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SUBJECT
Superintendent of Public Instruct ion Update to the State Board of
Education

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
Superintendent of Public Instruction, Tom Luna, will provide an update on
the State Department of Education.

BOARD ACTION

This item is for informational purpos es only. Any action will be at the
Board’s discretion.

SDE TAB 1 Page 1



STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
OCTOBER 14, 2010

THIS PAGE LEFT INTENTIONALLY BLANK

SDE TAB 1 Page 2



STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
OCTOBER 14, 2010

SUBJECT

Annual Report - Hardship EI ementary School - Cassia County Sc hool District #
151, Albion Elementary School.

REFERENCE

October 15, 2009 The State Board of Education approved the request
by Cassia County School District #151 for Albion
Elementary School to be designated as a hardship
elementary school for one year.

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY
Section 33-1003 (2)(b), Idaho Code.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
At the October 1999 meeting, the State Board of Education approved the request
by Cassia County School District #151 for Albion Elementary School to be
designated as a hardship elementary school for one year, and requir ed an
annual report. However, the 2000 Legislature amended 33- 1003 (2)(b) by
adding, “An element ary school operating as a previously approved hardship
elementary school shall continue to be considered as a separate attendance unit,
unless the hardship status of the element ary school is rescinded by the State
Board of Education.” Ther efore, no action is required unless the State Board of
Education chooses to re scind the hardship status. Conditions's upporting t he
October 1999 dec ision to approve the Albion Elementary School as a Hardship
Elementary School have not changed.

IMPACT

Cassia County School District #151 would have received $8 3,251.42less in FY
2010 if Albion Elementary School was not considered a separate school.

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1 — Letter from Gaylen Smyer to Tom Luna (4/5/2010) Page 3
Attachment 2 — Letter from Jerry Doggett to Marilyn Howard (9/29/1999) Page 5
BOARD ACTION
This item is for informational purposes only. Any ac tion will be at the Board’s
discretion.
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CASSEA SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 131

05 April 2010

Mr. Tom Luna

State Superintendent of Public Instruction
PO BOX 83720

Boise, idaho 83720-0027

Dear Superintendent Luna:

In the October, 1999 meeting of the State Board of Education it
was noted that Albion Elementary School was granted a
hardship status by the Board. As noted in the minutes of the
State Board of Education Minutes this status was granted one
year at a time. |t was also identified that the State
Superintendent be the person responsible to present this
request annually to the Board through the SBOE agenda.

Please accept this letter from Cassia Joint School District #151
as a request for hardship status for Albion Elementary (School
Number 111). The approval conditions granted by the State
Board of Education at the time of the initial granting have not
changed.

Thank you—and the State Board of Education--for your support
of the children of Idaho. Please contact me if you need further
information.

Sincere
y’ : /
/*';
5 Z fwxf M””&
G%ﬂ Smyer T
Superintendent
PO Tin Hil
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- CASSIA COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 151

O. GERALD DOGGETT, SUPERINTENDENT
237 EAST 197TH STREET « BURLEY, ID B3318-2444 « (208) 678-6600 « FAX (208) 678-4231

oD TR TN

September 29, 1999

Dr. Marilyn Howard

State Superintendent

State Department of Education
P. O Box 83720

Boise, Idaho 83720-0027

Dear Dr. Howard:

The Cassia County School District 151 is respectfully requesting the Albion
Elementary School be designated a Hardship Elementary School Status under Idaho Code
33-1003, 2.b., special applications of educational support program.

In addition, Idaho Code 33-1001 states that: Upon application of the Board of
Trustees of a school district, the State Board of Education 1s empowered to determine that a
given elementary school not otherwise qualifying, are entitled to be counted as a separate
elementary school....When in the discretion of the State Board of Education, special
conditions exist warranting the retention of the school as a separate attendance unit and the
retention results in a substantial increase in cost per pupil in average daily attendance of the
district’s elementary grade school pupils (33-1003, 2b., Idaho Code).

The Cassia County School District believes Albion Elementary School meets the
criteria of a “hardship elementary school” for the following reason:

1. “not otherwise qualifying’

a. Albion Elementary School does not meet the 10 mile standard required for
designation as a “separate elementary school”. However the 10 mile standard
is substantially met (9.2) miles) and hazardous conditions on the “all-weather
highway” are frequently encountered on a two mile mountain pass section of
road involving a five percent {5%) grade, ice, blowing snow and a precipitous
ravine immediately adjacent to the west side of the road. Severe winter
weather conditions from the foot of the Albion grade into the Albion valley
are frequently magnified by stgong westerly winds resulting from mountain
wave activity. These mountaih waves are reinforced winds produced by
winds moving across the Snake River Plain and over the Albion Mountain
foothills. The foothills are oriented approximately perpendicular to winter
prevailing winds.

