will make AYP.  High 
schools will be given full credit for all students who reach proficiency and 
identification for not meeting AYP will decrease. While we currently calculate 
AYP on 10th grade only, and give no credit for 11th and 12th grade students who 
take and pass the ISAT, this amendment moves us to a calculation for AYP at 
12th grade in the next two years. This will be a fairer representation of the work 
that schools are currently doing to help students achieve proficiency and a 
motivation to provide support to retesting 11th and 12th

 

 grade students as they 
attempt to pass the ISAT for graduation. 

The impact of amendment 3 is more flexibility for elementary and middle schools 
to make AYP.  Identification for not making AYP will decrease.  AYP is based on 
reading proficiency and math proficiency and a third indicator, an option provided 
at the district level for elementary and middle schools. NCLB requires that high 
schools use graduation rate as the third indicator. Currently, elementary and 
middle schools choose from: 

1) Percent proficient in language usage. 
2) Moving a percentage of students from basic and below basic to proficient. 
3) Moving a percentage of students from proficient to advanced.  

 
This amendment adds another third indicator option: 

4) Attendance rate. Idaho is requesting that the goal for student attendance 
rate be set at 93%. The November attendance report to the SDE will be 
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the figure used for this calculation. This goal is in line with other approved 
States’ goals. An improvement in attendance rate is a viable way to make 
a positive impact on student achievement. 

 
ATTACHMENTS 

Attachment 1  Consolidated State Application Accountability 
Workbook  
 

  Page 5 

STAFF COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Staff recommends that all four amendments, as well as the many editorial 
changes and clarifications, be approved. These changes are the result of 
significant input from stakeholders, including superintendents and principals from 
all six regions, Idaho Association of School Administrators (IASA), Idaho 
Education Association (IEA), Idaho School Boards Association (ISBA), and State 
Department of Education (SDE) with guidance from a national expert. This 
document has been thoroughly reviewed by Board staff and SDE staff. 

 
BOARD ACTION 

A motion to approve the proposed amendments to the State of Idaho 
Consolidated State Application Accountability Workbook.  

 
 
Moved by __________ Seconded by __________ Carried Yes _____ No _____ 
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State of Idaho   i 

PART I:  Summary of Required Elements for the State 
Accountability Systems 

 
Summary of Implementation Status for Required Elements of  

State Accountability Systems 
 
 

Status Idaho Statewide Assessment and Accountability Plan Element Page 

 
F 

Principle 1:  All Schools 
 

1.1 
 
Accountability system includes all schools and districts in the state. 

 
1 

 
F 

 
1.2 

 
Accountability system holds all schools to the same criteria. 

 
2 

 
F 

 
1.3 

 
Accountability system incorporates the academic achievement standards. 

 
4 

 
F 

 
1.4 

 
Accountability system provides information in a timely manner. 

 
7 

 
F 

 
1.5 

 
Accountability system includes report cards. 

 
8 

 
F 

 
1.6 

 
Accountability system includes rewards and sanctions. 

 
13 

Principle 2:  All Students 
 
F 

 
2.1 

 
The accountability system includes all students. 

 
1516 

F 2.2 The accountability system has a consistent definition of full academic year. 1718 
 
F 

 
2.3 

 
The accountability system properly includes mobile students. 

 
1819 

Principle 3:  Method of AYP Determinations 
 

F 
3.1 Accountability system expects all student subgroups, public schools, and 

LEAs to reach proficiency by 2013-14. 
 1920 

 
F 

3.2 Accountability system has a method for determining whether student 
subgroups, public schools, and LEAs made Adequate Yearly Progress. 

 
2123 

 
F 

 
3.2a 

 
Accountability system establishes a starting point.  

 
2425 

 
F 

 
3.2b 

 
Accountability system establishes statewide annual measurable objectives. 

 
2627 

 
F 

 
3.2c 

 
Accountability system establishes intermediate goals. 

 
2728 

Principle 4:  Annual Decisions 
 

F 
 

4.1 
 
The accountability system determines annually the progress of schools and 
districts. 

 
2829 

 
 
  

STATUS Legend 
F – Final state policy 

P – Proposed policy, awaiting Idaho State Board of Education approval 
W – Working to formulate policy 
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State of Idaho   ii 

 
Status State Accountability System Element Page 
Principle 5:  Subgroup Accountability  
 

F 
 

5.1 The accountability system includes all the required student subgroups. 
30 
31 
 

 
F 

5.2 The accountability system holds schools and LEAs accountable for the 
progress of student subgroups. 3233 

 
F 

 
5.3 

 
The accountability system includes students with disabilities. 

 
3334 

 
F 

 
5.4 

 
The accountability system includes limited English proficient students. 
 

34 
35 
 

 
F 

5.5 The State has determined the minimum number of students sufficient to yield 
statistically reliable information for each purpose for which disaggregated data 
are used. 

36 
37 
 

 
 
F 
 

5.6 The State has strategies to protect the privacy of individual students in 
reporting achievement results and in determining whether schools and LEAs 
are making adequate yearly progress on the basis of disaggregated 
subgroups.     

38 
39 
 

Principle 6:  Based on Academic Assessments 
 

F 
 

 
6.1 

 
Accountability Plan is based primarily on academic assessments. 

39 
40 
 

Principle 7:  Additional Indicators 
 

F 7.1 Accountability system includes graduation rate for high schools. 4142 

 
F 7.2 Accountability system includes an additional academic indicator for 

elementary and middle schools. 4445 

 
F 7.3 Additional indicators are valid and reliable. 

46 
47 
 

Principle 8:  Separate Decisions for Reading and Mathematics 
 

F 
 

8.1 Accountability system holds students, schools and districts separately 
accountable for reading and mathematics. 

47 
48 

 
Principle 9 Plan Validity and Reliability 
F 9.1 Accountability system produces reliable decisions. 4849 
F 9.2 Accountability system produces valid decisions. 4950 
F 9.3 State has a plan for addressing changes in assessment and student 

population. 5051 

Principle 10:  Participation Rate 
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10.1 Accountability system has a means for calculating the rate of participation in 

the statewide assessment. 5152 

F 10.2 Accountability system has a means for applying the 95% assessment criteria 
to student subgroups and small schools. 

52 
53 

 
 

Appendix A :   Adequate Yearly Progress Accountability Procedures                                      54 
 

 
STATUS Legend      
F – Final policy      

IRSA TAB 1 Page 7



INSTRUCTION, RESEARCH, AND STUDENT AFFAIRS 
JANUARY 26, 2009 

 

State of Idaho   iii 

P – Proposed Policy, awaiting Idaho State Board of Education approval 
W – Working to formulate policy 

IRSA TAB 1 Page 8



State of Idaho 
Consolidated State Application – Accountability Workbook 

State of Idaho   iv 

 
 

LEGEND 
 
Assessment Reference to both the Idaho Standards Achievement Tests and the 

Idaho Alternative Assessment Test 
ADA   Average Daily Attendance 
AYP   Adequate Yearly Progress 
 
Board   Idaho State Board of Education 
 
ELP   Education Learning Plan (for LEP students) 
 
FERPA  Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act 
 
IDAPA Rules adopted under the Idaho Administrative Procedures Act; 

rules are enforceable as law in the state. 
 
Indicators Assessment, participation rate, graduation rate, proficiency rate, 

additional academic indicator 
 
IDEA   Individuals with Disabilities Education Act  
IEP   Individualized Education Plan (for special education students) 
ISDE   Idaho State Department of Education 
 
LEA   Local Education Agency (local school district) 
LEP   Limited English Proficiency 
 
NCES   National Center for Educational Statistics  
NCLB   No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 
NWEA  Northwest Evaluation Association 
NWREL  Northwest Regional Education Laboratory 
 
 
Plan   Idaho Statewide Assessment and Accountability Plan 
 
SEA   State Education Agency
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PART II: State Response and activities for Meeting State Accountability 
System Requirements 

 
PRINCIPLE 1. A single statewide Accountability System applied to all public 

schools and LEAs. 
 
1.1 How does the State Accountability System include every public school and 

LEA in the State?  
 
Each Idaho public school and Local Education Agency (LEA) is required to make 
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) and is included in the Idaho Statewide Assessment 
and Accountability Plan (Plan).  The requirement to participate is specified in the Board 
approved Plan incorporated into Idaho Administrative Code (IDAPA) 08.02.03. AYP 
determinations for all public schools and districts have been made since summer 2003 
based on the spring Idaho Standards Achievement Tests (ISAT) test scores.   
 
For the purpose of determining AYP, Idaho public schools are defined as those 
elementary and secondary schools established and maintained at public expense 
through the total basic foundation program/state aid formula described in Idaho Code 
§33-1002 and governed by the Idaho State Board of Education described in Idaho Code 
§33-116. Schools will receive an AYP determination.  Programs not accredited will be 
included with the sponsoring accredited school.  For the purposes of AYP 
determination, an elementary school is one that has a grade configuration that may 
include grades K-4 but does not contain grade 8 or higher.  A middle school is a school 
that does not meet the definition of an elementary school and contains grade 8 but does 
not contain grade 12.  A high school is any school that contains grade 12.  The LEA is 
defined as the local school district or a public charter school designated as an LEA.   
 
The accountability of public schools without grades assessed by this system (i.e., K-2 
schools) will be based on the third grade test scores of the students who previously 
attended the associated feeder school. 
 
Within Idaho there are approximately 51 small schools that do not have a total of 34 
students in the tested class levels.  For those small schools, the Board and the Idaho 
State Department of Education (ISDE) will determine AYP using the total subgroup only 
and averaging the current year’s Idaho State Achievement Test (ISAT) test scores plus 
scores from the previous two years and comparing the results to the current year’s 
scores.  The highest score will be used to determine the school’s AYP.  This approach 
rewards schools and districts for efforts that result in strong single year achievement 
gains and minimizes the potential for inaccurately inferring that a school or district has 
failed to make standards. 
 
Evidence:  
Idaho Code §§33-116 and 33-1002 
Idaho Administrative Code (IDAPA) 08.02.03 
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1.2 How are all public schools and LEAs held to the same criteria when making 
an AYP determination? 

 
The baseline for AYP was calculated using scores from the spring 2003 administration 
of the ISAT.  Achievement tests for reading/language arts and mathematics for grades 
4, 8, and 10 were introduced in Spring 2003.  Achievement tests for grades 3 and 7 
were added in 2004. Tests for grades 5 and 6 followed in 2005. The system of 
assessment is defined in IDAPA 08.02.03.111, Rules Governing Thoroughness, State 
Board of Education.    
 
The rule includes the state content assessments in the required subjects, participation 
rate requirements, a graduation rate for high schools, and a third indicator for 
elementary and middle schools. Under direction of the Board, ISDE uses the Plan to 
identify schools in need of improvement.  In terms of accountability, the Board-approved 
Plan leads to AYP determination based on: 
 
• An incremental increase of students in the aggregate and each subgroup scoring 

at proficiency.  Scores from the spring 2003 ISAT test determined the baseline. 
  
• A minimum of ninety-five percent (95%) of all students and each subgroup at the 

time of test-taking participating in the statewide assessment (ISAT and the 
Alternate Assessment or a three-year average of rates of participation.) 

 
• A student performance rate for elementary and middle schools determined by the 

Board that indicates improvement by students over the rate from the preceding 
year or meeting the annual target on the state language usage test.  See Section 
7.2. 

 
• The Board has adopted a student graduation rate target of 90% by 2012-13 for 

high schools with an annual rate improvement from present through 2013. 
Capability to disaggregate graduation rate begins for the 2006-2007 school year as 
a part of AYP determinations in 2008.   

 
All Idaho public schools and LEAs are systematically judged on the basis of the same 
criteria when making an AYP determination. 
 
For the purpose of determining AYP, Idaho public schools are defined as those 
elementary and secondary schools established and maintained at public expense 
through the total basic foundation program/state aid formula described in Idaho Code 
§33-1002 and governed by the Idaho State Board of Education (Idaho Code §33-116). 
For the purposes of AYP determination, an elementary school is one that has a grade 
configuration that may include grades K-4 but does not contain grade 8 or higher.  A 
middle school is a school that does not meet the definition of an elementary school and 
contains grade 8 but does not contain grade 12.  A high school is any school that 
contains grade 12.  The LEA is defined as the local school district or public charter 
school designated as an LEA.   
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The accountability of public schools without grades assessed by this system (i.e., K-2 
schools) will be based on the third grade test scores of the students who previously 
attended that feeder school. 
 
All students with disabilities in Idaho public schools as defined under Section 602(3) of 
the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) will participate in the Plan.  The 
Individualized Education Program (IEP) team will determine how students with 
disabilities will participate in the Plan.  The Idaho Alternate Assessment (approved 
following peer review in 2006) yields reading and mathematics assessment results for 
inclusion in AYP determination. 
 
Students’ scores from the Idaho Alternate Assessment are aggregated with those from 
the ISAT for all students and each subgroup.  See Section 5.3 for a description of the 
process that was developed to aggregate the scores from the Idaho Alternate 
Assessment with those from the ISAT for the school, LEA, and state results.   
 
Idaho has identified four performance levels (See Section 1.3) for the ISAT.   ISAT is 
comprised of custom-developed, computer-adaptive assessments that include multiple 
measures in the areas of reading and mathematics. The ISAT tests were first 
administered in grades 4, 8, and 10 in 2003.  By the 2004-2005 school year Idaho was 
testing in grades 3 through 8 and in grade 10.   For purposes of determining AYP, only 
the grade-level tests are used. 
 
All of the required subgroups, including students with disabilities and LEP students, who 
are enrolled in a public school for a full academic year will be included in the 
performance measures that determine AYP status of schools.  LEP students who are 
enrolled in their first 12 months of school in the United States may take the English 
Proficiency test in lieu of the reading/language arts ISAT but will be required to take the 
math, and science in grades offered, ISAT with accommodations or adaptations as 
determined by their English Learning Plan (ELP).  These students are included in the 
participation rates but not in the proficiency calculations for their first administration of 
the ISAT as allowed by federal flexibility. 
 
 
 
Evidence: 
Idaho Code §§33-116 and 33-1002 
IDAPA 08.02.03 
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1.3 Does the State have, at a minimum, a definition of basic, proficient, and 
advanced student achievement levels in reading/language arts and mathematics? 

Idaho has defined four levels of student achievement for the ISAT: Advanced, 
Proficient**, Basic, and Below Basic.  A general description of each of the levels is listed 
below: 
 
• Advanced Student demonstrates thorough knowledge and mastery of skills that 

allows him/her to function independently above his/her current 
educational level. 

 
• Proficient Student demonstrates thorough knowledge and mastery of skills that 

allows him/her to function independently on all major concepts and 
skills at his/her educational level. 

 
• Basic Student demonstrates basic knowledge and skills usage but cannot 

operate independently on concepts and skills at his/her educational 
level.  Requires remediation and assistance to complete tasks 
without significant errors.   

• Below Basic Student demonstrates a significant lack of knowledge and skills and 
is unable to complete basic skills or knowledge sets without 
significant remediation.   

  
All of the ISAT assessments are aligned to the content standards Forfor the content 
standards in reading, mathematics, and science performance level descriptors by 
subject by grade have been developed to describe what students know and are able to 
do at each of the four proficiency levels in each subject in each grade.   Reading and 
mathematics tests are given in grades 3-8 and 10.  Science is tested in grades 5, 7, and 
10.  The science test was piloted in 2005 and 2006; the test was delivered in 2007, and 
cut scores were set based on that administration.  The science test is fully a part of the 
ISAT for 2007 going forward, but science scores are not a factor in AYP determinations. 
 
Achievement standards (cut scores) for each performance level at each grade level 
have been set and approved by the Board.  These scores are applied uniformly for all 
students in all public schools.  Complete language of the performance level descriptors 
can be found at http://www.boardofed.idaho.gov/saa/achievement.asp.  

Approved by the State Board of Education May 30, 2007 

  Grade 3  Grade 4  Grade 5  Grade 6  Grade 7  Grade 8  Grade 9  Grade 10 

Reading   

Advanced 
208 and 

up  

214 and 

up  

219 and 

up  

223 and 

up  

227 and 

up  

229 and 

up  

232 and 

up  

235 and 

up  

Proficient 192-207 198-213 204-218 208-222 212-226 214-228 217-231 220-234 
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Basic 187-191 193-197 197-203 201-207 204-211 207-213 209-216 211-219 

Below Basic  
186 and 

below  

192 and 

below  

196 and 

below  

200 and 

below  

203 and 

below  

206 and 

below  

208 and 

below  

210 and 

below  

Math   

Advanced 
204 and 

up  

216 and 

up  

224 and 

up  

231 and 

up  

237 and 

up  

243 and 

up  

247 and 

up  

251 and 

up  

Proficient 190-203 201-215 211-223 218-230 223-236 229-242 233-246 238-250 

Basic 181-189 193-200 202-210 209-217 215-222 220-228 226-232 230-237 

Below Basic  
180 and 

below  

192 and 

below  

201 and 

below 

208 and 

below 

214 and 

below 

219 and 

below 

225 and 

below 

229 and 

below 

  Grade 3  Grade 4  Grade 5  Grade 6  Grade 7  Grade 8  Grade 9  Grade 10  

Language 

Usage 
  

Advanced 
207 and 

up  

216 and 

up  

222 and 

up  

227 and 

up  

232 and 

up  

236 and 

up  

239 and 

up  

242 and 

up  

Proficient 196-206 203-215 209-221 214-226 218-231 221-235 224-238 226-241 

Basic 188-195 195-202 201-208 206-213 209-217 213-220 216-223 218-225 

Below Basic  
187 and 

below  

194 and 

below  

200 and 

below 

205 and 

below 

208 and 

below 

212 and 

below 

215 and 

below 

217 and 

below 

Science   

Advanced     
216 and 

up  
  

219 and 

up  
    

230 and 

up  

Proficient     206-215   213-218     219-229 

Basic     194-205   206-212     213–218 

Below Basic      
193 and 

below  
  

205 and 

below  
    

212 and 

below  

  

**Idaho has set the proficient level to meet the proficient level specified in No Child Left 
Behind. 
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Evidence: 
Idaho State Board of Education action May 2007 
IDAPA 08.02.03.111 
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1.4  How does the State provide accountability and adequate yearly decisions 
and information in a timely manner? 