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOvES
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b. A request for “hardship elementary school” status based on age (grades K -
53, health or safety of Albion elementary students transiting the Albion grade
is not unlike the rationale for legislative guidance in 33-1501, ldaho Code,
which provides public school boards of trustees with the authority to waive
the mintmum | 5 mile distance for bussing students based on considerations
of “age or health or safety of the pupil”

2. “special condittons.. warranting refention.

a. Historically (since 1973) Albion has been designated as a remote elementary
school. Along that line of thought and planning by the District the Albion
community has been built around their school. The citizens don’t understand
ADA, hardship designation, or [daho Code. All they know 15 in that tiny,
isolated mountain-top community, the closing of their school isn’t just an end
to educating their kids in their community, it is an end to a way of life. We
hasten to point out that the District is not requesting additional funding, only
to reinstate the funding which the State Board approved in 1973 Although 26
years have passed the same conditions still exist.

3. ‘.. substantial increase in cost per pupil... "

b. Ina comparative study between two elementary schools in Burley the annual
cost of an FTE student in approximately $2 638. In Albion Elementary that
same cost is $4,348. This does not include bussing nor maintenance which is
a very nebulous and always changing dollar amount. Included in this average
is salaries, benefits, utilities, equipment, supplies and text books. In addition,
each time a utility company, such as telephone or electric or heating has to
make a trip the expense is greater. ...in addition to our own maintenance
CTEWS.

c. Ifthe Albion Elementary loses its special funding designation ( which it had
since 1973) the Cassia Co. School District will lose $88,000 per year (as per
the State Department of Education finance department).

We thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

A a V.
LSfneq Mﬁ\ﬁ\

ry Dogebt, ’s/’?
7 Auperinfendent 7\};5;
[ Aouperinieh

o

R

OID kp
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SUBJECT
Approval to operate an elementary school  with less than ten (10) pupils in
average daily attendance.

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY
Section 33-1003 (2)(f), Idaho Code.

REFERENCE
October 15, 2009 Nine of the ten school dist ricts that requested
approval to operate an elementary school during the
2010-2011 school year with les s than ten (10) pupils
in average daily attendance were approved for the
2009-2010 school year.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
Section 33-1003 (2)(f), Idaho Code, states that “Any elementary school having
less than ten (10) pupils in average daily attendance shall not be allowed to
participate in the state or county support program unless the school has been
approved for operation by the state board of education.” At the November 1999
meeting, the State Boar  d of Education delegated authority to the State
Superintendent of Public Instruction to approve elementary schools to operate
with less than ten (10) average daily attend ance. A report listing the elementary
schools that have requested to operate with  less than ten (10) average daily
attendance and whet her approval was grant ed is to be provided to the State
Board of Education at the October meeting. Nine of the ten school districts that
requested approval t o operate an elem entary school duringt he 2010-2011
school y ear with less than ten (10) pup ils in av erage daily attendance were
approved for the 2009-2010 school year. Superintendent Luna approved all of
the requests to operate an elementary school during the 2010 -2011 school year
with less than ten (10) pupils in average daily attendance (see attachment).

IMPACT
There is no impact on the distribution of the FY 2011 Public School appropriation.

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1 — List of approved districts / schools. Page 3

BOARD ACTION

This item is for informational purposes only. Any ac tion will be at the Board’s
discretion.
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Elementary Schools Approved to Operate with Less Than 10 ADA
School Year 2010-2011

. Estimated Requested
School District School Enroliment Approval

Last Year?
Garden Valley School District # 071 Lowman Elementary <10 YES
Cassia County Joint School District # 151 Almo Elementary 12 YES
Challis Joint School District # 181 Clayton Elementary 4-5 YES
Challis Joint School District # 181 Patterson Elementary 4-5 YES
Challis Joint School District # 181 Stanley Elementary - Junior High 8-10 YES
Prairie School District # 191 Prairie Elementary - Junior High <10 NO
Mountain Home School District # 193 Pine Elementary - Junior High <10 YES
South Lemhi School District # 292 Tendoy Elementary 10 YES
Oneida School District # 351 Stone Elementary 12 YES
Three Creek School District # 416 Three Creek Elementary - Junior High 5 YES

SDE
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SUBJECT
Idaho Consolidated State Application Accountability Workbook Amendment

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY
Sections 33-107

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
During the 2009-2010 school y ear the Idaho Standards Achievement Tests-
Alternate (ISAT-AIt) were revised to m eet the requirements under the Individuals
with Disabilities Act (IDEA 2004) and the Elementary and Seco ndary Education
Act of 1965 as reauthorized in 2001 and called the No Child Left Behind Act
(NCLB). Due to the time needed to deploy a completely new alternate
assessment system in less than one year, the State Department of Education
(SDE) requested and was granted an extension by the U.S. Department of
Education (ED) for reporti ng of students’ alternate as sessment scores and the
timely reporting of Adequate Yearly Progress for those schools and districts
whose status may have changed with the inclusion of the ISAT-AIt results. The
letter requesting the waiver from SDE to ED was presented to the State Board of
Education in December 20009.

Per guidance from E D, it is required that the state accountability workbook also
reflect the receipt of that waiver and extension. The waiver was received on June
30, 2010, and is included as Attachment 2. The amendment to the accountability
workbook includes one paragraph, Section 1.4, pages 8-9, which states the
receipt of that waiver and extension (Attachment 1).