 
Idaho will provide decisions about AYP in time for LEAs to implement the required 
provisions of No Child Left Behind before the beginning of the subsequent academic 
year. 
 
For the purpose of determining AYP, the State Board will ensure that results of the state 
academic assessment will be available to the LEAs in a timely manner. (See Chart 1.)) 
  
Chart 1. Timeline 

Timeline Activity 
Mid-April to Mid-May Test Administration 
Window  (annually) 

Statewide assessment administration 

Throughout the testing window (annually) Collection of information on students 
enrolled for full academic year 

Approximately one month from 
Assessment Administration 

Assessment vendor required to provide 
assessment results to the Board 

June (annually) Schools receive aggregate assessment 
results  

Late June-early July (annually) Schools are notified of preliminary AYP 
status 

14 days prior toBefore the first day of 
school 

LEA notification to parents regarding 
school choice and supplemental services 

No later than thirty days after preliminary 
identification of schools/LEAs not meeting 
AYP (annually) 

School/LEA appeals process ends 
Challenged agency renders final 
determination in response to appeal 

 
AYP determinations are final at the close of the appeals window.  When schools and 
districts receive preliminary determinations and make the decision they will not be 
challenging the determination, they then know what the final determination will be and 
can immediately prepare and issue the required notifications. 
 
Evidence: 
 
IDAPA 08.02.03.112 
 

IRSA TAB 1 Page 16



State of Idaho 
Consolidated State Application – Accountability Workbook 

State of Idaho  1.6 
 

8 

1.5 Does the Idaho State Accountability System produce an annual State Report 
Card? 

 
Yes.  The Idaho State Board of Education produces an annual School Report Card that 
includes the required state information and also information on every LEA and school.  
LEAs are required to complete LEA report cards and ensure school-level report cards 
are produced.  To aid LEAs and schools, the Board provides templates to assist in 
meeting the required report card elements. 
 
The state releases accountability reports, assessment data, graduation, and other 
information as it becomes available for the state, districts, and schools and then 
incorporates that information into the single State Report Card format in the fall of each 
year.   
 
The State and LEA School Report Cards include the required assessment, 
accountability, and teacher quality data as outlined below: 
    

 Assessment Data 
 

 The State School Report Card includes detailed assessment reports for the state, all 
LEAs, and all schools from the Idaho Standards Achievement Tests (ISAT) in reading, 
math, and language taken by students each spring. 

 
 The state phased in its assessments required under the Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act (ESEA) over a three year period.  The 2004-05 Report Cards includes 
the full range of assessments in grades 3-8 and 10th grade.  The 2007-08 Report Card 
will include results from the science assessment. 

 
 The assessment reports are different from the accountability reports in several ways: 
 

1. The minimum “n” for reporting results is 10 for all students and subgroups. 
2. The reports are by grade level. 
3. The reports include all students tested, not just those enrolled for a full academic 

year. 
 

For each grade and subject tested, the State School Report Card includes -- 
 

1. Information on the percentage of students tested. This information is 
disaggregated by the following subgroups: 

 
All Students 
Major Racial & Ethnic groups 
Students with Disabilities 
Limited English Proficient 
Economically Disadvantaged 
Migrant  
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Gender 
 

2. Information on student achievement at each proficiency level. In Idaho, the 
proficiency levels are: advanced, proficient, basic, below basic; the data is 
disaggregated by the following subgroups: 

 
All Students 
Major Racial & Ethnic groups 

   Students with Disabilities 
Limited English Proficient 
Economically Disadvantaged 
Migrant 
Gender 

       
3. The assessment data include the most recent 2-year trend data in student 

achievement for each subject and for each grade it is available. 
 

Accountability Data 
 
The state Report Card includes required accountability data for the state, its LEAs, and 
all schools, including a comparison between student achievement levels and the state’s 
annual measurable objectives in reading and math, and data on student performance 
on the state’s additional academic indicators used in making adequate yearly progress 
(AYP) determinations, and information on districts and schools making AYP.  
 
Specifically, the State Report Card includes: 
 

1. A comparison between the actual achievement levels and the State’s annual 
measurable objectives in reading and mathematics for the following 
subgroups: 

 
All Students 
Major Racial & Ethnic Groups 
Students with Disabilities 
Limited English Proficient 
Economically Disadvantaged  

 
2. A comparison between the actual participation rate and the State’s annual 

measurable objective of 95 percent tested for the following subgroups: 
 

All Students 
Major Racial & Ethnic Groups 
Students with Disabilities 
Limited English Proficient 
Economically Disadvantaged 
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3. Information on the third academic indicator used by the State for AYP 

determinations. (See Sections 7.1 and 7.2 for descriptions.) The information 
is disaggregated for the following groups: 

 
All Students 
Major Racial & Ethnic Groups 
Students with Disabilities 
Limited English Proficient 
Economically Disadvantaged 

 
The state reports aggregate graduation and drop out rates for the State, its 
LEAs that graduate students, and all high schools.  Beginning with the 2006-
2007 school year the department reports disaggregated information for the 
following groups: 

 
All Students 
Major Racial & Ethnic Groups 
Students with Disabilities 
Limited English Proficient 
Economically Disadvantaged 

 
 

4. The State Report Card also includes the following accountability information: 
 Adequate Yearly Progress determinations for each LEA and school.  
 A list of schools identified for improvement and the sanctions each faces 
 A list of LEAs identified for improvement and the sanctions each faces 

 
5. The state Report Card goes beyond the federal requirements and includes 

important student safety information for the state, its LEAs and all schools. 
Those indicators include the number of incidents of:  
 Substance (Tobacco, Alcohol, Other Drugs) Distribution, Use, and 

Possession on campuses 
 In-School and Out-of-School Suspensions  
 Truancies, Expulsions, and Fights on campuses  
 Insubordination, Harassment, Bullying, and Vandalism on campuses 
 Weapons, and non-firearm weapons on campuses   
 Data on violent crimes that committed on their campuses used to identify 

“persistently dangerous” schools. 
 

 
Teacher Quality Data 
 
The Idaho State Report Card includes Teacher Quality Data in three areas:   
 

1. The professional qualifications of all public elementary and secondary school 
teachers in the State, as defined by the State;   
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2. The percentage of all public elementary and secondary school teachers teaching 
with emergency or provisional credentials; and 

 
3. The percentage of classes in the State taught by highly qualified teachers (as the 

term is defined in Section 9101(23) of the ESEA), percentage of classes in the 
State not taught by highly qualified teachers, in the aggregate and disaggregated 
by high-poverty compared to low-poverty schools which (for this purpose) means 
schools in the top quartile of poverty and the bottom quartile of poverty in the 
State.  

 
Dissemination 
 
State dissemination 
 
The SBOE produces its State School Report Card as an interactive web-based version, 
which is posted on the ISDE website. Results from the National Assessment of 
Educational Progress (NAEP) are reported as applicable. to reflect results from Idaho 
participation in NAEP administrations.  
 
The State School Report Card web version is available in Spanish. 
 
LEA dissemination 
 
The State Board of Education publishes web-based assessment and accountability 
reports for each LEA and every school and also provides templates to assist districts in 
meeting the federal reporting requirements.  
 
The templates available for LEA and school use are available at: 
http://www.sde.idaho.gov/AYP/default.asp  and include:  
 
District Report Card Templates 
Cover Page (Word) 
AYP Indicator Report (WORD) 
AYP Assessment Report (EXCEL) 
 
Elementary Report Card Templates  
Cover Page (Word) 
AYP Indicator Report (WORD) 
AYP Assessment Report (EXCEL) 
 
Middle/Junior High Report Card Templates  
Cover Page (Word) 
AYP Indicator Report (WORD) 
AYP Assessment Report (EXCEL) 
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High School Report Card Templates  
Cover Page (WORD) 
AYP Indicator Report (WORD) 
AYP Assessment Report (EXCEL) 
 
The report card requirement for LEAs and schools also has been incorporated into the 
state’s accreditation system and is monitored through that program starting with the 
2004-05 data. 
 
Evidence: The Idaho State Report Card with accountability and assessment 
information for the state, its LEAs, and all schools is available at 
http://www.sde.idaho.gov/ipd/reportcard/SchoolReportCard.asp.  
 
The requirement for LEA and school report cards is identified in the accreditation 
procedures provided to districts and schools in Fall 2005 and available at: 
http://www.sde.idaho.gov/accreditation/docs/Comparison.pdf 
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1.6 How does the State Accountability System include rewards and sanctions for 
public schools and LEAs? 

 
Idaho developed annual measurable objectives determined by the computations for 
AYP during the transition period of 2002-03.  Beginning in 2002-2003, Idaho 
administered the ISAT assessments to determine AYP for Idaho school systems.  The 
system of assessment is defined in IDAPA 08.02.03.111, Rules Governing 
Thoroughness, State Board of Education.  
 
Idaho’s current Statewide Assessment and Accountability Plan is reflected in a state 
accountability system that includes rewards and sanctions for public schools and LEAs.  
The Board approved the plan in 2003 and the State Legislature approved it in 2004.  
The plan prescribes consequences for schools/LEAs that do not meet accreditation 
standards.  These consequences range from development of a School Improvement 
Plan to possible state takeover of the school or LEA.  In addition, all Idaho Title I public 
schools and Idaho Title 1 districts are subject to the requirements of Section 1116 of 
NCLB.  (See Chart 2:  Idaho School and LEA Sanctions) 
 
All Idaho schools will follow the State Department of Education Procedures for School 
Improvement 
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Chart 2:  Idaho School and LEA Sanctions 
Not 
Meeting 
AYP After 

 
Schools  

 
LEAs 

Year 1 & 2 Identified as not achieving AYP Identified as not achieving AYP 
Year 3 School Improvement 

• Technical Assistance from LEA 
• Choice  
• Develop and Implement an 

Intervention School Improvement 
PlanningPlan 

• Supplemental Services for eligible 
students in reading and math if 
choice not available 

LEA Improvement 
• Technical Assistance from 

SDE 
• Develop and implement an 

Intervention Improvement 
Plan 

Year 4 School Improvement 
• Technical Assistance from LEA 
• Choice 
• Supplemental Services 
• Previous year sanctions plus 
• Implementation ofImplement 

Intervention School Improvement 
Plan 

LEA Improvement 
• Technical Assistance from 

SDE 
• Implement the Intervention 

Improvement Plan 

Year 5 School Improvement 
• Previous year sanctions plus 

Corrective Action 
• Choice 
• Supplemental Services 
• Technical Assistance from LEA 
• Implement Corrective Action 

• Corrective Action Planning 
• Technical Assistance from 

SDE 
• Implement Corrective Action 

Year 6 School Improvement 
• Continue previous sanctions  
• Choice 
• Supplemental Services 
• Develop a Restructuring Plan 

Corrective Action Implementation 
• Technical Assistance from 

SDE 
• Implement Corrective Action 

Year 7 School Improvement 
• Continue previous sanctions 
• Choice 
• Supplemental Services 
• Implement Alternative Governance 

 

 
Title I schools and non- Title I schools are served under the Idaho State Department of 
Eduction Procedures for Schools in Improvement. (Appendix A)  The plan requires a 
differentiated   level of participation based on the year. The plan  requires that schools 
offer tutoring services to student in underperforming subpopulations,  school 
improvement planning and implementation, participation in SDE training and 
professional development and reporting.  
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Note: For non-Title 1 schools identified for School Improvement (year 3, 4, 5, 6 & 7), 
see page 11 of Appendix A  for alternate options for offering  Supplemental Services. 
 

Rewards 

Distinguished Schools. The State Board of Education may recognize as 
“Distinguished Schools,” the top five percent (5%) of schools exceeding the Idaho 
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) intermediate targets listed in Subsection 112.02 and 
significantly reducing the gaps between subgroups listed in Subsection 112.03.d.   
 
Additional Yearly Growth (AYG) Award. Schools demonstrating improved proficiency 
levels of subpopulations or in the aggregate by greater than ten percent (10%) will be 
considered to have achieved AYG. The school must have achieved Adequate Yearly 
Progress (AYP) to be eligible for this award.  
 
 
 

 

 
 
Evidence: 
 
IDAPA 08.02.03, Section 113 
Board action, revised January 2008 
Idaho Request for Proposal for Supplemental Services Providers 
State of Idaho - Approved List of Supplemental Services Providers 
State Board approved Accountability Procedures 
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PRINCIPLE 2.  All students are included in the State Accountability System. 
 
2.1   How does the State Accountability System include all students in the State? 
 
All Idaho public schools and LEAs are systematically judged on the basis of the same 
criteria when making an AYP determination using data collected through the test 
enrollment process by the technical vendor overseen by ISBE.   
 
The state contractor will use a web-based data collection system to collect data for all 
subpopulations included in NCLB requirements.  This data will be included in reports 
prepared by the current vendor, Data Recognition Corporation, and the Bureau of 
Technology Services, to create reports for the schools, LEAs, and state for AYP 
determination. 
 
For the purpose of determining AYP, Idaho public schools are defined as those 
elementary and secondary schools established and maintained at public expense 
through the total basic foundation program/state aid formula outlined in Idaho Code 
§33-1002 and governed by the Idaho State Board of Education (Idaho Code §33-116). 
For the purposes of AYP determination, an elementary school is one that has a grade 
configuration that may include grades K-4 but does not contain grade 8 or higher.  A 
middle school is a school that does not meet the definition of an elementary school and 
contains grade 8 but does not contain grade 12.  A high school is any school that 
contains grade 12.  The LEA is defined as the local school district or a public charter 
school designated as an LEA.   
 
The accountability of public schools without grades assessed (i.e., K-2 schools) will be 
based on the third grade test scores of the students who previously attended the 
associated feeder school. 
  
All Idaho school students with disabilities as defined under section 602(3) of the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) amendments of 1997 and Board policy 
will participate in the Plan.  The Individualized Education Program (IEP) team will 
determine how students with disabilities will participate in the Plan (i.e., ISAT or Idaho 
Alternate Assessment Program) as defined in Board policy.  For testing purposes, those 
students who have been exited from a special education program will be coded SPEX1 
and SPEX2 for first and second year of exited status.  The Idaho Alternate Assessment 
will yield reading and mathematics assessment results for inclusion in AYP 
determination. 
 
Idaho’s assessment window includes five calendar weeks.  The first four weeks of the 
testing window are considered the test administration window and the fifth week is 
considered the make-up window. 
 
All LEP students in Idaho public schools are required to participate in the Plan.  LEP, 
when used with reference to individuals, denotes: 
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• Individuals whose native language is a language other than English.  
 
• Individuals who come from environments where a language other than English is 

dominant.  
 
• Individuals who are American Indian and Alaskan natives and who come from 

environments where a language other than English has had a significant impact on 
their level of English language proficiency, and who, by reason thereof, have 
sufficient difficulty speaking, reading, writing, or understanding the English 
language to deny such individuals the opportunity to learn successfully in 
classrooms, where the language of instruction is English.   

 
For accountability purposes, all LEP students are included.  LEP students, who receive 
a score in the low range on the State Board of Education approved language acquisition 
proficiency test and have an Education Learning Plan (ELP), shall be given the ISAT 
with accommodations or adaptations as outlined in the ELP. For AYP purposes 
students can be categorized as LEP students for two (2) years after testing proficient on 
the language proficiency test and exiting the LEP program.  However, exited LEP 
students are not included in the LEP subgroup when the number of LEP students in the 
subgroup already meets the minimum “n” size of 34.  For testing purposes, exited LEP 
students will be coded LEPX1 and LEPX2 for first and second year of exited and 
monitored status.  LEP students who do not have an ELP or a language acquisition 
score will be given the regular ISAT without accommodations or adaptations. LEP 
students who are enrolled in their first year of school in the United States may take the 
English Proficiency test in lieu of the reading/language usage ISAT but will still be 
required to take the math, and science in grades offered, ISAT with accommodations or 
adaptations as determined by the ELP and language proficiency score.  Their 
participation will count positively in the 95% participation requirement for both the 
reading and math assessment.  However, neither the math nor reading scores will be 
counted in the proficiency calculations. For testing purposes, first year LEP students will 
be coded as LEP1. 
 
 
All of the required subgroups, including students with disabilities and LEP students 
within the flexibility parameters allowed by the US Education Department, who are 
enrolled in an Idaho public school for a full academic year, will be included in the 
performance level measures that determine AYP and accountability status of schools. 
 
Evidence: 
Idaho Code §§33-116 and 33-1002 
IDAPA 08.02.03 
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2.2 How does the State define “full academic year” for identifying students in 
AYP decisions? 

 
As defined in Board Rule, the following students are to be included in the Plan through 
the completion of a full academic year. 