IMPACT

This amendment is to reflect the waiver and extensions already granted by ED. It

is to meet the requirements of ED that the accountabili ty workbook inc lude this

information. Without the waiver, Idaho would have been out of compliance with
the following sections of ESEA:

e ESEA section 1116(a)(2), requires that a state educational agency (SEA)
ensure that the results of state assessments administered in a given school
year are available to an LEA before the beginning of the next school year.

e ESEA section 1116(b)(1)(E)(i), requires that an LEA notify parents of their
public school choice options before the start of the school year.

e 34 C.F.R. §200.37(b)(4)(iv), requires that an LEA provide parents of eligible
students with notice of their public school choice options at least 14 days
before the start of the school year.

The lack of compliance could result in withholding of Title | administrative funds.

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1 — Consolidated State Application Accountability Workbook Page 3
Attachment 2 — Waiver Approval Letter from the US Department Page 81

of Education
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BOARD ACTION
| move to approve the amendment to the Consolidated State Applic ation
Accountability Workbook, section 1.4, delineating the waiver and extension
granted for AYP reporting for the 2009-2010 school year.

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes No
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State of Idaho

Consolidated State Application
Accountability Workbook

For State Grants under Title IX, Part C, Section 9302 of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (Public Law 107-110)

U. S. Department of Education
Office of Elementary and Secondary Education
Washington, D.C. 20202

Idaho State Board and Department of Education
650 West State Street

Boise, I[daho 83720-0037
Approved in Becember2009-October 2010
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PART I:  Summary of Required Elements for the State Accountability Systems

Summary of Implementation Status for Required Elements of

State Accountability Systems

Idaho Statewide Assessment and Accountability Plan Element
Principle 1: All Schools

F | 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. 16
F | 2.2 The accountability system has a consistent definition of full academic year. 18
F | 2.3 The accountability system properly includes mobile students. 19

Principle 3: Method of AYP Determinations
3.1 Accountability system expects all student subgroups, public schools, and

F LEAs to reach proficiency by 2013-14.

3.2  Accountability system has a method for determining whether student 20
F subgroups, public schools, and LEAs made Adequate Yearly Progress. 23
F | 3.2a Accountability system establishes a starting point. 25
F | 3.2b Accountability system establishes statewide annual measurable objectives. 27
F | 3.2c Accountability system establishes intermediate goals. 28
Principle 4: Annual Decisions
F | 4.1  The accountability system determines annually the progress of schools and 29

districts.

STATUS Legend
F — Final state policy
P — Proposed policy, awaiting ldaho State Board of Education approval
W — Working to formulate policy
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Status State Accountability System Element Page

Principle 5: Subgroup Accountability l.

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

5.2 The accountability system holds schools and LEAs accountable for the

F progress of student subgroups. 33
F | 5.3 The accountability system includes students with disabilities. 34
F | 5.4 The accountability system includes limited English proficient students. 35

5.5 The State has determined the minimum number of students sufficient to yield
F statistically reliable information for each purpose for which disaggregated data 37
are used.

5.6  The State has strategies to protect the privacy of individual students in

reporting achievement results and in determining whether schools and LEAs
F are making adequate yearly progress on the basis of disaggregated 39
subgroups.

Principle 6: Based on Academic Assessments

f 6.1 Accountability Plan is based primarily on academic assessments. 40

Principle 7: Additional Indicators

F 7.1 Accountability system includes graduation rate for high schools. 42
F Accountability system includes an additional academic indicator for
7.2 . 45

elementary and middle schools.

F 7.3  Additional indicators are valid and reliable. a7

Principle 8: Separate Decisions for Reading and Mathematics

Fl 81 Accountability system holds students, schools and districts separately 48

' accountable for reading and mathematics.

Principle 9 Plan Validity and Reliability

F | 9.1  Accountability system produces reliable decisions. 49

F | 9.2 Accountability system produces valid decisions. 50

F 93 State has a plan for addressing changes in assessment and student 51

’ population.

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

F| 101 . 52
the statewide assessment.

F | 10.2 Accountability system has a means for applying the 95% assessment criteria 53
to student subgroups and small schools.

Appendix A : Adequate Yearly Progress Accountability Procedures 54
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STATUS Legend
F — Final policy
P — Proposed Policy, awaiting Idaho State Board of Education approval
W — Working to formulate policy
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State of Idaho
Consolidated State Application — Accountability Workbook

A. LEGEND

Assessment Reference to both the | daho 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 Individualiz ed 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 Educat  ion Agency (LEA) is required to make
Adequate Yearly Progress (A YP) and is included int he Idaho Statewide Assessment
and Accountability Plan (Plan). The requir ement to participate is specified in the Board
approved Plan incor porated in to Idaho Administrative Co de (IDAPA) 08.02.03. AYP
determinations for all public schools and districts have been made since sum mer 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 establishe d and maintained at public expens e
through the total bas ic foundation program/sta te aid f ormula described in | daho Code
§33-1002 and governed by the Idaho State Board of Education described in Idaho Code
§33-116. Schools will receive an AYP deter mination. Programs not accredited willb e
included with the sponsoring accredited school. For the purposes of AYP
determination, an elementary sc hool is one that has a gr ade c onfiguration 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 as sessed by this system (i.e., K-2
schools) will be bas ed on the th ird 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. Fort hose small s chools, 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 s cores plus
scores from the previous two years and comparing the resu lIts to the ¢ urrent year’'s
scores. The highest s core will be used to determine the school’'s AYP. This approach
rewards schools and districts for efforts that  result in strong single year ac hievement
gains and minimizes t he potential for inacc urately 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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e 1.2How are all public schools and LEAs held to the same criteria when making
an AYP determination?

The baseline for AYP was calc ulated using scores from the spring 2003 administration
of the ISAT. Achiev ement tests for readi ng/language arts and mat hematics 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 Govern ing 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:

e Anincremental increase of student s in the aggregate and each subgroup s coring
at proficiency. Scores from the spring 2003 ISAT test determined the baseline.

e A minimum of ninety-fi ve percent (95%) of all student s 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.)

o A student performance rate for element ary and middle schools determined by the
Board that indic ates improvement by st udents over the rate from the preceding
year or meeting the annual target on t he state language usage t est. See Section
7.2.

e 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.

All Idaho public schools and LEAs are syste matically 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 establishe d and maintained at public expens e
through the total bas ic foundation program/sta te aid f ormula described in | daho Code
§33-1002 and governed by the | daho State Board of Educat ion (Idaho Code §33-116).
For the purposes of AYP determination, an el ementary school is one that has a grad e
configuration that may inc lude 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 gr ade 8 but does not contain grade 12. A high sc hool is any sc hool 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.

A “new school” for purposes of accountability is a wholly new entity receiving AYP
determinations for the first time, or a school with a significant student population change
of 35% or more as a result of schools being combined or geographic boundaries
changing, or a result of successful school restructuring sanctioned by the Office of the
State Board of Education.

All students with disabilities in Idaho public schools as defined under Section 602(3) of
the Individ uals with Disab ilities Education Act (IDEA) will p articipate in th e Plan. T he
Individualized Educat ion Program (IEP) team will determi  ne how students with
disabilities will particip ate in the Plan. T he Idaho Alter nate Assessment yields reading
and mathematics assessment results for inclusion in AYP determination.

Students’ scores from the | daho Alternate Asse ssment 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 Alternat e
Assessment with those from the ISAT for the school, LEA, and state results.

Idaho has identified four perform ance 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 ma thematics. The ISAT tests were first
administered in grades 4, 8, and 10 in 2003 . By the 2004-2005 s chool year Idaho was
testing in grades 3 through 8 and in grade 10. For purposes of d etermining 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 willbe inc  luded in the
performance measures that dete rmine AYP status of schools. LEP students who are
enrolled in their first 12 mont hs of school in the Unit ed 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 Englis h Learning Plan ( ELP). Thes e students are inc luded 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

Board action, June 17, 2010
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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?

(a) Idaho has defined four levels of student
achievement for the ISAT: Advanc ed,
Proficient**, Basic, and Below Basic. A
general description of each of the levels is
listed below:

e Advanced Student demonstrates thorough know ledge and mastery of skills that
allows him/her to function in dependently above his/her current
educational level.

e Proficient Student demonstrates thorough knowl edge and mastery of skills that
allows him/her to function indepe ndently on all major concepts and
skills at his/her educational level.

e Basic Student demonstrates bas ic knowledge and skills us age but cannot
operate independently on conce pts and skills at his/h er educational
level. Requires remediation and ass istance to ¢ omplete tasks
without significant errors.

e Below Basic Student demonstrates a significant lack of k nowledge and skills and
is unable to complete basic  skills or knowled ge sets without
significant remediation.

All of the ISAT assessments are aligned to the content standards for the content
standards in reading, mat hematics, and s cience perform ance level descriptors by
subject by grade have been developed to descr ibe what students know and ar e able to
do at each of the four profic iency levels in each subject in each grade. Readin g 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 an d 2006; the test was delivered in 2007, and
cut scores were set based on that administ ration. 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 eac h performance lev el at each grade level
have been set and approved by t he Board. T hese scores are applie d uniformly for all
students in all public schools. Complete language of the per formance level descriptors
can be found at http://www.sde.idaho.gov/site/assessment/ISAT/achievement.htm.
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Approved by the State Board of Education May 30, 2007
Grade 3 | Grade 4 | Grade5 | Grade 6 | Grade7 | Grade 8 | Grade 9 | Grade 10
Reading

208and | 214and | 219and | 223 and | 227 and | 229 and | 232 and | 235 and
up up up up up up up up

Advanced

Proficient 192-207 | 198-213 | 204-218 | 208-222 | 212-226 | 214-228 | 217-231 | 220-234