For inclusion in AYP determination   
 
A student who is enrolled continuously in the same public school from the end of the 
first eight (8) weeks or fifty-six (56) calendar days of the school year through the spring 
testing administration period will be included in the calculation to determine if the school 
achieved AYP.  A student is continuously enrolled if s/he has not transferred or 
dropped-out of the public school.  Students who are serving suspensions/expulsions are 
still considered to be enrolled students.  Expulsion policies in Idaho are used at the 
district level; students expelled at one school do not typically re-enroll at another school 
within the same district.  A student who is enrolled continuously in the LEA from the end 
of the first eight (8) weeks or fifty-six (56) calendar days of the school year through the 
spring testing administration period will be included when determining if the LEA has 
achieved AYP.  A student who is enrolled continuously in a public school within Idaho 
from the end of the first eight (8) weeks or fifty-six (56) calendar days of the school year 
through the spring testing administration period will be included when determining if the 
state has achieved AYP. 
 
 
Evidence: 
 
IDAPA 08.02.03, Section 112.03  
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2.3 How does the State determine which students have attended the same public 
school and/or LEA for a full academic year? 

 
The following definition of students to be included in the Plan through the completion of 
a full academic year has been developed by a statewide citizen committee appointed by 
the Board and will be included in the Plan. 

For inclusion in AYP determination 
 
All of the following student subgroups are held accountable to the AYP indicators: 
 
• A student who is enrolled continuously in the same public school from the end of 

the first eight (8) weeks or fifty-six (56) calendar days of the school year through 
the spring testing administration period will be included in the calculation to 
determine if the school achieved AYP.   A student is continuously enrolled if he/she 
has not transferred or dropped-out of the public school.  Students who are serving 
suspensions are still considered to be enrolled students.  Students who are 
expelled but return to another school in the same district are considered 
continuously enrolled to determine the district AYP. 

 
• A student who is enrolled continuously in the LEA from the end of the first eight (8) 

weeks or fifty-six (56) calendar days of the school year through the spring testing 
administration period will be included in the calculation to determine if the LEA 
achieved AYP.   

 
• A student who is enrolled continuously in the state from the end of the first eight (8) 

weeks or fifty-six (56) calendar days of the school year through the spring testing 
administration period will be included in the calculation to determine if the state 
achieved AYP. 

 
 
Evidence: 
 
IDAPA 08.02.03 
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PRINCIPLE 3. State definition of AYP is based on expectations for growth in 
student achievement that is continuous and substantial, such that 
all students are proficient in reading and mathematics by no later 
than 2013-2014. 

 
3.1 How does the state’s definition of Adequate Yearly Progress require all 

students to be proficient in reading and mathematics by the 2013-2014 
school year? 

 
Idaho’s definition of AYP requires all students to be proficient in reading and 
mathematics by the end of the 2013-2014 school year.  It also requires all students and 
each subgroup to be held accountable to meet all of the academic indicators used to 
measure AYP (percent proficient in reading and mathematics; percent of participation in 
the assessments). Graduation rate for secondary schools and an additional academic 
indicator for elementary and middle schools will also be used to determine if a school 
has made AYP. (See Chart 3.))  For 2007-2008 disaggregation of high school 
graduation rate will be available for use in safe harbor calculations. 
  
High school students take the ISAT in grade 10.  The online test is presented multiple 
times each year for the purpose of meeting the graduation requirements.  If a student 
meets the proficiency requirement in an administration prior to the spring assessment, 
that student will be counted as meeting standard for purposes of calculating AYP.  
Students in 11th and 12th grade taking retest opportunities will not be counted for any 
AYP calculation.  
 
The mathematics, reading, language usage, and science assessments for high school 
(grades 10-12) are based on Idaho content standards for 10th grade.  Beginning in 
spring 2009, Idaho will use a status model and will report results for high school 
students based on the student’s highest score achieved on the NCLB-required 
assessments for four content areas regardless of the grade in which the student took 
the test.  In 2009, scores will be reported as of the end of grade 11; in 2010 and 
subsequent years; scores will be reported as of the end of grade 12. 
 
This policy ensured that high schools are held accountable for the performance of high 
school students in Reading and Mathematics regardless of when the students took the 
assessments for the first time.  High schools, school systems, and the State are held 
accountable for student progress towards annual proficiency targets with an end goal of 
100% proficiency by 2013-14. 
 
Chart 3.  Accountability Subgroups and Academic Indicators 
 Academic Indicators Participation Rate Graduation / 

Additional Academic 
Indicator * 

 Reading 
% Meeting 
Standard 

Mathematics 
% Meeting 
Standard 

Reading Mathematics 

All Students      
Economically 
Disadvantaged 
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American 
Indian/Alaskan Native 

     

Asian      
Black/African 
American 

     

Native 
Hawaiian/Other 
Pacific Islander 

     

White      
Hispanic or Latino 
Ethnicity 

     

Students with 
Disabilities 

     

LEP Students      
 
* The school and LEA will not be required to disaggregate graduation rate and the 

additional academic indicator data into the subgroups for accountability unless the 
school and LEA are using the “Safe Harbor” provision to achieve AYP.   

 
 
All subgroups identified in Chart 3 will be held accountable for the academic indicators 
of reading and mathematics participation rate. Disaggregation of the graduation rate for 
2006-2007 will be available for AYP determination in the 2007-2008 school year.   
Idaho used spring 2002-2003 ISAT scores as the baseline for calculating AYP.  A 
timeline was established for public schools to reach the goal of 100% of students 
proficient in reading and mathematics by the end of the 2012-13 school year. Annual 
intermediate goals were established beginning in the 2004–05 school year with 
subsequent goals in 2006-07, 2008-09 and 2010-11 to assure increases in the percent 
of students proficient in reading and mathematics. 
 
The first increase occurred in 2004-05, followed by incremental increases to assure that 
Idaho public schools and LEAs meet the goal of 100% proficiency in 2013-14.    Setting 
2004-05 as the date for the first expected increase corresponds with the expected 
impact of current state interventions at the elementary level using research-based 
reading strategies and professional development initiatives.   
 

  2002-03 
2003-04 

2004-05 
2005-06 

2006-07 
2007-08 
2008-09 

2009-10 
2010-11 

2011-12 
2012-13 

2013-14 
  

  
Reading 66% 72% 78% 85% 92% 100% 
  
Math 51% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 
  
Language 
Usage  66% 72% 78% 85% 92% 100% 
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Idaho Peer Review for 2006 required significant changes in the ISAT. As such, revised  
proficiency level descriptors were developed in March 07. Based on revised PLDs and 
Spring 07 student data, performance standards were reset in May 2007.   
 
In 2008, Idaho requested an exception to the previously set AMAOs.Annual Measurable 
Objectives (AMOs). The significant changes including a new vendor, aligned items, 
revised performance level descriptors and resetting of performance standards have 
disrupted the process of holding schools and districts accountable. Maintaining 2006-
2008 proficiency targets for an additional year, through 2009, will bring stability to the 
system and still allow Idaho to reach 100% by 2014 as required by NCLB. 
 
GROWTH OBJECTIVE (“Safe Harbor” Provision) 
If any student subgroups do not meet or exceed the Idaho’s annual measurable 
objectives, the public school or LEA may be considered to have achieved AYP if the 
percent of students in the non-proficient subgroup: 
 
1. Decreased by 10% from the preceding school year on the reading and 

mathematics indicators, as applicable,  
 
2. Made progress on one or more oftoward the other indicatorsapplicable indicator, or 

is at/above the target goal for that indicator, and  
 
3. Attained a 95% participation rate 
 
 
Evidence:  
 IDAPA 08.02.03, section 112 
Board action August 2006 
Board Informationinformation February 28, 2008 
 
Board approval January 2009 (expected) 
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3.2 How does the State Accountability System determine whether each student 
subgroup, public school, and LEA achieves AYP?  

 
The Plan bases the annual determination of whether each subgroup, public school, and 
LEA achieves AYP on the achievement of all students, including the following 
subgroups:   
 
1. Economically disadvantaged 
 
2. Racial/ethnic 
 
3. Students with disabilities 
 
4. Limited English Proficient    

 
Idaho’s AYP calculation also incorporates additional academic indicators of 

graduation rate (for secondary schools) and for elementary and middle schools 
beginning in the 2004-2005 school year the third indicator described in Section 7.2.  
Disaggregation of the 2006-2007 graduation rate will be available for AYP 
determinations in 2007-2008.    (See Chart 4.))  
 

(NOTE:  For accountability purposes, the requirement to disaggregate 
graduation rate and growth index data into the subgroups is effective on 
when the public school or LEA must use the “Safe Harbor” provision to 
achieve AYP.)   

 
Idaho will use a decreasing trend calculation under the “Safe Harbor” provision to 
identify schools that failed to achieve AYP by the method outlined in Chart 4.  An Idaho 
public school or LEA may be considered to have achieved AYP if the percent of 
students in the non-proficient subgroup:  
 
Part 1:  Decreased by 10% from the preceding school year,  
 
Part 2:  Made progress on the additional academic indicators, or is at/above the target 

for that academic indicator, and  
 
Part 3:  Attained a 95% participation rate 
 
An LEA is identified for improvement when it misses AYP in the same subject and same 
grade span for two consecutive years, or misses the other academic indicator in the 
same grade span for two consecutive years. 
 
Beginning in 2002-2003 Idaho introduced the ISAT in grades 4, 8, and 10.  With this 
phased-in introduction, many subgroups did not appear to have missed a target in 
reading or math because there were less than 34 students (see section 5.5).  With the 
introduction of more grades, more subgroups now have 34 or more students.  To avoid 
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the over-identification of schools and districts in “need of improvement,” Idaho will apply 
safe harbor (the reduction of not proficient students by 10%) to subgroups’ results from 
2003 even when the “n” is less than 34. 
Idaho will apply safe harbor as follows: 

• The safe harbor formula used is 
% of not proficient students, year 1 - % of not proficient students, year 2 
  % of not proficient students, year 1 

 
• Idaho will use the % of not proficient students in year 1 even when “n” is less 

than 34 
• The “n” for year 2 data must be equal to or greater than 34 

 
Completion of the introduction of the ISAT in grades 3-8 and 10 significantly reduced 
the use of data from groups less than 34 to apply Part 1 of safe harbor. 
 
 
Chart 4.  “Safe Harbor” Provision for AYP Determination with Accountability 
Subgroups and Indicators 
 Academic Indicators Participation Rate Graduation / 

Additional Academic 
Indicator* 

 Reading 
% Meeting 
Standard 

Mathematics 
% Meeting 
Standard 

Reading Mathematics 

 Decrease by 10% 
that percent of 
students not 
proficient from 
the preceding 
year in the school 

Decrease by 10% 
that percent of 
students not 
proficient from 
the preceding 
year in the school 

Attained 
a 95% 
Participat
ion Rate 

Attained a 95% 
Participation Rate 

Meets or shows 
progress toward this 
indicator by that sub-
group 

      
All Students      
Economically 
Disadvantaged 

     

American 
Indian/Alaskan 
Native 

     

Asian      
Black/African 
American 

     

Native 
Hawaiian/Other 
Pacific Islander 

     

White      
Hispanic or 
Latino Ethnicity 

     

Students with 
Disabilities 

     

LEP Students      
 
* The requirement to disaggregate graduation rate and additional academic indicator 

data into the subgroups for accountability is effective only when the public school 
and LEA must use the “Safe Harbor” provision to achieve AYP. 
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The state contractor, now Data Recognition Corporation, will employ its current web-
based system to collect and report data for all subgroups. 
 
Evidence: 
 
Board action August 15, 2003 
IDAPA 08.02.03, §114.07 
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3.2a What is the State’s starting point for calculating Adequate Yearly 
Progress? 

 
Idaho used student scores from the Spring 2002-2003 school year ISAT test for the 
starting point to calculate AYP.  Based on those scores, Idaho set separate starting 
points for reading and mathematics for public schools with the goal of having a common 
starting point statewide for all public schools with similar grade configurations based on 
the ISAT. These averages were used to determine intermediate goals and annual 
measurable objectives. 
•  
The vendor assigns proficiency levels based on achievement standards approved by 
the State Board (see section 1.3).  The State Board contracts with the vendor to report 
proficiency levels on individual student, school, district, and state reports. 
 
Idaho Peer Review for 2006 required significant changes in the ISAT. As such, revised  
proficiency level descriptors were developed in March 07. Based on revised PLDs and 
Spring 07 student data, performance standards were reset in May 2007.  
 
Calculating the Starting Point for AYP 
 
Because it provided the higher starting point of two options, the following method was 
used for establishing the starting point for AYP. 

 
• Rank all Idaho public schools in order according to the percent of students who 

scored at the proficient level or above in reading in Spring 2003.  The same 
process was used to calculate the starting point for mathematics.  (In Steps 1 
through 5, references are made to Chart 5, Example A, found on the following 
page.) 

   
1. In a chart similar to Example A, record the total students in the enrollment 

records for each school after they have been ordered based on the percent of 
students who scored at the proficient level or above. 

 
2. Beginning with the school with the smallest percent of proficient students in 

reading, calculate the cumulative enrollment.  Referring to Example A, the 
cumulative enrollment for School X is 397 {200 (School Z) + 65 (School Y) + 
132 (School X)}. 

 
3. Multiply the total student enrollment for Idaho public schools (top cumulative 

enrollment number) by 20 percent (.20) to find 20 percent of the total student 
enrollment.   In the example, 20 percent of 1619 is 323.8.  Rounding yields 324. 

 
4. Count up from the school with the smallest percent of students proficient in 

reading to identify the public schools whose combined school populations 
represent 20 percent of the total student enrollment (cumulative enrollment).  
From Example A, 20 percent of the total student enrollment is 324.  To reach 
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this number, the student populations from School X, School Y, and School Z 
are combined. 

 
5.  Use the percent of students who scored at the proficient level in reading and 

mathematics from the public schools identified in Step 4.  This percent is the 
minimum starting point for reading and mathematics.  In Chart 5, Example A, 
the minimum starting point is 30 percent (the percent of proficient students at 
School X). 

 
Chart 5.  Example  

School Name Percent of 
Students 

Proficient in 
Reading and Math 

Total students in 
enrollment 

records 

Cumulative enrollment 

School A 54 % 235 1619 (1384 + 235) 
School B 40 % 400 1384 (984 + 400) 
School W 38 % 587 984 (397 + 587) 
School X 30 % 132 397  (265 + 132) 
School Y 29 % 65 265  (200 + 65) 
School Z 20 % 200 200 

 
 
Evidence: 
 
IDAPA 08.02.03, Section 112 
Board action, August 15, 2003 
Board Actionaction, May 30, 2007  
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3.2b What are the State’s annual measurable objectives for determining 
Adequate Yearly Progress?  

 
Idaho has established annual measurable objectives/intermediate goals for reading and 
mathematics.  These goals/objectives will identify a single percent of students who must 
meet or exceed the proficient level of performance on the ISAT and the Idaho Alternate 
Assessment.   
 
Idaho has set annual measurable objectives/intermediate goals separately for reading 
and mathematics. Beginning in 2003-2004 the annual intermediate goals/objectives will 
be used to determine AYP and serve as a guide to public schools in reaching the target 
goal by the end of the 2012-13 school year. The goals/objectives are the same for all 
public schools and LEAs for each grade configuration.  The goals/objectives may be the 
same for more than one year.  Idaho has set the goals/objectives and will use them to 
determine AYP for each public school and LEA by each student subgroup through 
2012-13. (Refer to Section 3.1.) 
 

  2002-03 
2003-04 

2004-05 
2005-06 

2006-07 
2007-08 
2008-2009 

2009-10 
2010-11 

2011-12 
2012-13 

2013-14 
  

  
Reading 66% 72% 78% 85% 92% 100% 
  
Math 51% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 
  
Language 
Usage  66% 72% 78% 85% 92% 100% 

  
 
 
Evidence: 
 
Board action, August 15, 2003 
Board Information, February 21, 2008 
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3.2c What are the State’s intermediate goals for determining Adequate Yearly 
Progress? 

 
Idaho has set intermediate goals that will be applied to all school configurations 
(elementary, middle, and high school) by allowing multiple years at a specific target 
level.  These targets lead to the ultimate goal of having 100% of students proficient in 
2013-14.  See chart in Section 3.2b (Previous page).. 
 
Idaho Peer Review for 2006 required significant changes in the ISAT. As such,  revised  
proficiency level descriptors were developed in March 2007. Based on revised PLDs 
and Spring 07 student data, performance standards were reset in May 2007.  Idaho has 
revised the AMAOAMO progression, maintaining 2006-2008 goals for an additional 
year. 
 
 
Evidence: 
 
Board action, August 2006 
Board Information, 2006 
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PRINCIPLE 4. State makes annual decisions about the achievement of all public 
schools and LEAs. 

 
4.1 How does the State Accountability System make an annual 

determination of whether each public school and LEA in the State 
makes AYP?  

 
Idaho makes annual determinations of AYP for all public schools and LEAs.  Idaho 
Code requires that ISDE publish an annual report of school, LEA, and state 
performance.  Idaho Code § 33-4502 and IDAPA 08.02.03, Section 112, require annual 
decisions before the beginning of each school year regarding school performance.    
 
Information used for AYP determination includes: 
 
• The proficiency status of each student tested in the state based on the assessment 

results for the student.  (Each student will have a total mathematics and a reading 
score and students’ proficiency will be determined for each test as provided by the 
testing company contracted to score and report test results.) 

• Whether each student has completed a full academic year at the school, LEA, or 
state level as determined by a comparison of the roster of students enrolled from the 
end of the first eight weeks or fifty-six (56) calendar days of the school year who 
were continuously enrolled through the spring testing window. A student is 
continuously enrolled if he/she has not transferred or dropped-out of the public 
school.  Students who are serving suspensions are still considered to be enrolled 
students.  Students whoExpulsion policies in Idaho are used at the district level; 
students expelled but return toat one school do not typically re-enroll at another 
school in within the same district are considered continuously enrolled to determine 
the district AYP..   

• The number of students enrolled for a full academic year determined by comparing 
the number of continuously enrolled students with the number of tested students. 

• The percent of students enrolled for a full academic year.  
• The graduation rate for public high schools as determined by the formula indicated in 

Section 7.1 with information coming from the current Tenth Month Enrollment Report 
(June) and prior year dropout reports (by student) 

• Performance on the additional academic indicators: See Section 7.2 for description 
of the third academic indicator for public elementary and middle schools.  

Disaggregated test results, percent tested, and a third academic indicator and for 
elementary and middle schools the academic indicator described in Section 7.2 across 
all required subgroups. Disaggregation of the 2006-2007 graduation rate will be 
available for AYP determinations in 2007-2008. 
 
All required subgroups are identified based on subgroup membership indicated in the 
March testing collection. Idaho will notify schools and LEAs of any subgroup that initially 
does not achieve AYP in one year on any indicator (i.e., reading, mathematics, 
participation rate, additional academic indicator, or graduation rate).  
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Each school, LEA, and sub-group will be required to meet the AMO’s and the 
intermediate goals.  Each school and LEA, including all subgroups, will be required to 
meet the 95% assessment participation rate indicator.  
 
An LEA is identified for improvement when it misses AYP in the same subject and same 
grade span for two consecutive years, or misses the other academic indicator in the 
same grade span for two consecutive years. This language compares to model 3 of 
Attachment A of Assistant Secretary Harry Johnson’s March 7, 2006, letter to states.  
No change is being made in the process already used; only the clarification language is 
being added. 
 
Public schools will be accountable for all students who have been enrolled in the school 
for a full academic year.  The LEA is accountable for all students who have been 
enrolled for a full academic year in that LEA. The State Education Agency (SEA) is 
accountable for all students who have been enrolled for a full academic year in state 
schools. (See Section 2.2.)) 
 
The decision about whether a school has achieved AYP is the responsibility of the State 
Board of Education.   All accountability decisions will be based on the information 
collected by the state contractortest vendor, using the following electronic collections: 
 

• Enrollment of Students at the end of the first eight weeks or fifty-six calendar 
days of the school year 

• Class RosterStudent Enrollment File (SEF) 
• Tenth Month Enrollment Report (June) 
• Total Year Student Registration Record 
• Assessment Results by Student  

 
The State Department of Education receives student data from the vendor in an SQL 
table.  Calculations for AYP are done using additional information listed above.  The 
appeals site for AYP is maintained at ISDE and approval and denials are determined by 
the Office of the State Board. 
 
 
 
Evidence: 
 
Idaho State Code § 33-4502 
IDAPA 08.02.03 
Board action, August 15, 2003 
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PRINCIPLE 5. All public schools and LEAs are held accountable for the 
achievement of individual subgroups. 

 
5.1 How does the definition of Adequate Yearly Progress include all the required 

student subgroups? 
 

Idaho’s definition of AYP includes measuring and reporting the achievement of 
subgroups of students by the indicators and subgroups that appear in Chart 6 
(Accountability Subgroups and Academic Indicators).  Currently, Idaho reports LEA and 
state performance by the required student subgroups.    The Idaho Report Card can be 
viewed at ISDE’s website.  Districts create Reports Cards for individual schools within 
their respective districts.  Reports Cards are available to the public from each LEA. 
 
Chart 6.  Accountability Subgroups and Academic Indicators 
 

Academic Indicators Participation Rate Graduation/Additional 
Academic Indicator* 

 Reading 
% Meeting 
Standard 

Mathematics 
% Meeting 
Standard 

Reading Mathematics  

All Students      
Economically 
Disadvantaged 

     

American 
Indian/Alaskan 
Native 

     

Asian      
Black/African 
American 

     

Native 
Hawaiian/Other 
Pacific Islander 

     

White      
Hispanic or 
Latino Ethnicity 

     

Students with 
Disabilities 

     

LEP Students      
 

 
* The school/LEA will not be required to disaggregate graduation rate and additional 

academic indicator data into the subgroups for accountability unless the school/LEA 
is using the “Safe Harbor” provision to achieve AYP.   

 
Idaho’s definition of AYP requires all student subgroups to be proficient in reading and 
mathematics by the end of the 2012-13 school year. (See Section 3.1.)) 
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Evidence:  
Idaho Report Card 
http://www.sde.idaho.gov/ipd/reportcard/SchoolReportCard.asp 
IDAPA 08.02.03 
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5.2 How are public schools and LEAs held accountable for the progress of 
student subgroups in the determination of Adequate Yearly Progress? 

 
Data Recognition Corporation, Idaho’s assessment contractor, collects all data on all 
student subgroups.  ThisThese data isare then provided to the stateISDE and used to 
match student enrollment data with test results and other indicators to determine AYP 
for all required subgroups.  School determinations of AYP are computed in this system.  
Each subgroup within the school or LEA must meet the objective for each indicator 
(assessment proficiency rate and participation rate) in order to achieve AYP.   
 
Idaho uses a uniform averaging procedure across grade levels in a school, LEA, or 
state to produce a single assessment score for reading and a single assessment score 
for mathematics.  Test results in 2003 provided starting points for determining 
intermediate goals and annual measurable objectives for schools at those grade 
configurations. (See Section 3.1)  Additionally, Idaho applies the 95% participation rate 
to student subgroups.   
 
For AYP determination, the additional academic indicator calculation is used for 
accountability at the school/LEA levels, but is not calculated for each subgroup.  
However, for schools/LEAs that must use the “Safe Harbor” provision to achieve AYP 
the academic indicator must then be met by the subgroup(s) that failed to achieve AYP 
on the assessment scores.   
 
Idaho will notify public schools and LEAs of any subgroup that does not achieve AYP in 
one year on any indicator (i.e., reading, mathematics, participation rate, additional 
academic indicator, or graduation rate).  However, if that school/LEA successfully 
achieves AYP for that same indicator the following year, that school and LEA will be 
considered to have achieved the AYP standard and will not be identified as a school in 
need of improvement. This approach will reduce the error of false identification of 
schools in need of improvement based on that standard. 
 
The Idaho Report Card will chart the progress of all groups of students and the status of 
each group in relation to annual measurable objectives based on the percent of 
students at the proficient level for reading, mathematics, the participation rate, and 
additional academic indicators. ISDE will provide the participating school, LEA, and 
state with the annual Report Card by the end of September with results. 
 
Evidence:   
 
IDAPA 08.02.03 
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5.3  How are students with disabilities included in the State’s definition of 
Adequate Yearly Progress? 

 
Students with disabilities, as defined under Section 602(3) of IDEA and State Board 
policy are required to participate in all statewide achievement tests in Idaho.  For AYP 
purposes, Board policy also stipulates that students with disabilities who have been 
enrolled in a public school for a full academic year will be included in the accountability 
formula.  Students with disabilities must participate either in the ISAT, with or without 
accommodations and adaptations, or in the Idaho Alternate Assessment (IAA).  The 
participation and proficiency results for the students with disabilities will be included in 
all AYP determinations.   
 
IdahoThe Office of the State Board notifies schools and LEAs of the AYP status for the 
student with disabilities subgroup on each indicator (i.e., reading and mathematics 
proficiency and participation rates, graduation rate, or the performance rate on the 
additional academic indicator). If a school and/or LEA successfully achieves AYP for 
that same indicator the following year, that school and/or LEA will be considered to have 
achieved the AYP standard and will not be identified for school improvement based on 
the AYP standard.  
 
The IAA is for special education students with significant disabilities, whose cognitive 
impairment may prevent them from attaining grade-level knowledge and skills, even 
with effective instruction and modifications. The IEP team determines whether a student 
is eligible to take an alternate assessment by using the state guidelines. The IAA is 
aligned to extended knowledge and skills, which are aligned to the Idaho Achievement 
Standards.  Extended knowledge and skills differ in complexity and scope from the 
general education knowledge and skills.  The IAA has a clearly defined scoring criteria 
and procedure and a reporting format that identifies the same performance levels as 
students taking the ISAT.  All students taking the IAA are included in the calculations of 
adequate yearly progress (AYP) as either proficient (and above) or not yet proficient at 
the school, LEA and state level in reading and math and participation rates.  The 
percent of students in the Alternate Assessment to ISAT will not exceed 1% of all 
students in the grades assessed at the LEA and the state levels. If it is projected that an 
LEA may exceed the 1% cap due to unusual circumstances, the LEA must use the state 
appeal process for approval.     
 
As in 2006-2007, for calculating AYP for 2007-2008 Idaho will again take advantage of 
the additional flexibility offered for students with disabilities.  Using the federal 
guidelines (May 10, 2005) for a transition option number 1, a proxy equivalent to two 
percent of the total number of students assessed will be calculated to allow an 
additional credit  to schools or districts that miss the Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) 
targets solely because of students with disabilities.  This proxy percentage will be 
applied uniformly to all relevant schools and districts.  19 points were added in the two 
previous years, and in 2007 five districts and 19 schools benefited.  
 
Idaho is participating with five other states in an EAG: CAAVS grant to develop a 2% 
assessment.  This work will continue into 2009-10 school year.   
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For testing purposes, those students who have been exited from a special education 
program will be coded SPEX1 and SPEX2 for first and second year of exited status.   
 
Evidence:    
IDAPA 08.02.03 
http://www.sde.state.id.us/SpecialEd/AltAssessment/iaamanual.pdf 
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5.4   How are students with limited English proficiency included in the State’s 
definition of Adequate Yearly Progress? 

 
All LEP students in Idaho public schools are required to participate in the Plan using 
appropriate accommodations and modifications.  LEP, when used with reference to 
individuals, represents: 
 
• Individuals whose native language is a language other than English.  
 
• Individuals who come from environments where a language other than English is 

dominant.  
 
• Individuals who are American Indian and Alaskan natives and who come from 

environments where a language other than English has had a significant impact on 
their level of English language proficiency, and who, by reason thereof, have 
sufficient difficulty speaking, reading, writing, or understanding the English 
language to deny such individuals the opportunity to learn successfully in 
classrooms, where the language of instruction is English.     

 
The following language is from IDAPA 08.02.03:  “Limited English Proficient (LEP) 
students, as defined in Subsection 112.03.d.iv., who receive a score in the low range on 
the State Board of Education approved language acquisition proficiency test and have 
an Education Learning Plan (ELP), shall be given the ISAT with accommodations or 
adaptations as outlined in the ELP. For AYP purposes students can be categorized as 
LEP students for two (2) years after testing proficient on the language proficiency test 
and exiting the LEP program.  However, exited LEP students are not included in the 
LEP subgroup when the number of LEP students in the subgroup already meets the 
minimum “n” size of 34.  For testing purposes, exited LEP students will be coded LEPX1 
and LEPX2 for first and second year of exited and monitored status.  LEP students who 
do not have an ELP or a language acquisition score will be given the regular ISAT 
without accommodations or adaptations. LEP students who are enrolled in their first 
year of school in the United States may take the English Proficiency test in lieu of the 
reading/language usage ISAT but will still be required to take the math, and science in 
grades offered, ISAT with accommodations or adaptations as determined by the ELP 
and language proficiency score.  Their participation will count positively in the 95% 
participation requirement for both the reading and math assessment.  However, neither 
the math nor reading scores will be counted in the proficiency calculations.”.  For testing 
purposes, first year LEP students will be coded as LEP1. 
 
All of the required subgroups, including LEP students as described above, who are 
enrolled in an Idaho public school for a full academic year, will be included in the 
performance level measures that determine AYP and accountability status of schools, 
and the approval status of schools, LEAs, and the state. 
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Idaho will notify schools and LEAs of the LEP subgroup that initially does not achieve 
AYP in one year on any indicator (i.e., reading, mathematics, participation rate, 
additional academic indicator, or graduation rate).   
 
Board rule addresses the participation of LEP students and also outlines the criteria that 
a school-based team must evaluate each individual LEP student to determine the 
appropriate participation in the ISAT. LEAs may approve assessment with 
accommodations and modifications on a case-by-case basis for individual students.  
 
For an LEP student who is also identified as a student with disabilities under IDEA, the 
IEP team will determine whether the student participates in the ISAT or meets the 
criteria for the Idaho Alternate Assessment. 
 
Evidence:   
 
IDAPA 08.02.03, §§111.04 and 112 
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5.5 What is the State’s definition of the minimum number of students in a 
subgroup required for reporting purposes?  For accountability purposes? 

 
Reporting Purposes 
 
ISDE’s minimum “n” for reporting is 10 students.  Idaho Report Card does not report 
student data for less than 10 students.  However, if the minimum “n” is not met, scores 
are rolled into the district level.  In addition, when the cell being reported is greater then 
95% or less than 5%, only the symbols >95% or < 5% will be reported.  This will further 
reduce the possibility of inadvertently identifying information about individual students. 
 
Board rule outlines the achievement performance measures for reporting the school’s 
total students and each subgroup (migrant students, student gender, students with 
disabilities, LEP students, economically disadvantaged students, race/ethnicity to 
include American Indian/Alaskan Native, Asian, Black/African American, Native 
Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander, White, and Hispanic or Latino Ethnicity), which 
contains 10 or more students.   
 
Accountability Purposes 
 
ISDE’s minimum “n” for accountability is 34 students.   The minimum “n” of 34 will apply 
to ISAT, including Idaho Alternative Assessment test scores.  Idaho examined the 
impact of the various “n” values that are statistically defensible for making valid and 
reliable AYP decisions.  The “n” value of 34 provides confidence intervals of .05 and a 
power of .80, both of which are statistically acceptable.   
 
For a comparative perspective, the following chart shows the impact of various “n” 
values on the number of schools that would be excluded at each value. 
 
 

Fall 
Enrollment 

Number of 
Schools 

Elementary Alternative/ 
Secondary 

Exceptional 
Child 

< 50 66 29 27 2 
< 40 60 27 23 2 
< 34 51 25 17 2 

 
As the chart illustrates an “n” of 34 includes 15 schools in the calculation that would not 
be reported with an “n” of 50.  Idaho has a very homogeneous student population.  
Approximately 86% of students are White, 11% are Hispanic or Latino ethnicity, and 3% 
is identified as Black/African American, Asian, or American Indian/Alaskan Native.   
 
With an “n” greater than 34 the probability is high that whole subgroups of the 
population would be excluded from performance calculations.  Idaho will use grouping 
techniques consistent with federal guidelines to group students across grade-level 
averaging to reach reportable student numbers. 
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Beginning in 2002-2003 Idaho introduced the ISAT in grades 4, 8, and 10.  With this 
phased-in introduction, many subgroups did not appear to have missed a target in 
reading or math because there were less than 34 students (see section 5.5).  With the 
introduction of more grades, more subgroups now have 34 or more students.  To avoid 
the over-identification of schools and districts in “need of improvement,” Idaho will apply 
safe harbor (the reduction of not proficient students by 10%) to subgroups’ results from 
2003 even when the “n” is less than 34. 

• The safe harbor formula used is 
% of not proficient students, year 1 - % of not proficient students, year 2 
  % of not proficient students, year 1 

 
• Idaho will use the % of not proficient students in year 1 even when “n” is less 
than 34 

• The “n” for year 2 data must be equal to or greater than 34 
 
Completion of the introduction of the ISAT in grades 3-8 and 10 reduced the use of data 
from groups less than 34 to apply Part 1 of safe harbor. 
 
Board policy outlines the achievement performance level measures for accountability as 
the “school’s total students and each subgroup (students with disabilities, Limited 
English Proficient, economically disadvantaged, and racial/ethnic to include American 
Indian/Alaskan Native, Asian, Black/African American, Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific 
Islander, White, and Hispanic or Latino Ethnicity) that contains 34 or more students.”  
 
 
 
 
Evidence: 
 
IDAPA 08.02.03 
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5.6 How does the State Accountability System protect the privacy of students 
when reporting results and when determining AYP? 

 
Idaho uses a minimum “n” of 10 for reporting of school and LEA results.  This minimum 
is acceptable forconsistent with requirements of the Family Educational Rights and 
Privacy Act (FERPA) requirements.  Additionally, the Board policy assures the privacy 
rights of all students. 
 
Individual student results are not public record. In order to assure that individual 
students cannot be identified, school results are not publicly reported or displayed when 
the number of students in a subgroup is less than 10. or whenever the reported results 
would make it possible to determine the performance of individuals such as all students 
in the group falling into the same performance level.  Asterisks will be used on the Idaho 
Report Card when data has beenare suppressed. 
 
Results greater than 95% will be reported as “> 95%” and results less that 5% will be 
reported as “< 5%” in order to prevent reporting information that would violate the 
privacy of individual students. 
 
 
 
Evidence: 
 
IDAPA 08.02.03, §111.05 
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PRINCIPLE 6. State definition of AYP is based primarily on the State’s 
academic assessments. 

 
6.1 How is the State’s definition of Adequate Yearly Progress based primarily 

on academic assessments? 
 
Idaho’s definition for AYP is based primarily on reading and mathematics assessments 
for all student subgroups.  The 2002-2003 test results served as the baseline data years 
for the assessment indicators.   
 
To achieve AYP, all student subgroups are required to meet the state’s definition of 
proficient for reading and mathematics by the 2012-13 school year.  Beginning in the 
2004-05 school year, each school and LEA was required to increase the percent of 
students at the proficient level in that school or LEA consistent with intermediate annual 
measurable achievement objectives that were originally based on 2002-2003 baseline 
data.  
 
The assessments that will be used to determine AYP calculations for schools and LEAs 
in Idaho are designated by “X” and on the following chart: 
 
Chart 7.  Idaho’s Accountability Assessments  
 

 ISAT & IAA 
Grade Reading Mathematics *Science  

K    
1    
2    
3 X X  
4 X X  
5 X X X 
6 X X  
7 X X X 
8 X X  
9    
10 X X X 
11    
12    

 
         *Science will be reported only as required for 2008. 
 