Basic 187-191 | 193-197 | 197-203 | 201-207 | 204-211 | 207-213 | 209-216 | 211-219
186 and 192 and 196 and 200 and 203 and 206 and 208 and 210 and
Below Basic
below below below below below below below below
Math
204 and 216 and 224 and 231 and 237 and 243 and 247 and 251 and
Advanced

up up up up up up up 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
) 180 and | 192and | 201 and | 208 and | 214 and | 219 and | 225and | 229 and
Below Basic
below below below below below below below below

Grade 3 | Grade4 | Grade5 | Grade 6 | Grade7 | Grade 8 | Grade 9 | Grade 10

Language

Usage

207 and 216 and 222 and 227 and 232 and 236 and 239 and 242 and

Advanced

up up up up up up up 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
| 187and | 194and | 200and | 205and | 208 and | 212 and | 215and | 217 and
Below Basic

below below below below below below below below

Science
216 and 219 and 230 and

Advanced

up up up

Proficient 206-215 213-218 219-229
Basic 194-205 206-212 213-218
Below Basic 193 and 205 and 212 and
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below below below

**Idaho has set the proficient level to meet the proficient level sp ecified in No Child Left
Behind.

Evidence:

ldaho State Board of Education action May 2007
IDAPA 08.02.03.111

Board action, December 10, 2009
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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 de cisions a bout AYP inti me for LEAs to implement the required
provisions of No Child Left Behind before the beginning of t he 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 Statewide assessment administration
Window (annually)

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

Approximately one month from Assessment vendor required to provide

Assessment Administration 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 to the first day of school LEA notification to parents regarding

school choice and supplemental services

No later than thirty days after preliminary School/LEA appeals process ends
identification of schools/LEAs not meeting | Challenged agency renders final
AYP (annually) 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.

The Idaho State Department of Education requested and was granted a waiver by the
U.S. Department of Education to delay reporting to its LEAs the results of the Idaho
Standards Achievement Test — Alternate (ISAT-ALT) administered during the 2009—
2010 school year and AYP results based upon those assessments until November 1,
2010. The following waivers were granted on June 30, 2010:

e Section 1116(a)(2) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA),
which requires that a State educational agency (SEA) ensure that the results of
state assessments administered in a given school year are available to an LEA
before the beqginning of the next school year.

e ESEA section 1116(b)(1)(E)(i), which requires that an LEA notify parents of their
public school choice options before the start of the school year.
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e 34 C.F.R. §200.37(b)(4)(iv), which requires that an LEA provide parents of
eligible students with notice of their public school choice options at least 14 days
before the start of the school year.

Evidence:
IDAPA 08.02.03.112
Board action, October 14, 2010
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1.5 Does the Idaho State Accountability System produce an annual State Report
Card?

Yes. The Idaho State Department of E  ducation produces an annua | School Re port
Card that includes the required state information and also information on every LEA and
school. LEAs are required to disseminate LEA - and school-level report cards.

The state releases account ability reports, assessment data, graduation, and other
information as it becomes available for the state, districts, and schools.

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 10" grade. The 2008-09
Report Card includes 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 f or a full ac ademic
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

Gender
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2. Information on student achievement at  each proficiency lev el. In Idaho, the
proficiency levels ar e: advanc ed, profici ent, 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.

Il. 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 a nd math, and data on student performance
on the state’s additional ac ademic indicators used in making ad equate yearly progres s
(AYP) determinations, and information on districts and schools making AYP.

Specifically, the State Report Card includes:

1. A comparison between the actual ac hievement levels and the State’s annual
measurable objectiv es 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 parti cipation 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 f or 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
LEASs 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.
= Alist of schools identified for improvement and the sanctions each faces
= Alist 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.

2.

SDE

The professional qualific ations of all public elementary and sec ondary school
teachers in the State, as defined by the State;
The percentage of all public elementary and secondary school teachers teaching
with emergency or provisional credentials; and
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3. The percentage of classes in the State taught by highly qualified teachers (as the
term is defined in Sec tion 9101(23) of the ESEA), perc entage 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 qu artile of poverty and the botto m quartile of poverty in the
State.

Dissemination

https://www.sde.idaho.gov/reportcard/
State dissemination

The ISDE 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 to reflect results from Idaho participation in
NAEP administrations.

The State School Report Card web version is available in Spanish.

LEA dissemination
The ISDE publishes web-based Report Cards for each LEA and every school.

Evidence: The Idaho State Report Card with accountability and assessment
information for the state, its LEAs, and all schools is available at
https://www.sde.idaho.gov/reportcard/.

Board action, December 10, 2009
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1.6 How does the State Accountability System include rewards and sanctions for
public schools and LEAS?

Idaho dev eloped annual meas urable objectives det ermined by the computations for
AYP durin g the transition p  eriod of 20 02-03. Beginn ingin 2002-20 03, Idaho
administered the ISAT assessments to determine AYP for Idaho school sys tems. The
system of assessment is defined in IDAPA 08.02.03.111, Rules  Governing
Thoroughness, State Board of Education.