The same performance level standards are applied to public schools and LEAs, 
disaggregating the data into the federally-defined subgroups to determine the minimum 
percent of students at or above the state’s identified proficient performance level for the 
respective grade spans using the starting point calculations outlined in section 3.2b and 
Chart 5.  These calculations first identified the percent of students achieving AYP for 
2003-04; determined AYP intermediate goals/annual objectives based on state 
performance through 2012–14; and determined annual growth objectives based on 
school performance up to 2012–14. 
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In addition to meeting the 95% assessment participation rate, the graduation rate will be 
used as the additional indicator for public high schools.  Disaggregation of the 
graduation rate for 2006-2007 will be available for AYP determination in the 2007-2008 
school year.  Beginning in 2004-2005 the third indicator as described in Section 7.2 will 
be used for elementary and middle public schools for determining AYP.    
  
 
 
Evidence: 
 
IDAPA 08.02.03 
Board action, January 26, 2004 
IDAPA 08.02.03 
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PRINCIPLE 7. State definition of AYP includes graduation rates for public 
high schools and an additional indicator selected by the state for public middle 
and public elementary schools (such as alternative performance measure rates). 
 
7.1   What is Idaho’s definition for public school graduation rate? 
 
For Idaho, the graduation rate has been measured through AYP determinations made in 
2007 using the number of students who graduate from a public high school with a 
regular diploma (not including a GED or any other diploma not fully aligned with the 
state’s academic standards) in five years.  Idaho includes in the graduation rate the 
number of students with disabilities who are entitled to services up to the age of 21 
where the Individual Education Plan warrants the additional time to meet graduation 
requirements.  The number of high school graduates and dropouts by grade has been 
reported to ISDE for the last five years. 
 
The graduation rate formula beginning in fall 2008 data collection and used in the 
calculation for the class of 2007 in AYP determination for the State of Idaho for  2008 
uses a denominator of current year graduates, plus current year 12th grade dropouts, 
plus prior year 11th grade dropouts, plus two years prior 10th grade dropouts, plus three 
years prior 9th grade dropouts. 
 
      A 
             = Graduation Rate 
       A+B+C+D+E 
 
A = Current Year Graduates 
B = Current Year 12th Grade Dropouts 
C = Prior Year 11th Grade Dropouts 
D = Two Years Prior 10th Grade Dropouts 
E = Three Years Prior 9th Grade Dropouts 
 
 
 
Idaho uses the formula for graduation rate from the National Center for Educational 
Statistics (NCES).  Graduation rate (G) is defined by NCES as the proportion of 
students that begin in ninth grade and go on to complete twelfth grade with a diploma. 
Idaho includes students who complete high school under the IEP exception.  A General 
Education Development (GED) certificate does not meet requirements that are 
comparable for receipt of a regular high school diploma. 
 

( ) ( ) ( )
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Where 

G  =  graduation rate. 

IRSA TAB 1 Page 53



State of Idaho 
Consolidated State Application - Accountability Workbook 

 

State of Idaho  7.1 
 

45 

long
stc   =  four-year completion rate for state s at year t. 

stg  =  number of high school completers at year t. 
12
std   =  number of grade 12 dropouts at year t. 

( )
11

1tsd −   =  number of grade 11 dropouts at year t-1. 

( )
10

2tsd −   =  number of grade 10 dropouts at year t-2. 

( )
9

3tsd −   =  number of grade 9 dropouts at year t-3. 
 
 
The Board established the graduation rate standard of 90%.  Schools will be considered 
as having achieved AYP if they meet or exceed the standard or if they have made 
improvement toward the standard. 
 
Idaho will first determine whether each school met the 90% target or improved its 
graduation rate over the previous year.   
  
All schools with over 100 in the graduating cohort will continue to have AYP determined 
by this formula.  
  
Schools with graduating cohorts from 35-100 will have graduation rates calculated to 
determine whether they have improved or reached 90%.  A three year rolling average of 
graduation rates will be applied to calculate AYP when they fail to meet 90%.   
 
The High School ISAT is first administered at grade 10.  Proficient student scores will be 
banked.  Non-proficient students will be re-tested in grades 11 and 12.  AYP calculation 
will be made at the 11th grade cohort in 2009 and 12th grade cohort in 2010.  Proficiency 
on the High School ISAT is a requirement for high school graduation in Idaho. 
 
Graduation rates will use a rolling average, averaged over a two or three year period to 
determine if the requirement has been met. 
  
For small schools below the minimum “n” (with 34 or fewer students in the cohort, Idaho 
will conduct a small school review by: 
 
 First determining whether the school has met the 90% target or improved its 

graduation rate over the previous year. 
 Second, a three year rolling average of graduation rates will be applied to 

calculate AYP when they fail to meet 90%. 
 Finally, AYP determination will be based on whether the school lost no more than 

1 student per year. 
 
For subgroups with less than 10, the 90% or improvement rule will be applied at the 
LEA and state levels. 
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For AYP determination, the graduation rate calculation will be used for accountability at 
the school/LEA levels, but will not be calculated for each subgroup.  However, for 
schools/LEAs that must use the “Safe Harbor” provision to achieve AYP for the 
achievement indicator, the graduation rate standard must then be met by the 
subgroup(s) that failed to achieve AYP on the assessment standards. 
 
While the state has been able to calculate the graduation rate for the student population 
as a whole, in order to provide for disaggregation of data by subgroups Idaho 
implemented in the fall 2008 collection detailed data that will allow the calculation of 
subgroup graduation rates for “Safe Harbor” determinations for the 2007 graduating 
class, which will be reported in 2008 AYP determinations.     
 
The formula for calculating the graduation rate for the class of 2007 will be based on 
four year completers and will be used in the AYP calculation for 2008.  With the 
implementation of a unique student identifier within the next year districts within Idaho 
will be better able to track transfers of students within the state. 
 
Evidence:   
 
Board action October 2, 2003 
IDAPA 08.02.03 
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7.2 What is the State’s additional academic indicator for public elementary 
schools and public middle schools for the definition of AYP? 

 
The Idaho State Board of Education approved beginning in the 2004-2005 school year 
an additional academic indicator for elementary and middle schools.  Districts may 
choose among the following three options: 

• Meet or exceed previous Language Usage ISAT proficiency rates, or 
• Reduce the percentage of students that score at the below basic level on the 

reading and math ISAT, or 
• Increase the percentage of students that score at the advanced level on the 

reading and math ISAT.  
• Meet, exceed, or show progress towards, the average annual attendance rate of 

93% as reported on the First Quarterly Reporting Period, November of each 
school year. 

 
The guidelines for the Language Usage proficiency rates will be the same as for the 
previous two years.  Schools/districts and any applicable subgroup using safe harbor 
must do one of the following to meet the Language Usage goal: 

1. Maintain the percent of proficient or advanced students from the previous 
year, or 

2. Increase the percent proficient or advanced students from previous year, or 
3. Achieve a proficiency rate at or above 7678% (this target is set to increase as 

does the percentage expected for the reading/language artsusage 
assessment—see 3.1). 

 
In addition, the guidelines below apply to increasing the percent of advanced in reading 

and math or decreasing the percent of below basic in reading and math: 
1.  Increase in percent of advanced is an average of the percent of increase in 

reading and the increase in math delineated by the following formulas: 
a) Formula for increase of advanced percent: ((Percent of advanced students 

in reading year 2 – percent of advanced students in reading year 1) + 
(Percent of advanced students in math year 2 – percent of advanced 
students in math year 1)) / 2 

b) Formula for decrease of below basic percent: ((Percent of below basic 
students in reading year 1 – percent of below basic students in reading 
year 2) + (Percent of below basic students in math year 1 – percent of 
below basic students in math year 2)) / 2 

2. Districts must maintain the previous year’s level or make progress in either 
the percent of advanced or percent of below basic students to have achieved 
the goal. 

 
The following are general guidelines for all threefour options: 

1. Selection of an option is in force for a minimum of one year. Districts may 
change their selection annually by written notification to the Office of the State 
Board of Education by September 15th of each year. The selection will remain 
in effect unless notification is received by this date. 
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2. Districts must select a choice that will be applied to all schools within that 
district, including charter schools.  Charter schools not chartered by a district 
will make a decision as an LEA. 

LEA choices must be made at the beginning of the school year.  The language usage 
option was assigned to LEAs that did not make the cut off date for the 2004-2005 
school year. 
 
These gains are measured by performance on the ISAT tests, eliminating the need for 
an additional statewide test.  The language usage test is an academic test that is 
developed and maintained according to the same technical standards as the 
mathematics, reading, and science tests that are components of the ISAT. 
 
For the AYP determination, the additional academic indicator calculation will be used for 
accountability at the school/LEA levels, but will not be calculated for each subgroup.  
However, for schools/LEAs that must use the “Safe Harbor” provision to achieve AYP 
for the achievement indicator, the additional academic indicator standard must then be 
met by the subgroup(s) that failed to achieve AYP on the assessment standards.  
 
 
 
Evidence: 
 
Board action, January 26, 2004 
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7.3  Are the State’s academic indicators valid and reliable? 
 
Idaho has defined academic indicators that are valid and reliable as demonstrated by 
the use of clear definitions (e.g., United States Department of Education-recommended 
calculation formulas) for data elements and the statewide collection and analysis of data 
by the Board and ISDE.  The Board and ISDE review data submitted by LEAs, including 
school/LEA graduation and additional academic indicators, and publishes the 
information in school/LEA/state Report Cards.  AllThis includes the monitoring of 
databases are monitored to verify the accuracy of data. 
 
Idaho’s graduation rate calculation is consistent with the NCES calculation (See Section 
7.1) with the exception that Idaho includes a provision that for students with disabilities 
who meet the criteria established on his or her IEP that specifically address completion 
of the student’s secondary program more than four years can be taken to graduate.  
The same flexibility is allowed for LEP students with an ELP plan. 
 
Idaho has contracted with outside vendors to conduct independent reliability and validity 
studies of ISAT reading, mathematics, language usage, and science assessments.  
Educators from each part of the state will be involved in ongoing item writing and test 
development to provide test items for each testing session.  Alignment study results will 
be used to guide the items writing sessions and assure that alignment is maintained.  
The alternate assessment has been independently analyzed to assure validity, 
reliability, and alignment. 
 
 
Evidence:   
 
Idaho State Department of Education website for Idaho Report Card 
http://www.sde.idaho.gov/ipd/reportcard/SchoolReportCard.asp 
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PRINCIPLE 8. AYP is based on reading/language arts and mathematics 
achievement objectives. 

 
8.1 Does the state measure achievement in reading/language arts and 

mathematics separately for determining AYP? 
 
For accountability purposes, using the ISAT, achievement in reading and mathematics 
are measured separately.  For Idaho students with significant cognitive impairment, the 
Idaho Alternate Asssessment  (IAA) is used to assess students for accountability.  (See 
Chart 3 in Section 3.1)  During the 2002–03 academic year, Idaho implemented the 
ISAT assessment program on a statewide basis.   
 
The starting points for all student groups were calculated using data from all Idaho 
public schools.   
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PRINCIPLE 9. State Accountability System is statistically valid and reliable. 
 
 
9.1 How do AYP determinations meet the State’s standard for acceptable 

reliability? 
 
Idaho will provide a process that creates evidence that AYP determinations are reliable. 
The reliability of the Plan determinations will be assured through: 
 
• Uniform averaging of proficiency categories across grade levels within the school 

and LEA to produce a single school or LEA score. 
 

• 2002-03 scores were used as baseline for determining starting point.  Idaho has 
established the trajectory of intermediate goals and annual objectives beginning in 
2004-2005. 

 
• Statistical tests to support the minimum “n” decision. 
 
• A minimum subgroup size of 34 is being used for accountability.  
 
• External review for content standards alignment.   

 
• Third party independent alignment studies for Mathematics, Science and Reading 

were completed in May 2007 and for Language Usage in January 2008.  Note: 
Language Usage was delayed until Idaho’s item bank was sufficient.  All four 
alignment studies are available at http://www.boardofed.idaho.gov/saa/Technical-
Reports.asp. 

 
• “Safe Harbor” provision and evidence that this rule increases reliability of decisions 

about schools. 
 

Note:  Validity, reliability and alignment studies for the IAA will be available in fall 2009.  
IAA is currently under revision. 
 
Evidence: 
 
Assessment Data analysis from ISAT  
Technical Reports: ISAT 
http://www.boardofed.idaho.gov/saa/Technical-Reports.asp. 
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9.2 What is the State’s process for making valid AYP determinations? 
 

Idaho’s Plan is designed for construct validity and ongoing analysis of results.  
 
Reliable assessments aligned with content standards will result in accurate identification 
of schools and LEAs in need of improvement.  Accurate data collection and reporting 
will support the inferences drawn from the System.  Schools and LEAs will have access 
to an appeals procedure following preliminary identification. 
 
In order to increase the validity of accountability decisions, Board policy includes the 
following Appeals Process:  
 
1. The Idaho State Board of Education, with the assistance of the Idaho State 

Department of Education, determines preliminary identification of all schools and 
LEAs that have not met AYP according to the state criteria.  The LEA will notify all 
schools whothat are identified for school improvement. 

 
2. Within 30 days of preliminary identification, the agency (LEA/school) reviews its 

data and may challenge its identification.  The agency (LEA/school) not meeting 
AYP may appeal its status and provide evidence to support the challenge to the 
agency making the identification (Idaho Board of Education or LEA). 

 
3. No later than thirty days after preliminary identification, the identifying agency 

reviews the appeal and makes a final determination of identification for school 
improvement.   

 
A valid and reliable accountability system has been designed for the ISAT assessment 
program that includes the requirements of NCLB.  The new accountability system will be 
designed to create the most advantageous balance of 1) reliable results, 2) public 
confidence in the results, 3) including all public schools in the accountability formula, 
and 4) capacity building and development of resources to serve Idaho students and 
schools.   
 
As the Idaho Accountability System is revised, Idaho will regularly examine the validity 
and reliability of the data related to the determination of AYP and decision consistency 
for holding public schools and LEAs accountable within this system.  Updated analysis 
and reporting of decision consistency will be shared with the public at appropriate 
intervals. 
 
 
Evidence: 
 
IDAPA 08.02.03 
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9.3 How has the State planned for incorporating into its definition of AYP 
anticipated changes in assessment? 

 
Idaho used the ISAT on-grade-level tests and the Plan as the basis for development of 
annual measurable objectives determined by the computations for AYP during the 
transition period of 2002-03.  Scores derived from the annual spring administration of 
the ISAT will be used to determine AYP for Idaho schools.   
 
The current ISAT was first developed for the spring 2007 administration.  The 
development of test forms for subsequent administrations will be carefully linked and 
equated to previous administrations meeting current Standards for Education and 
Psychological Testing, AERA.  Current technical reports are available at the State 
Board website. 
 
ISAT is delivered primarily on the computer. Idaho provides accommodated versions of 
the assessment including pencil/paper, large print and , Braille and audio for students 
requiring these accommodations. Online administration of the test increases accuracy 
and reliability of test results. New assessments that are implemented as part of the Plan 
will employ similar computer technology to assure consistent accuracy and reliability. 
 
Note:  The IAA is currently under revision.  Technical reports will be available in fall 
2009. 
 
.   
 
 
 
Evidence: 
 
IDAPA 08.02.03 
Technical Reports: ISAT 
http://www.boardofed.idaho.gov/saa/Technical-Reports.asp. 
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PRINCIPLE 10.  In order for a public school or LEA to make AYP, the State 
ensures that it assessed at least 95 percent of the students 
enrolled in each subgroup. 

 
10.1 What is the State’s method for calculating participation rates in the state 

assessments for use in Adequate Yearly Progress determinations? 
 
NCLB requires that a minimum of 95% of students enrolled in public schools as well as 
95% of students in each subpopulation take the test.  The 95% minimum precludes 
public schools from shielding low-scoring students in subpopulations from AYP 
accountability.  Failure to include 95% of students automatically identifies the school as 
not having achieved AYP.  The 95% determination is made by dividing the number of 
students assessed on the Spring ISAT by the number of students reported on the class 
roster files: 
 

95.≥
E
T  

 
Where 
 
T =  number of students tested. 
E = number of enrolled students reported for the March Average Daily Attendance 

reporting period in the designated grade levels. 
 
Invalid tests are included in the denominator, but not in the numerator. 
The state uses standard rounding rules in these calculations. 
 
In 2004 Idaho added to Board Rule the provision to use an average of the most recent 
three years to determine whether an LEA meets or exceeds the 95% requirement.  
IDAPA 08.02.03, Rules Governing Thoroughness, in section 03(b)1 states: 

If a school district does not meet the ninety-five percent (95%) participation target 
for the current year, the participation rate can be calculated by the most current 
threerecent two (2) year or the most recent (3) year average of participation. 

 
This change is in accord with the 2004 policy decision of the U.S. Department of 
Education. 
 
Evidence:  
 
IDAPA 08.02.03 
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10.2 What is the State’s policy for determining when the 95% assessed 
requirement should be applied?  

 
For determining AYP, Idaho will apply the 95% of total enrollment participation 
requirement for grades tested for all schools and subgroups unless the subgroup 
has less than the minimum “n.”   For subgroups less than the minimum “n,” the 
95% assessed requirement will be applied at the LEA and state levels.  
 
Failure to include ninety-five percent (95%) of all students and ninety-five percent 
(95%) of students in designated subgroups automatically identifies the school as 
not having achieved AYP.  The ninety-five percent (95%) determination is made 
by dividing the number of students assessed on the spring ISAT by the number 
of students reported on the class roster file for the spring ISAT. 

1) If a school district does not meet the ninety-five percent (95%) 
participation target for the current year, the participation rate will be 
calculated by a three (3) year average of participation. 

2) Students who are absent for the entire state-approved testing window 
because of a significant medical emergency are exempt from taking the 
ISAT if such circumstances prohibit them from participating. 

 
For groups of ten (10) or more students, absences for the state assessment may 
not exceed five percent (5%) of the current enrollment or two (2) students, 
whichever is greater.  Groups of less than ten (10) students will not have a 
participation determination. 
 
 
Evidence: 
 
IDAPA 08.02.03 

IRSA TAB 1 Page 64



State of Idaho 
 

1 

APPENDIX A 
 
 
 
 

Adequate Yearly Progress 
Accountability Procedures  

  
for  

  
Idaho Local Education Agencies & Schools  

  
Approved by the State Board of Education June 2004  

Revised June 2006 
Revised January 2008 
Revised January 2009 

IRSA TAB 1 Page 65



State of Idaho 
Consolidated State Application - Accountability Workbook  

 

Appendix A for Consolidated State Application Accountability Workbook 
  

2 

CONTENTS 
  
  
  
Part I – School Procedures ................................................................................................3 
  
Accountability Timeline for Schools Not Making Adequate Yearly Progress ....................3 
Section I. Technical Assistance ...........................................................................................4 
Section II. School Choice ....................................................................................................7 
Section III. School Improvement Plan .................................................................................8 
Section IV. Supplemental Services ......................................................................................9 
Section V. Corrective Action .............................................................................................12 
Section VI. Restructuring...................................................................................................13 
  
  
Part II – Local Education Agency Procedures ..............................................................14 
  
Accountability Timeline for LEAs Not Making Adequate Yearly Progress .....................14 
Section I. Technical Assistance .........................................................................................15 
Section II. LEA Improvement Plans ..................................................................................15 
Section III. Corrective Action ............................................................................................16 

IRSA TAB 1 Page 66



State of Idaho 
Consolidated State Application - Accountability Workbook  

 

3 
State of Idaho Appendix A for Consolidated State Application 
Accountability Workbook 
   

 
INTRODUCTION  

  
State Board of Education administrative rules and federal law establish sanctions or 
consequences for schools and local education agencies (LEAs) that do not make Adequate 
Yearly Progress (AYP). Part I of this document details the sanctions and procedures for schools. 
Part II details the sanctions and procedures for LEAs.  
  

PART I: SCHOOL PROCEDURES  
  
Sanctions begin when a school fails to make AYP for two consecutive years. The sanctions 
become progressively more severe over the following five years if the school continues to fail to 
make AYP.  
  
Not Meeting 
AYP  

 
Schools  

 
LEAs 

Year 1 & 2 Identified as not achieving AYP Identified as not achieving AYP 
Year 3 School Improvement 

• Technical Assistance from LEA 
• Choice 
• Develop and Implement an 

Intervention School Improvement Plan 
• Supplemental Services for eligible 

students in reading and math if choice 
not available 

LEA Improvement 
• Technical Assistance from SDE 
• Develop and implement an 

Intervention Improvement Plan 

Year 4 School Improvement 
• Technical Assistance from LEA 
• Choice 
• Supplemental Services 
• Implement Intervention School 

Improvement Plan 

LEA Improvement 
• Technical Assistance from SDE 
• Implement the Intervention 

Improvement Plan 

Year 5 Corrective Action 
• Choice 
• Supplemental Services 
• Technical Assistance from LEA 
• Implement Corrective Action 

• Corrective Action 
• Technical Assistance from SDE 
• Implement Corrective Action 

Year 6 School Improvement 
• Choice 
• Supplemental Services 
• Develop a Restructuring Plan 

Corrective Action  
• Technical Assistance from SDE 
• Implement Corrective Action 

Year 7 School Improvement 
• Choice 
• Supplemental Services 
• Implement Alternative Governance 

 

 
Note: For non-Title 1 schools identified for School Improvement (year 3, 4, 5, 6 & 7), see page 11 for 
alternate options for offering  Supplemental Services. 
 

IRSA TAB 1 Page 67



State of Idaho 
Consolidated State Application - Accountability Workbook  

 

4 
State of Idaho Appendix A for Consolidated State Application 
Accountability Workbook 
   

 
An LEA, also called a school district or LEA charter school, must follow specific procedures to 
implement these sanctions when one or more of its schools consistently fail to make AYP. 
Procedures for each sanction and state support are detailed in the following sections:  
  

 • Section I  Technical Assistance   
 • Section II School Choice  
 • Section III School Improvement Plans  
 • Section IV Supplemental Services  
 • Section V Corrective Action  
 • Section VI Restructuring  

 
Section I. Technical Assistance 

  
Although technical assistance is listed with the consequences of not making AYP, it is not a 
sanction. Technical assistance is practical advice offered by an external source that addresses 
specific areas of improvement.  
  
Federal law places the primary responsibility for providing technical assistance to schools with 
the LEA. The State Department of Education (SDE) also plays a significant role in the 
improvement process. Both federal law and State Board rule require the SDE to provide support 
to LEAs and schools (technical assistance, consultation, etc.) in the planning and implementation 
of school improvement.   
  
Below are requirements identified in federal law for the LEA and the state with regard to 
providing technical assistance. Each sanction or consequence also identifies specific technical 
assistance procedures for the LEA.   

    
LEA  
  
The LEA is required to provide technical assistance to its schools that fail to make AYP and are 
identified for improvement. Although the LEA must ensure its schools receive technical 
assistance, federal law allows the LEA to use other agencies to provide the direct services. Other 
acceptable technical assistance providers may include:  

  
 • the State Department of Education,   
 • an institution of higher education,   
 • a private, not-for-profit or for-profit organization,   
 • an educational service agency, or  
 • another entity with experience in helping schools improve academic achievement.  

 
  
Additional resources may be found on the State Department of Education’s website at 
http://www.sde.idaho.gov. 
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State Support  
  
Federal law sets specific technical assistance responsibilities for the state. States are to do the 
following:  
  

 1. Reserve and allocate Title I Part A funds for school improvement activities.  
 

  
 2. Create and sustain a statewide system of support that provides technical assistance to 

schools and LEAs identified for improvement.   
  

 
The central focus of the statewide system of support and improvement is utilizing external teams 
of skillful and experienced individuals and professionals to assist schools and LEAs. Federal law 
also details the roles and responsibilities of these groups as follows:  
  

 1. A team is a group of skillful and experienced individuals charged with providing 
struggling schools with practical, applicable and helpful assistance in order to increase 
the opportunity for all students to meet the state’s academic content and student 
academic achievement standards.  

 
 2. Each team must be comprised of individuals who are knowledgeable about 

scientifically based research and practice and its potential for improving teaching and 
learning. In addition, team members should be familiar with a wide variety of school 
reform initiatives, such as school wide programs, comprehensive school reform, and 
other means of improving educational opportunities for low-achieving students.   

 
 3. Typically, teams will include some or all of the following:   

 
 a. Highly qualified or distinguished teachers, principals, and district level 

personnel;  
 b. Pupil services personnel;   
 c. Parents;   
 d. Representatives of institutions of higher education;  
 e. Representatives of educational laboratories or regional technical assistance 

centers;   
 f. Representatives of external consultant groups; or  
 g. Other individuals that the state, in consultation with the LEA, may deem 

appropriate.  
 

An extensive knowledge base, wide-ranging experience, and credibility are essential 
qualifications for team members.    
 

 4. The team’s responsibility is to assist the school in strengthening its instructional 
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program to improve student achievement.  Specifically, the team must do the 
following:   

  
 a. Review and analyze all facets of the school’s operation, including the design 

and operation of the instructional program, using the findings from this review to 
help the school develop recommendations for improved student performance.  
  

b. Collaborate with school staff, LEA staff, and parents to design, implement and 
monitor an improvement, corrective action or restructuring plan that can be 
expected to help the school meet its improvement goals if implemented.  
  

c. Monitor the implementation of the intervention school improvement plan and 
request additional assistance from the LEA or the state as needed by the school or 
the team.  

  
d. Provide feedback at least twice a year to the LEA, and to the state when 

appropriate, about the effectiveness of the personnel assigned to the school.  
  

e. The overall charge of the team is to help the school create and implement a 
coherent, efficient and practical plan for improvement.  Effective team members 
will possess the knowledge, skills, experience and interpersonal skills that will 
enable them to address problems.  

 
The state also must draw on the expertise of other entities to provide assistance as needed, such 
as institutions of higher education, educational service agencies or other local consortia, or 
private providers of scientifically based technical assistance. To the extent practicable, the 
statewide support system must work with and receive assistance from the comprehensive 
regional technical assistance centers and regional educational laboratories funded under the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), or other providers of technical assistance.   

  
In addition the state must monitor the efforts of LEAs to assist their schools identified for 
improvement. Federal law directs the state to do the following:  
  

 1. Make technical assistance available to schools identified for school improvement, 
corrective action or restructuring.  

  
2. If the state determines that a LEA failed to carry out its responsibilities, take such 

corrective actions as the state determines to be appropriate and in compliance with 
state law.  

 
 3. Ensure that academic assessment results under this part are provided to schools before 

any identification of a school may take place under this subsection.  
 

 4. For LEAs or schools identified for improvement under this subsection, notify the U.S. 
Secretary of Education of major factors that were brought to the attention of the state 
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that have significantly affected student academic achievement.  
 

Section II. School Choice  
  
Below are the School Choice procedures that must be followed by an LEA when one or more of 
its schools fail to make AYP for two or more years. Choice must be offered until the school 
meets AYP for two consecutive years or is restructured.  
  
The LEA must do the following:  
  

 1. Create a choice policy or revise an existing choice or open enrollment policy (Idaho 
Code 33-1402) to include choices for students enrolled in schools identified for 
improvement. The policy should include:  

  
 a. Parental notification of choices as soon as possible after identification and no 

later than 14 days prior to the start of the school year;   
 b. Procedures for parents to sign up their child for transfer;  
 c. Transportation options;  
 d. Criteria to be used for priority rankings if needed;  
 e. Schools available for transfer; and  
 f. Agreements with other LEAs to accept transfer students.  

  
 2. For each of its schools not making AYP for two or more years, advise parents of the 

school’s improvement status and offer choices as soon as possible after identification 
and no later than the first day of school. The notice should accomplish the following:  

  
 a. Inform parents that their child is eligible to attend another public school due to 

the identification of the current school as in need of improvement.  
 b. Identify each public school, which may include charter schools, that the parent 

can select.  
 c. Include information on the academic achievement of the schools that the parent 

may select.  
   

 3. Report to the State Department of Education the number of students using the choice.  
 
State Support  
  
The State Department of Education will provide technical assistance to the LEA upon request. 
Technical assistance may include providing sample letters to parents, sample policies and other 
services.  
 

Section III. School Improvement Plan  
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All Idaho LEAs and their schools have a strategic plan or a continuous school improvement plan. 
This sanction refers to a section of that plan that addresses the specific reading and math 
problems identified through AYP monitoring.  
  
Procedures  
  
Below are the procedures that must be followed by a LEA when schools do not make AYP for 
two or more years.  
  
The LEA must do the following:  
  

 1. Provide direct technical assistance or provide for other agencies to provide technical 
assistance to all its identified schools in creating a two-year school improvement plan. 
Technical assistance should include the following:  

 
 a. School improvement planning and implementation;  
 b. Data analysis;  
 c. Identification and implementation of effective, scientifically based instructional 

strategies;   
 d. Professional development; and  
 e. Budget analysis.  

 
 2. Ensure that each school identified for improvement completes, within 90 days of its 

identification, a two-year school improvement plan for LEA review. Improvement 
plans must:  

 
 a. Focus on reading and/or math deficiencies in participation or proficiency.  
 b. Identify scientifically based teaching strategies.   
 c. Outline professional development.  
 d. Include parental involvement.   
 e. Identify technical assistance needs.  
 f. Establish measurable goals.  
 g. Define implementation responsibilities for the school and the LEA.  

   
 3. Create a process for peer review of the plan.  
  

4. Give final approval within 45 days of receiving the plan.  
 

 5. Work with the State Department of Education to identify a school team to assist 
schools identified for improvement.  

 
 6. Ensure that the plan is implemented as soon as possible after approval and no later than 

the beginning of the following school year.  
 
State Support  
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The SDE will provide technical assistance to the LEA upon request. Technical assistance may 
include the following:  
  

 1. Reviewing and analyzing all facets of the school’s operation, including the design 
and operation of the instructional program;  

 
  
 2. Assisting with writing the plan;  

 
  
 3. Reviewing the Mentoring Program;   

 
  
 4. Identifying a team to advise the school;   

 
  
 5. Offering regional workshops; and  

 
  
 6.  Providing feedback at least twice a year to the LEA.  

 
Section IV. Supplemental Services  

  
Students from low-income families who are attending schools that have been identified as 
needing improvement may be eligible to receive outside tutoring or academic assistance. Parents 
can choose the appropriate services for their child from a list of state-approved providers. The 
LEA will purchase the services with funds identified for this use.  
  
Procedures  
  
Below are the supplemental services procedures that must be followed by a LEA when one or 
more of its schools fails to make AYP for three or more consecutive years. Supplemental 
services must be offered until the school meets AYP for two consecutive years or is restructured. 
Requirements of this program vary depending upon whether the school receives Title I funds.  
  
For Title I schools, the LEA must do the following:  

  
 1. Notify parents about the availability of services, at least annually. The notice must:  

 
 a. Identify each approved service provider within the LEA and LEA charter 

school, in its general geographic location or accessible through technology such 
as distance learning.  

 b. Describe the services, qualifications and evidence of effectiveness for each 
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provider.  
 c. Describe the procedures and timelines that parents must follow in selecting a 

provider to serve their child.  
 d. Be easily understandable; in a uniform format, including alternate formats upon 

request; and, to the extent practicable, in a language the parents can understand.  
 

 2. Help parents choose a provider, if requested.  
 

 3. Determine which students should receive services if not all students can be served 
based on eligibility criteria. If the LEA anticipates that it will not have sufficient 
funds to serve all students eligible to receive services, include in the notice 
information on how it will set priorities in order to determine which eligible students 
do receive services.  

 
 4. Protect the privacy of students who receive supplemental educational services.  

 
 5. Enter into an agreement with a provider selected by parents of an eligible student. 

The agreement must include the following:  
 

 a. Specific achievement goals for the student, which must be developed in 
consultation with the student’s parents;  

 b. A description of how the student’s progress will be measured and how the 
student’s parents and teachers will be regularly informed of that progress;  

 c. A timetable for improving the student’s achievement;  
 d. A provision for termination of the agreement if the provider fails to meet 

student progress goals and timetables;  
 e. Provisions governing payment for the services, which may include provisions 

addressing missed sessions;  
 f. A provision prohibiting the provider from disclosing to the public the identity 

of any student eligible for or receiving supplemental educational services without 
the written permission of the student’s parents; and  

 g. An assurance that supplemental educational services will be provided 
consistent with applicable health, safety and civil rights laws.  

 
 6. Assist the state in identifying potential providers within the LEA and LEA charter 

school.  
 

 7. Report to the State Department of Education the number of students using the 
supplemental services option.  

 
 8. Provide the information the state needs to monitor the quality and effectiveness of 

the services offered by providers.  
 
For non-Title I schools, the LEA must do the following:  
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 1. Follow the same procedures outlined in the previous section for Title I schools 
using state approved supplemental service providers; OR   

 
 2. Meet the intent of the State Board of Education rule by offering eligible students 

access to:  
 a. Computerized remediation programs such as Idaho Plato Learning Network (I-

PLN);  
 b. Remedial classes through the Idaho Digital Learning Academy;   
 c. After-school academic programs; or  
 d. Other district-sponsored remedial or tutoring services.  
   
Districts using option #2 must notify parents of the choices available to students in 
non-Title I schools. The notification should:  
 a. Describe the services available to eligible students;  
 b. Describe the procedures and timelines that parents must follow in selecting a 

provider to serve their child;  
 c. Be easily understandable; in a uniform format, including alternate formats, 

upon request; and, to the extent practicable, in a language the parents can 
understand; and  

 d. If the LEA anticipates that it will not have sufficient funds to serve all students 
eligible to receive services, include in the notice information on how it will set 
priorities in order to determine which eligible students do receive services.  

   
 3. Report to the State Department of Education the number of students using the 

supplemental services option.  
 

 4. Provide the information the state needs to monitor the quality and effectiveness of 
the services offered by providers.  

 
State Support  
 
The state has a number of responsibilities in ensuring that eligible students receive additional 
academic assistance. The State Department of Education will do the following:  

 
 1. Consult with parents, teachers, LEAs and LEA charter schools, and interested 

members of the public to identify supplemental educational service providers so that 
parents have choices.  

 
 2. Provide and disseminate broadly, through an annual notice to potential providers, 

the process for obtaining approval to be a provider of supplemental educational 
services.  

 
 3. Develop and apply objective criteria for approving potential providers.  

 
 4. Maintain an updated list of approved providers.  
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 5. Give school districts a list of available approved providers in their general 

geographic locations.  
  

Section V. Corrective Action 
This stage requires an LEA to ensure that each school identified for corrective action makes 
substantive change. This is a process of immediate planning and implementation. If the school 
continues to fail to meet AYP, the school also must begin planning to restructure.   
   
Procedures  
  
Below are the Corrective Action procedures that must be followed by the LEA when one or more 
of its schools fails to make AYP for four and five consecutive years.  Schools may choose to 
submit restructuring plans for approval prior to Year 5.  
  