Idaho’s current Statewide Asse ssment 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 St ate Legis lature approved it in 2004.
The plan prescribes consequences for schools/ LEAs that do not meet accreditation
standards. These consequenc es range from development of a School | mprovement
Plan to possible state takeover of the school or LEA. In addition, all Idaho T itle | public
schools and Idaho Tit le 1 district s are subj ect to the r equirements of Section 1116 of
NCLB. (See Chart 2: Idaho School and LEA Sanctions)

All Idaho s chools will follow the State Department of E ducation Procedures for School
Improvement.
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Chart 2: Idaho School and LEA Sanctions

Not
Meeting Schools LEAs
AYP
Year 1 & 2 | Identified as not achieving AYP Identified as not achieving AYP
Year 3 School Improvement LEA Improvement
e Technical Assistance from LEA e Technical Assistance from
e Choice SDE
e Develop and Implement an e Develop and implement an
Intervention School Improvement Intervention Improvement
Plan Plan
e Supplemental Services for eligible
students in reading and math if
choice not available
Year 4 School Improvement LEA Improvement
e Technical Assistance from LEA e Technical Assistance from
e Choice SDE
e Supplemental Services e Implement the Intervention
e Implement Intervention School Improvement Plan
Improvement Plan
Year 5 Corrective Action e Corrective Action
e Choice e Technical Assistance from
e Supplemental Services SDE
e Technical Assistance from LEA e Implement Corrective Action
e Implement Corrective Action
Year 6 School Improvement Corrective Action
e Choice e Technical Assistance from
e Supplemental Services SDE
e Develop a Restructuring Plan e Implement Corrective Action
Year 7 School Improvement
e Choice
e Supplemental Services
e Implement Alternative Governance

Title | schools and non- Title | schools are served under the Idaho State Department of
Education 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.

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.
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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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State of Idaho
Consolidated State Application - Accountability Workbook

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 syste matically judged on the basis of the same
criteria wh en making an AYP determinat ion using data collec ted through the test
enrollment process by the technical vendor overseen by ISBE.

The state contractor will use a web-based dat a collection system to collect data for a Il
subpopulations included in NCLB requirements. This data will be included in reports
prepared by the current vendor, Data Recogni  tion Corporation, and the Bureau of
Technology Services , to create reports fo r 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 establishe d and maintained at public expens e
through the total basic foundation program/state  aid formula outlined in ldaho Code
§33-1002 and governed by the | daho State Board of Educat ion (Idaho Code §33-116).
For the purposes of AYP determination, an el ementary school is one that has a grad e
configuration that may inc lude 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 gr ade 8 but does not contain grade 12. A high sc hool is any sc hool that
contains grade 12. T he LEA is defined as the local school di strict or a public ¢ harter
school designated as an LEA.

The accountability of public schools wit hout grades as sessed (i.e., K-2 schools) will be
based on the third grade test scores of the students who previous ly attended the
associated feeder school.

All Ida ho school stu dents with disab ilities as defin ed under secti on 60 2(3) of the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) amendments of 1997 and Board policy
will participate inth e Plan. T he Individ ualized Edu cation Pro gram (IEP) team will
determine how stude nts with disabi lities will participat e in the Plan (i.e., ISAT or Idah o
Alternate Assessment Program) as defined in Board policy. For testing purposes, those
students who have been exited from a specia | education program will be coded SPEX1
and SPEX2 for first and second year of exit ed status. The ldaho Alternate Assessment
will yield reading and math ematics assessment result s forinclus ionin AYP
determination.

Idaho’s assessment window inc ludes five calendar weeks. Th e first four weeks of the

testing window are considered the test administratio n wi ndow and the fifth week is
considered the make-up window.
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All LEP students in | daho public schools ar e required to par ticipate in the Plan. LEP,
when used with reference to individuals, denotes:

o Individuals whose native language is a language other than English.

o Individuals who come fr om environments where a lang uage other than English is
dominant.

o Individuals who are Amer ican Indian and Alaskan natives and who com e from
environments where a language other than English has had a significant impact on
their level of English | anguage proficienc y, and who, by reas on thereof, have
sufficient difficulty speaking, reading, writing, or understanding the Englis h
language to deny such indiv iduals the oppor tunity to learn successfully in
classrooms, where the language of instruction is English.

For accountability purposes, all LEP stud ents 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 giv en the ISAT
with accommodations or adaptations as out lined 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 . Howev er, exited LEP
students are not included in  the LEP subgroup whea— unless the number of LEP
students in the subgroup alread y meets the minimum “n” si  ze of 34. For testing
purposes, exited LEP students will be coded LE PX1 and L EPX2 for first and secon d
year of exited and m onitored status. LE P students who do not have an ELP or a
language acquisition s core 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 scien ce in grades offered, ISAT wit h
accommodations or adaptati ons as determined by the EL P and language proficiency
score. Their participation will c ount positively in the 95% participat ion requirement for
both the reading and math assessment. Howeve r, neither the math nor reading score s
will be counted int he profic iency calc ulations. For testing purposes, first year LEP
students will be coded as LEP1.