The LEA must do the following:  
  

 1. Ensure that each school identified for corrective action continues to offer choice 
and supplemental services.  

 
 2. Continue to provide technical assistance to schools identified for corrective action.  

 
 3. Enroll schools in the state sponsored technical assistance program and/or take one 

of the following actions as soon as possible, no later than the beginning of the 
following school year:   

 
 a. Provide for all relevant staff appropriate, scientifically research-based 

professional development that is likely to improve academic achievement of low-
performing students.  

 b. Institute a new curriculum grounded in scientifically based research and 
provide appropriate professional development to support its implementation.  

 c. Extend the length of the school year or school day in a substantive amount to 
improve instruction and increase student learning.  

 d. Replace the school staff who are deemed relevant to the school not making 
AYP.  

 e. Significantly decrease management authority at the school.  
 f. Restructure the internal organization of the school.  
 g. Appoint one or more external experts to advise the school  

(1) how to revise and strengthen the improvement plan it created while in school 
improvement status, and   

(2) how to address the specific issues underlying the school’s continued inability 
to make AYP.  

 
 4. In the fifth year of failing to make AYP, plan for restructuring if the school does 
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not met AYP by the end of the year.  
 

 5. In the fifth year of failing to make AYP, provide teachers and parents with 
notification, opportunity to comment and participation in the development of the 
school’s restructuring plan.  

 
State Support  
  
The State Department of Education will continue to provide technical assistance and monitor the 
identified corrective actions.  
  

Section VI. Restructuring  
  

This is the last of the sanctions identified for a school and results in a change in governance and 
operation of the school. Restructuring is a two-year process directed by the LEA. When 
complete, the restructured school no longer is required to offer choice or supplemental services 
and is considered in its first year of AYP monitoring.   
  
Procedures  
  
Below are the restructuring procedures that must be followed prior to the beginning of the school 
year by a LEA when one or more of its schools does not make AYP for four and five years.   

 1. Continue to plan for restructuring if the school does not meet AYP by the end of 
the year.  

 
 2. Continue to provide teachers and parents with notification, opportunity to 

comment, and participation in the development of the school’s restructuring plan.  
 

 3. Prepare a restructuring plan to implement at least one of the following actions:   
 a. Replace all or most of the school staff.  
 b. Enter into a contract with an entity, such as a private management company, 

with a demonstrated record of effectiveness, to aid in the operation of the school 
as a public school.  

 c. Turn the operation of the school over to the state education agency.   
 d. Re-open the school as a public charter school.  
 e. Implement any other major restructuring of the school’s governance that is 

consistent with the principles of restructuring as set forth in the Idaho State 
Department of Education’s Restructuring Rubric for Idaho Local Education 
Agencies and Schools.  

 
 4. State Department of Education reviews and makes recommendations to the State 

Board of Education. 
 

 5. State Board of Education will determine if the school remains in restructuring or 
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begins as a new school. 
  
 6. Begin implementing the restructuring plan no later than the first day of the 

upcoming school year. 
 
State Support  

  
The State Department of Education will continue to provide technical assistance in addition to 
coordinating efforts with the LEA and its team to implement the restructuring plan.   

PART II: LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCY PROCEDURES  
  
State Board of Education rules and federal law establish sanctions or consequences for LEAs that 
do not make AYP. Sanctions begin when a LEA fails to make AYP for two consecutive years. 
The sanctions become progressively more severe over the following five years if the LEA 
continues to fail to make AYP.  
  
Not Meeting 
AYP  

 
Schools  

 
LEAs 

Year 1 & 2 Identified as not achieving AYP Identified as not achieving AYP 
Year 3 School Improvement 

• Technical Assistance from LEA 
• Choice 
• Develop and Implement an 

Intervention School Improvement Plan 
• Supplemental Services for eligible 

students in reading and math if choice 
not available 

LEA Improvement 
• Technical Assistance from SDE 
• Develop and implement an 

Intervention Improvement Plan 

Year 4 School Improvement 
• Technical Assistance from LEA 
• Choice 
• Supplemental Services 
• Implement Intervention School 

Improvement Plan 

LEA Improvement 
• Technical Assistance from SDE 
• Implement the Intervention 

Improvement Plan 

Year 5 Corrective Action 
• Choice 
• Supplemental Services 
• Technical Assistance from LEA 
• Implement Corrective Action 

• Corrective Action 
• Technical Assistance from SDE 
• Implement Corrective Action 

Year 6 School Improvement 
• Choice 
• Supplemental Services 
• Develop a Restructuring Plan 

Corrective Action  
• Technical Assistance from SDE 
• Implement Corrective Action 

Year 7 School Improvement 
• Choice 
• Supplemental Services 
• Implement Alternative Governance 

 

 
Note: For non-Title 1 schools identified for School Improvement (year 3, 4, 5, 6 & 7), see page 11 for 
alternate options for offering Supplemental Services. 
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An LEA, also called a school district or LEA charter school, must follow specific procedures to 
implement these sanctions when the LEA has failed to make AYP for two or more consecutive 
years. Procedures for each sanction and state support are detailed in the following sections:  
  

 • Section I Technical Assistance  
 • Section II LEA Improvement Plan  
 • Section III LEA Corrective Action Plan  

  
Section I. Technical Assistance  

  
Although technical assistance is listed with the consequences of not making AYP, it is not a 
sanction. Technical assistance is practical advice offered by an external source that addresses 
specific areas of improvement.  The purposes of state technical assistance are to help the LEA:  

  
 1. Develop and implement its required plan; and  
 2. Work more effectively with its schools identified for improvement.  

 
Section II. Local Education Agency Improvement Plan  
  

All Idaho LEAs have a strategic plan for their programs and schools. This sanction refers to an 
addition to the plan that addresses the specific problems identified through AYP monitoring.  
  
Procedures  
  
Below are the procedures that must be followed by the LEA when it is does not make AYP for 
two or more years. LEAs may choose to submit corrective action plans for approval prior to Year 
5.  

  
The LEA must do the following:  
  

 1. Develop or revise an improvement plan, no later than three months after the 
identification. In developing or revising this plan, the LEA must consult with parents, 
school staff, and others. The plan must:  

  
 a. Address the fundamental teaching and learning needs of schools in the LEA, 

especially the academic problems of low-achieving students.  
 b. Define specific measurable achievement goals and targets for each of the 

student subgroups whose disaggregated results are included in the state’s 
definition of AYP.  

 c. Incorporate strategies grounded in scientifically based research that will 
strengthen instruction in core academic subjects.  

 d. Include, as appropriate, student learning activities before school, after school, 
during the summer and during any extension of the school year.  
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 e. Provide for high-quality professional development for instructional staff that 
focuses primarily on improved instruction in the areas identified as needs 
improvement.  

 f. Include strategies to promote effective parental involvement in the schools 
served by the LEA.  

 
 2. Implement its improvement plan, whether new or revised, no later than the 

beginning of the subsequent school year.  
 
State Support  
  
When a LEA is identified for improvement, federal law also requires the state to take specific 
actions. The state must do the following:  
  

 1. Promptly notify the parents of each student enrolled in the schools served by that 
LEA. In the notification, the state must explain the reasons for the identification and 
how parents can participate in improving the LEA.  

 
 2. Promptly notify parents of its action in clear and non-technical language, providing 

information in a uniform format and in alternative formats upon request. When 
practicable, the state must convey this information to limited English proficient 
parents in written translations that they can understand. If that is not practicable, the 
information must be provided in oral translations for these parents.   

 
 3. Broadly disseminate findings.  

 
Section III. Corrective Action 

  
Corrective action is the collective name given to steps taken by the state that substantially and 
directly respond to serious instructional, managerial and organizational problems in the LEA that 
jeopardize the likelihood that students will achieve proficiency in the core academic subjects of 
reading and mathematics.  
  
The state may choose to delay LEA identification for corrective action if the LEA makes AYP 
for one year.  Otherwise, only extreme circumstances justify a delay, such as a natural disaster, 
precipitous and unforeseen decline in the financial resources of the LEA or other exceptional or 
uncontrollable circumstances. In any case, if the state chooses to delay identification, it may do 
so for only one year and in subsequent years must apply appropriate sanctions as if the delay 
never occurred.   
  
Procedures  
  
Federal law requires the state to take specific steps when a LEA does not make AYP for three or 
more years.   
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The state must do the following:   
 

 1. Continue to ensure that the LEA is provided with technical assistance.  
 

 2. Provide the LEA with a public hearing no later than 45 days after the state 
decision.  

 
 3. Take at least one of the following corrective actions, as consistent with state law:   

  
 a. Defer programmatic funds or reduce administrative funds.  
 b. Institute and fully implement a new curriculum based on state and local content 

and academic achievement standards that includes appropriate, scientifically 
research-based professional development for all relevant staff.  

 c. Replace LEA personnel who are relevant to the inability of the LEA to make 
adequate progress.  

 d. Remove individual schools from the jurisdiction of the LEA and arrange for 
their public governance and supervision.  

 e. Appoint a receiver or trustee to administer the affairs of the LEA in place of the 
superintendent and school board.  

 f. Abolish or restructure the LEA.  
 
In conjunction with at least one of the actions on this list, the state may also authorize parents to 
transfer their child from a school operated by the LEA to a higher-performing public school 
operated by another LEA that is not identified for improvement or corrective action. If it offers 
this option, the state must also provide transportation or provide for the cost of transportation to 
the other school in another LEA.     
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IDAHO STATE UNIVERSITY  
 
 
SUBJECT   

Appointment for the Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs at a salary 
above the CUPA median 
 

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY 
 Idaho State Board of Education Governing Policies & Procedures, Section II. 

F.2.b. 
 
BACKGROUND / DISCUSSION 

Idaho State University requests approval of the appointment of Dr. Gary A. Olson 
as the new Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs at a salary of 
$195,000, which is $5,581 above the median CUPA salary for this position.  This 
appointment includes a concurrent tenured appointment as a Professor in the 
Department of English, College of Arts and Sciences. 

 
IMPACT 
 This appointment is subject to State Board approval.  The initial appointment of 

this employee is requested at a salary that exceeds the median rate for such 
positions at public doctoral research institutions such as ISU as established by 
the College and University Professional Association for Human Resources 
(CUPA), or its equivalent. 
 

STAFF COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
A single search was conducted concluding with the negotiated salary of 
$195,000.  The candidate had sought a salary in excess of $200,000. 
 
According to the fall 2007 College and University Professional Association for 
Human Resources (CUPA-HR) survey, the average salary for a Chief Academic 
Officer and Provost at a Public Doctoral Research University is $192,610.  The 
median salary is $189,419.  The institution has recruited an outstanding 
candidate and points out that the CUPA average is a year old.  The non-
classified staff at Idaho State University are paid approximately 95% of the CUPA 
median.  Staff makes no recommendation. 
 

BOARD ACTION 
A motion to approve the appointment of Dr. Gary A. Olson to the position of 
Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs, at an annual salary of 
$195,000.00.  
 
 
Moved by___________ Seconded by_____________ Carried Yes____ No____ 
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EMPLOYMENT OF PROVOST AND VICE PRESIDENT—SALARY LEVEL HIGHER 
THAN THE CUPA MEDIAN, REQUIRING STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 
APPROVAL 
 
 
Dr. Gary A. Olson Provost and Vice President for Academic 

Affairs 
FTE 1.0 
Term 12 month 
Effective Date no later than July 1, 2009 
Salary $195,000 
Funding Source Appropriated Funds 
Area/Department of Assignment Academic Affairs 
Duties and Responsibilities Provide leadership and overall direction for all 

academic affairs at ISU. 
Justification of Salary Level Salary is comparable to other salary levels for 

similar positions in higher education 
institutions.  This is a highly competitive 
market.  The 2007-08 CUPA median salary for 
public doctoral research institutions such as 
ISU is $189,419.   
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SUBJECT 
Hiring of a Chief Fiscal Officer by the Office of the State Board of Education 
(OSBE) 
 

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY 
Idaho State Board of Education Governing Policies and Procedures, Section 
II.B.3.b. 
 

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION 
Board Policy II.B.3.b. requires Board approval for any positions hired at a rate of 
75% or greater of the Chief Executive Officers salary.  The Office of the State 
Board of Education has recruited Steve Allison who has accepted the offer based 
on Board approval. 
 
The Chief Fiscal Officer is a key position in the Office of the State Board of 
Education and been vacant since July 2007.   

 
IMPACT 

Having this position filled will allow the Board staff to provide the State Board and 
the institutions with critical information, planning and coordination related to the 
financial function of institutions and agencies.  The annual salary based on Board 
approval will be $104,000. 

 
BOARD ACTION 

A motion to approve the request by the Office of the State Board of Education to 
hire Steve Allison as Chief Fiscal Officer at a salary of $104,000. 
 
 
Moved by __________ Seconded by __________ Carried Yes _____ No _____ 
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BOISE STATE UNIVERSITY  
 
 
SUBJECT 

Request to replace retractable platform seating in the Taco Bell Arena  
 

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY 
Idaho State Board of Education Governing Policies & Procedures, Section V.K.2.   
 

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION 
Taco Bell Arena opened in 1982 with its current retractable platform seating.  
Twenty six years of high frequency use and normal wear and tear have pushed 
these seats beyond their useful life. The State of Idaho Division of Building 
Safety has determined that the current seating is no longer compliant with safety 
code related to hand and guardrails. Because the seating is no longer supported 
by the manufacturer, replacement parts would have to be custom manufactured 
at a cost premium. Consequently, it is more practical to replace the seating than 
to attempt to repair it. 
 
In addition to meeting current safety standards, new seating will also enhance 
the competitive posture of the arena by providing additional seating and more 
flexible seating arrangements. More and more event promoters are requesting 
unique stage and seating configurations which are not feasible with the current 
Arena configuration. New seating will allow the Arena to be more responsive to 
promoter needs, and will increase floor seating capacity up to 12% (100 seats), 
depending upon the final product selected through the design and bid process.  

 
IMPACT 

The total projected cost will not exceed $925,000 (see attached project budget 
worksheet). The source of funding will be bond proceeds from the February 2009 
bond sale.  It is estimated the work will be completed by August 2009.  A formal 
bid process will occur through the Department of Administration, Division of 
Public Works.  No appropriated funds will be used for this project. 
 

ATTACHMENTS 
 Attachment 1 – Project Budget Worksheet Page 3 
 Attachment 2 – Capital Project Tracking Sheet Page 4 
 
STAFF COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Boise State University will be coming to the Board in February to approve a bond 
issuance that will cover this project and the Center for Environmental Science 
and Economic Development building.  If the interest rate were to change 
between now and bond issuance, the university would request the same amount 
of proceeds, including $925,000 for this project, to fund the two projects, 
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however, the amount of debt service could change compared to current 
estimates. 
 
Staff recommends approval. 
 

 BOARD ACTION  
A motion to approve Boise State University’s request to replace the platform 
seating in the Taco Bell Arena at a cost not to exceed $925,000, to be paid from 
bond proceeds from the February 2009 bond sale.  The University may not 
proceed with construction of this project prior to Board approval to issue debt. 
 
 
Moved by __________ Seconded by __________ Carried Yes _____ No _____  
 



ATTACHMENT 1

Project Number:
Project Title:
Fund Source No: Account No. Amount: Dept. ID No.
Permanent Building Funds
Gift Funds
Future Bond Proceeds TBD 925,000 TBD
Total Project Funding 925,000
Bond Reserves
Start FAC Bond Fund
Total Project + Reserve Funds 925,000
Revised:
Date:

Budget Budget Budget
12/18/08 MM-DD-YY MM-DD-YY

 51,334 
 5,000 

 587,453 
 97,000 
 68,445 

(M2) Miscellaneous-Test and Balance (In M/P?)

 34,223 
 13,000 

 100 

$856,555 $0 $0

$0 $0 $0
$856,555 $0 $0

 68,445 
FF&E (Estimated 5% of Construction Costs)

$68,445 $0 $0 

$925,000 $0 $0

Date

Date

(AR) AE Reimbursable

AES Project Management (0.025%) (50/50 Dsgn vs CA)

Utility Sewer-Water-Electrical-Gas-Phone/Data
ACHD - Traffic Study Etc

Subtotal BSU RESERVE

TOTAL PROJECT BUDGET (DPW SETUP+BSU Soft)

Architectural & Engineering Services - Boise State University

Taco Bell Arena - Retractable Platform Seating, Replacement

PROJECT BUDGET (DPW)

(TC) Testing & Inspection

12-18-08 Budget

(CM) Construction Manager

TOTAL PROJECT (DPW+BSU SOFT+BSU RESERVE)

Force To Balance

Reserved Funds Outside Project Budget (if applicable)

                                                                                      Date         
Attached: Funding Authorization Letter, Concept Schedule

Approved:

Subtotal BSU SOFT COSTS

Wendel Bigham, Director 
Architectural & Engineering Services

Insurance (BR) <25 M in Gen Ins Policy above add rider

Entitlements

(M2) Miscellaneous (Identify)

(AE) AE Fees Basic                                              (7.5%)

Stacy Pearson, V.P. Finance & Administration                  
(Signature needed for over $250,000)

James Maguire, A.V.P.Campus Planning &        Date         
Facilities (Signature needed for over $50,000)

Approved: Prepared By:

Approved:

I.T. (Telephone & Data)

(CS) AE Consultant Fees
(CR) AE Consultant Reimbursable

(PC) Plan Check Fees

DPW Project Number TBD

Locks

(AR) Document Reproduction

Bidding Contingency (10% of Construction)

Category

(AE) Miscellaneous

Miscellaneous (Identify)

(AD) AE Advertising

(CY) Project Contigency (5%)

(SI) Geotech Investigation

(MT) Manager Reimbursables

Legal-License-Vacations & R-O-W

(CC) Construction Contract 1             (Existing Seating)

(M1) Miscellaneous-Commissioning

(CO) Construction Contigency (DPW 5%)
(CC) Construction Contract 2        (Add 1 Row Seating)

(EQ) Equipment

Subtotal DPW SETUP COSTS

(SS) Survey-Topo-Legal Desc
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1 Institution/Agency: Project:
2 Project Description:

3 Project Use:
4 Project Size:
5
6
7 Total Total
8 PBF ISBA Other * Sources Planning Const Other Uses
9 Initial Cost of Project  $              -    $                   -    $       925,000  $    925,000  $        25,000  $      856,555  $        43,445  $      925,000 

10
11
12
13

14

15
16

17

18
19

20

21
22 Total Project Costs  $              -    $                   -    $       925,000  $    925,000  $        25,000  $      856,555  $        43,445  $      925,000 
23
24
25

History of Funding: PBF ISBA
Institutional

Funds
Student
Revenue Other

Total
Other

Total
Funding

26 Feb-09 -$                  -$                        925,000$            925,000$            925,000$            
27 -$                    -$                    
28
29 -                      -                      -                      
30 Total -$                  -$                        -$                     -$                  925,000$            925,000$            925,000$            

Sources of Funds Use of Funds

|--------------------- * Other Sources of Funds---------------------|

Use of Funds

Up to 951 seats (851 replacement of old and the possibility of 100 net new seats)

Taco Bell Arena Seating ReplacementBoise State University

Office of the Idaho State Board of Education
Capital Project Tracking Sheet

Jan-09

History Narrative

The purpose of this project is to replace the original platform seating system in the Taco Bell Arena. Replacement of this
system will address several safety, efficiency and economic issues. This project also has the potential to increase the
platform seating by up to 12%.
Taco Bell Arena is used for numerous academic, athletic and cultural events
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SUBJECT 
Withdrawal from the Interstate Compact for Education  
 

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY 
Section 33-4101, Idaho Code   
 

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION 
Section 33-4101, Idaho Code, enacted the Interstate Compact for Education in 
1967 which was established by the Education Commission of the States (ECS).  
The purpose of the compact is to establish and maintain close cooperation and 
understanding among executive, legislative, professional, educational and lay 
leadership on a nationwide basis at the state and local levels. 
 
The Idaho commission consists of seven members representing each party state.  
The members shall be the governor; two shall be of the state legislature selected 
by its respective houses; and four shall be appointed by and serve at the 
pleasure of the governor.  The current members besides the Governor include: 
 

John W. Goedde, Senate Education Committee Chair 
Bob Nonini, House Education Committee Chair 
John Andreason, Senator 
Tom Luna, Superintendent of Public Instruction 
Mike Rush, Executive Director of the Idaho State Board of Education 
David H. Hawk, Director – J.R. Simplot Company 
Clete Edmunson, Governor’s Education Policy Advisor 

 
Responsibility for annual dues were shifted from the Department of Education to 
the Office of the State Board of Education (OSBE) in 1998 without an increase in 
appropriation.  Combined with the base reductions included in the Governor’s 
recommendation, OSBE does not have the funds to continue paying for 
membership in the Compact.  The OSBE FY 2010 budget request included a line 
item for $60,500 to fund the annual dues.    The Governor’s Recommendation did 
not include this line item and proposes the commencement of the one year 
formal notification process to withdraw from ECS membership.   
   
Under Article VIII.D. of Idaho Code 33-4101, a state may withdraw from the 
compact by enacting a statute repealing the law, but no such withdrawal shall 
take effect until one year after the governor of the withdrawing state has given 
notice in writing of the withdrawal to the governors of all other party states.  
Currently, all states but Washington are members of ECS. 
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IMPACT 
If the legislature does not appropriate funds for ongoing membership in the 
compact, staff recommends proposing legislation repealing Section 33-4101, 
Idaho Code.  The governor could give written notice of the withdrawal to the 
other party states by fiscal year end June 30, 2009.  The withdrawal would take 
effect one year after such notice which would be during the FY 2010 fiscal year.  
OSBE has paid for the FY 2009 dues, and the FY 2010 dues are in the FY 2009 
budget to be prepaid on June 30, 2009.  Therefore, the withdrawal would 
eliminate the need for the dues in FY 2011. 

 
ATTACHMENTS 
 Attachment 1 – Section 33-4101, Idaho Code Page 3 
 
STAFF COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Staff will work with the Governor’s office to facilitate the steps for ending 
membership if funds are not appropriated. 

 
BOARD ACTION  

This is an information item only.  Any action is at the Board’s discretion. 
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TITLE 33  

EDUCATION 

CHAPTER 41  

INTERSTATE COMPACTS 

33-4101.INTERSTATE COMPACT FOR EDUCATION ENACTED INTO LAW. The 
Interstate Compact for Education established by the Education 
Commission of the States is hereby enacted into law and entered into 
with all other jurisdictions legally joining therein, in the form 
substantially as follows: 

INTERSTATE COMPACT FOR EDUCATION 

ARTICLE I--PURPOSE AND POLICY  

A.  It is the purpose of this compact to: 

1.  Establish and maintain close cooperation and understanding 
among executive, legislative, professional, educational and lay 
leadership on a nationwide basis at the state and local levels. 

2.  Provide a forum for the discussion, development, 
crystallization and recommendation of public policy alternatives in 
the field of education. 

3.  Provide a clearing house of information on matters relating 
to educational problems and how they are being met in different places 
throughout the nation, so that the executive and legislative branches 
of state government and of local communities may have ready access to 
the experience and records of the entire country, and so that both lay 
and professional groups in the field of education may have additional 
avenues for the sharing of experience and the interchange of ideas in 
the formation of public policy in education. 

4.  Facilitate the improvement of state and local educational 
systems so that all of them will be able to meet adequate and 
desirable goals in a society which requires continuous qualitative and 
quantitative advance in educational opportunities, methods and 
facilities. 

B.  It is the policy of this compact to encourage and promote 
local and state initiative in the development, maintenance, 
improvement and administration of educational systems and institutions 
in a manner which will accord with the needs and advantages of 
diversity among localities and states. 

C.  The party states recognize that each of them has an interest 
in the quality and quantity of education furnished in each of the 
other states, as well as in the excellence of its own educational 
systems and institutions, because of the highly mobile character of 
individuals within the nation, and because the products and services 
contributing to the health, welfare and economic advancement of each 
state are supplied in significant part by persons educated in other 
states. 

ARTICLE II--STATE DEFINED 

As used in this compact, "state" means a state, territory or 
possession of the United States, the District of Columbia, or the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. 

ARTICLE III--THE COMMISSION 
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A.  The Education Commission of the States, hereinafter called 
"the commission," is hereby established. The commission shall consist 
of seven members representing each party state. One of such members 
shall be the governor; two shall be members of the state legislature 
selected by its respective houses and serving in such manner as the 
legislature may determine; and four shall be appointed by and serve at 
the pleasure of the governor, unless the laws of the state otherwise 
provide. If the laws of a state prevent legislators from serving on 
the commission, six members shall be appointed and serve at the 
pleasure of the governor, unless the laws of the state otherwise 
provide. In addition to any other principles or requirements which a 
state may establish for the appointment and service of its members of 
the commission, the guiding principle for the composition of the 
membership on the commission from each party state shall be that the 
members representing such state shall, by virtue of their training, 
experience, knowledge or affiliations be in a position collectively to 
reflect broadly the interests of the state government, higher 
education, the state education system, local education, lay and 
professional, public and non-public educational leadership. Of those 
appointees, one shall be the head of a state agency or institution, 
designated by the governor, having responsibility for one or more 
programs of public education. In addition to the members of the 
commission representing the party states, there may be not to exceed 
ten non-voting commissioners selected by the steering committee for 
terms of one year. Such commissioners shall represent leading national 
organizations of professional educators or persons concerned with 
educational administration. 

B.  The members of the commission shall be entitled to one vote 
each on the commission. No action of the commission shall be binding 
unless taken at a meeting at which a majority of the total number of 
votes on the commission are cast in favor thereof. Action of the 
commission shall be only at a meeting at which a majority of the 
commissioners are present. The commission shall meet at least once a 
year. In its bylaws, and subject to such directions and limitations as 
may be contained therein, the commission may delegate the exercise of 
any of its powers to the steering committee or the executive director, 
except for the power to approve budgets or requests for 
appropriations, the power to make policy recommendations pursuant to 
Article IV and adoption of the annual report pursuant to Article III 
(J). 

C.  The commission shall have a seal. 

D.  The commission shall elect annually, from among its members a 
chairman, who shall be a governor, a vice chairman and a treasurer. 
The commission shall provide for the appointment of an executive 
director. Such executive director shall serve at the pleasure of the 
commission, and together with the treasurer and such other personnel 
as the commission may deem appropriate shall be bonded in such amount 
as the commission shall determine. The executive director shall be 
secretary. 
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E.  Irrespective of the civil service, personnel or other merit 
system laws of any of the party states, the executive director subject 
to the approval of the steering committee shall appoint, remove or 
discharge such personnel as may be necessary for the performance of 
the functions of the commission, and shall fix the duties and 
compensation of such personnel. The commission in its bylaws shall 
provide for the personnel policies and programs of the commission. 

F.  The commission may borrow, accept or contract for the 
services of personnel from any party jurisdiction, the United States, 
or any subdivision or agency of the aforementioned governments, or 
from any agency of two or more of the party jurisdictions or their 
subdivisions. 

G.  The commission may accept for any of its purposes and 
functions under this compact any and all donations, and grants of 
money, equipment, supplies, materials and services, conditional or 
otherwise, from any state, the United States, or any other 
governmental agency, or from any person, firm, association, 
foundation, or corporation, and may receive, utilize and dispose of 
the same. Any donation or grant accepted by the commission pursuant to 
this paragraph or services borrowed pursuant to paragraph (F) of this 
Article shall be reported in the annual report of the commission. Such 
report shall include the nature, amount and conditions, if any, of the 
donation, grant, or services borrowed, and the identity of the donor 
or lender. 

H.  The commission may establish and maintain such facilities as 
may be necessary for the transacting of its business. The commission 
may acquire, hold, and convey real and personal property and any 
interest therein. 

I.  The commission shall adopt bylaws for the conduct of its 
business and shall have the power to amend and rescind these bylaws. 
The commission shall publish its bylaws in convenient form and shall 
file a copy thereof and a copy of any amendment thereto, with the 
appropriate agency or officer in each of the party states. 

J.  The commission annually shall make to the governor and 
legislature of each party state a report covering the activities of 
the commission for the preceding year. The commission may make such 
additional reports as it may deem desirable. 

ARTICLE IV--POWERS 

In addition to authority conferred on the commission by other 
provisions of the compact, the commission shall have authority to: 

1.  Collect, correlate, analyze and interpret information and 
data concerning educational needs and resources. 

2.  Encourage and foster research in all aspects of education, 
but with special reference to the desirable scope of instruction, 
organization, administration, and instructional methods and standards 
employed or suitable for employment in public educational systems. 

3.  Develop proposals for adequate financing of education as a 
whole and at each of its many levels. 

4.  Conduct or participate in research of the types referred to 
in this Article in any instance where the commission finds that such 
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research is necessary for the advancement of the purposes and policies 
of this compact, utilizing fully the resources of national 
associations, regional compact organizations for higher education, and 
other agencies and institutions, both public and private. 

5.  Formulate suggested policies and plans for the improvement of 
public education as a whole, or for any segment thereof, and make 
recommendations with respect thereto available to the appropriate 
governmental units, agencies and public officials. 

6.  Do such other things as may be necessary or incidental to the 
administration of any of its authority or functions pursuant to this 
compact. 

ARTICLE V--COOPERATION WITH FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

A.  If the laws of the United States specifically so provide, or 
if administrative provision is made therefor within the federal 
government, the United States may be represented on the commission by 
not to exceed ten representatives. Any such representative or 
representatives of the United States shall be appointed and serve in 
such manner as may be provided by or pursuant to federal law, and may 
be drawn from any one or more branches of the federal government, but 
no such representative shall have a vote on the commission. 

B.  The commission may provide information and make 
recommendations to any executive or legislative agency or officer of 
the federal government concerning the common educational policies of 
the states, and may advise with any such agencies or officers 
concerning any matter of mutual interest. 

ARTICLE VI--COMMITTEES 

A.  To assist in the expeditious conduct of its business when the 
full commission is not meeting, the commission shall elect a steering 
committee of thirty-two members which, subject to the provisions of 
this compact and consistent with the policies of the commission, shall 
be constituted and function as provided in the bylaws of the 
commission. One-fourth of the voting membership of the steering 
committee shall consist of governors, one-fourth shall consist of 
legislators, and the remainder shall consist of other members of the 
commission. A federal representative on the commission may serve with 
the steering committee, but without vote. The voting members of the 
steering committee shall serve for terms of two years, except that 
members elected to the first steering committee of the commission 
shall be elected as follows: sixteen for one year and sixteen for two 
years. The chairman, vice chairman, and treasurer of the commission 
shall be members of the steering committee and, anything in this 
paragraph to the contrary notwithstanding, shall serve during their 
continuance in these offices. Vacancies in the steering committee 
shall not affect its authority to act, but the commission at its next 
regularly ensuing meeting following the occurrence of any vacancy 
shall fill it for the unexpired term. No person shall serve more than 
two terms as a member of the steering committee; provided that service 
for a partial term of one year or less shall not be counted toward the 
two term limitation. 
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B.  The commission may establish advisory and technical 
committees composed of state, local, and federal officials, and 
private persons to advise it with respect to any one or more of its 
functions. Any advisory or technical committee may, on request of the 
states concerned, be established to consider any matter of special 
concern to two or more of the party states. 

C.  The commission may establish such additional committees as 
its bylaws may provide. 

ARTICLE VII--FINANCE 

A.  The commission shall advise the governor or designated 
officer or officers of each party state of its budget and estimated 
expenditures for such period as may be required by the laws of that 
party state. Each of the commission’s budgets of estimated 
expenditures shall contain specific recommendations of the amount or 
amounts to be appropriated by each of the party states. 

B.  The total amount of appropriation requests under any budget 
shall be apportioned among the party states. In making such 
apportionment, the commission shall devise and employ a formula which 
takes equitable account of the populations and per capita income 
levels of the party states. 

C.  The commission shall not pledge the credit of any party 
states. The commission may meet any of its obligations in whole or in 
part with funds available to it pursuant to Article III (G) of this 
compact, provided that the commission takes specific action setting 
aside such funds prior to incurring an obligation to be met in whole 
or in part in such manner. Except where the commission makes use of 
funds available to it pursuant to Article III (G) thereof, the 
commission shall not incur any obligation prior to the allotment of 
funds by the party states adequate to meet the same. 

D.  The commission shall keep accurate accounts of all receipts 
and disbursements. The receipts and disbursements of the commission 
shall be subject to the audit and accounting procedures established by 
its bylaws. However, all receipts and disbursements of funds handled 
by the commission shall be audited yearly by a qualified public 
accountant, and the report of the audit shall be included in and 
become part of the annual reports of the commission. 

E.  The accounts of the commission shall be open at any 
reasonable time for inspection by duly constituted officers of the 
party states and by any persons authorized by the commission. 

F.  Nothing contained herein shall be construed to prevent 
commission compliance with laws relating to audit or inspection of 
accounts by or on behalf of any government contributing to the support 
of the commission. 

ARTICLE VIII--ELIGIBLE PARTIES; ENTRY INTO 

AND WITHDRAWAL  

A.  This compact shall have as eligible parties all states, 
territories, and possessions of the United States, the District of 
Columbia, and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. In respect of any such 
jurisdiction not having a governor, the term, "governor," as used in 
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this compact, shall mean the closest equivalent official of such 
jurisdiction. 

B.  Any state or other eligible jurisdiction may enter into this 
compact and it shall become binding thereon when it has adopted the 
same: provided that in order to enter into initial effect, adoption by 
at least ten eligible party jurisdictions shall be required. 

C.  Adoption of the compact may be either by enactment thereof or 
by adherence thereto by the governor; provided that in the absence of 
enactment, adherence by the governor shall be sufficient to make his 
state a party only until December 31, 1967. During any period when a 
state is participating in this compact through gubernatorial action, 
the governor shall appoint those persons who, in addition to himself, 
shall serve as the members of the commission from his state, and shall 
provide to the commission an equitable share of the financial support 
of the commission from any source available to him. 

D.  Except for a withdrawal effective on December 31, 1967 in 
accordance with paragraph C of this Article, any party state may 
withdraw from this compact by enacting a statute repealing the same, 
but no such withdrawal shall take effect until one year after the 
governor of the withdrawing state has given notice in writing of the 
withdrawal to the governors of all other party states. No withdrawal 
shall affect any liability already incurred by or chargeable to a 
party state prior to the time of such withdrawal. 

ARTICLE IX--CONSTRUCTION AND SEVERABILITY 

This compact shall be liberally construed so as to effectuate the 
purposes thereof. The provisions of this compact shall be severable 
and if any phrase, clause, sentence or provision of this compact is 
declared to be contrary to the constitution of any state or of the 
United States, or the application thereof to any government, agency, 
person or circumstance is held invalid, the validity of the remainder 
of this compact and the applicability thereof to any government, 
agency, person or circumstance shall not be affected thereby. If this 
compact shall be held contrary to the constitution of any state 
participating therein, the compact shall remain in full force and 
effect as to the state affected as to all severable matters. 
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