All of the required subgroups, including  students with disabilit ies and LEP students
within the flexibility parame ters allowed by the US E ducation Department, who are
enrolled in an Idaho public sc  hool for a fu Il 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

Board action, December 10, 2009
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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, t he following students are to be in cluded in the Plan through
the completion of a full academic year.

a. For inclusion in AYP determination

A student is continuously enr olled if s/he has not transferred or dropped-out or been
expelled from a public school. Students who ar e serving suspensions are still
considered to be enrolled studen ts. Expulsion policies in Idaho are used at the district
level; students expelled at one sc hool 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 y ear through the spring
testing administration period will be included when determining if the LEA has achieved
AYP. A student who is enrolle d continuously in a public school within Idaho from the
end of the first eight (8) wee ks or fifty-six (56) calendar days of the school y ear through
the spring testing administrat ion period, exc luding the ma ke up portion of the test
window, will be included when determining if the state has achieved AYP.

Evidence:
IDAPA 08.02.03, Section 112.03
Board action December 10, 2009
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State of Idaho
Consolidated State Application — Accountability Workbook

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 st udents to be included in the Pl an 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.

b. For inclusion in AYP determination
All of the following student subgroups are held accountable to the AYP indicators:

o Astudent who is enrolled continuously in the same public school from the end of
the first eight (8) weeks or fifty-six (66) calendar days of the school year thr ough
the spring testing administration period will be inc luded in the calc ulation to
determine if the school achieved AYP. A student is continuously enrolled if he/she
has not transferred or dr  opped-out or been expelled from a public sc hool.
Students who are serving suspensions are still considered to be enrolled students.

o A student who is enrolled continuously in the LEA from the end of the first eight (8)
weeks or fifty-six (66) calendar days of the school year through the spring t esting
administration period will be inc luded in the calculat ion to determine if the LEA
achieved AYP.

e A student who is enrolled continuously in the state from the end of the first eight (8)
weeks or fifty-six (66) calendar days of the school year through the spring t esting
administration period will be included in the calculation to determine if the state
achieved AYP.

Evidence:
IDAPA 08.02.03
Board action, December 10, 2009
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PRINCIPLE 3. State definition of Adequate Yearly Progress (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 AYP require all students to be proficient
in reading and mathematics by the 2013-2014 school year?

Idaho’s de finition of AYP req uires all st udents to be proficientin r eading an d
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 acade mic indicators used to
measure AYP (percent proficient in reading and mathematics; percent of participation in
the assessments). Graduation r ate for sec ondary schools and a n additional academic
indicator for elementary and middle schoo Is will also be used to determine if a school
has made AYP. See Chart 3 for 2007-2008 di saggregation of high school graduation
rate that will be available for use in safe harbor calculations.

High school students t ake the ISAT in grade 10. T he online test is presented multiple
times each year for the purpos e of meeting the graduation requireme nts. If a student
meets the proficiency requirement in an administration prior to the spring as sessment,
that student will be counted as  meeting standard for purpose s of calc ulating AYP.
Idaho will include retesting 11 ™ grade students in 2009 and 11™ and 12" grade student
retesters in 2010 for high school proficiency calculations for AYP.

Idaho’s Technical Advisory Committee recommended a validat ion of the Achievemen t
Standards and Prof iciency Level Descripto rs (PLDs) after the 2007 ISAT wa S
operational in 2007. The PLDs  were revi ewed and revised by 25-30 teachers per
content area in March 2007. Academic Ac hievement Standards were validated usin g
the Modified Bookmarking method immediately following the first adm inistration of the
ISAT (May 2007) after changing vendors in 2006. Statewide teams of 25-30 teachers in
each content area reviewed student achievement using ordered item booklets and
PLDs.

Idaho PLDs define proficiency in terms of general underst anding of grade level content
and skills. Students at the Basic level ar e expected to demonstrate limited (partial)
proficiency of grade le vel content and skills. The lower end scale scores for basic leave
a wide range for the Below Basic category.

Applying a weighted average value to Basic scale scores will support the PLDs and give
partial credit for student achiev ement. I[daho Standard Achievement Tests s cale scores
are set on a vertical scale of 0 — 300. Idaho chose to keep the same scale when the test
was revised in 2007 to maintain continuity for schools and distric ts data files. Student
achievement in every grade lev el ranges from 160-300, further compressing the spread
of students’ scale scores. This issue does  not allow breaking Basic proficiency band
without jeopardizing the validity when s ome bands are as narrow as fiv e scale score
points with a standard error of three.
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Reviewing Idaho student data fr om 2008 administration and the range of scale scores
for each proficiency band, we have adapted the weighted model to create an equitable
and fair assignment of partial credit.

Table I: Weighted Average in Proficiency Bands

Proficiency Level Index Points
Level 1: Below Basic 0

Level 2: Basic 50

Level 3: Proficient 100

Level 4: Advanced

Table l.a: AYP Calculation Table by Weighted Average in Proficiency Bands

Idaho Adequate Yearly
Progress - Status District:
School:
School Index Report ELEMENTARY
School ID:
Grade:
Performance Index Points Earned
Group | N-(Total | Below Calculation
Number of | Basic Basic Proficient | Advanced
Students in | Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Sumof | Group
this group) | Number of | Number of | Number of | Number of | totals Performance Index
NOTE: Students Students Students Students Across Score
AYP Scoring at | Scoring at | Scoring at | Scoring at | row
proficiency | Scaled Scaled Scaled Scaled
not Score Score Score Score
determined | Range 1 Range 2 Range 3 Range 4
with33or | n1x0+ n2x50+ | n3x100+ | n4x100= | Sum Divide Sum by N
less count
students Rounded to Tenth
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All subgroups will be held ac  countable f or 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.

In the 2009 amendment to the Accountability Workbook, Idaho used spring 2007-2008
ISAT scores as the baseline for calculating the weighted average index model for AYP
determinations. 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 2013-14 school
year. Annual intermediate goals were established beginning in the 2008—-09 school year
with subsequent goals in 2010-11, 2012-13 and 2013-14 to assure increases in the
percent of students proficient in reading and mathematics.

Table II: Percent "Proficient or Higher" Required to Meet AYP
Idaho Partial Proficiency Weighted Model

Reading 85.6 90.4 95.2 100
Mathematics 83.0 88.7 94.3 100
Language Arts 75.1 83.4 91.7 100

Table Il displays the Annual Meas urable O bjectives that plot growth toward 100% by
2014. This table replaces the previous vers ion that was based on a status model that
did not award partial proficiency for students scoring in the Basic range on the Idaho
Achievement Standards.

GROWTH OBJECTIVE (“Safe Harbor” Provision)

If any student subgr oups do not meetor exceedt he ldaho’s annua | measurable

objectives, the public school or LEA may be conside red to have achiev ed AYP if the

percent of students in the non-proficient subgroup:

1. Decreased by 10% from the prec eding school year
mathematics indicators, as applicable,

2. Made progress on one or more of the other indicators , or is at/above the target
goal for that indicator, and

3. Attained a 95% participation rate

on the reading and
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Evidence:

Board action August 2006

Board Information February 28, 2008
Board action, December 10, 2009
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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 sc hools) and language usage for elementary and middle
schools beginning in the 2004-2005 school year. Use of the third indic ator is described
in Section 7.2. Dis aggregation of the 2006- 2007 gr aduation rate will be av ailable for
AYP determinations in 2007-2008. (See Chart 3.)

(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 dec reasing trend calculat ion under the “Safe Har bor” provision to
identify schools that failed to achieve AYP by the method outlined in Chart 3. An Idaho
public sch ool or LEA may be considere d to have achieved AYP ifthe  percent of
students in the non-proficient subgroup:

Part 1: Decreased by 10% from the preceding school year,

Part 2: Made progres s on the additional academic indicators, or is at/abov e 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 intr oduced the ISAT in grades 4, 8, and 10. With this
phased-in introduction, many subgroups did not appearto  have missed a target in
reading or math because there were less than 34 students (see sect ion 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.

e The safe harbor formula used is
[ ]
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% of not proficient students, year 1 - % of not proficient students, year 2
% of not proficient students, year 1
e |daho will use the % of not proficient students in year 1 even when “n” is
than 34

less

e 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 signific antly reduced
the use of data from groups less than 34 to apply Part 1 of safe harbor.

Chart 3. “Safe Harbor” Provision for AYP Determination with Accountability

Subgroups and Indicators

Academic Indicators Participation Rate Graduation /
Readmg Mathem_atlcs Reading Mathematics Additional Academic
% Meeting % Meeting Indicator*
Standard Standard
Decrease by Decrease by Attained a Attained a 95% Meets or shows

10% that percent | 10% that percent | 95% Participation progress toward this
of students not of students not Participation | Rate indicator by that sub-
proficient from proficient from Rate group

the preceding

the preceding

year in the
school

year in the
school

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.

The state contractor, now Data Recognition Corporation, will employ its current web-
based system to collect and report data for all subgroups.
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Evidence:

Board action August 15, 2003
IDAPA 08.02.03, §114.07

Board action, December 10, 2009
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3.2a What is the State’s starting point for calculating Adequate Yearly

Progress?

In 2009, Idaho amended the accountability workbook to implement an indexing model
requiring recalculation of the starting point. Idaho used student scores from the Spring
2007-2008 school year ISAT test for the starting point to calculate AYP. Based on
those scores, ldaho 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.

(1)  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.

SDE

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 2008. The  same
process was used to calculat e the starting point for ma thematics. (In Steps 1

through 5, references are made to Char t4, Example A, found on the following

page.)

1.

In a chart similar to Example A, re  cord the total student s in the enroliment
records for each school after they have been ordered based o n the percent of
students who scored at the proficient level or above.

Beginning with the sc hool with t he smallest percent of proficient students in
reading, c alculate the cumulative enro Iiment. Referring to Example A, the
cumulative enrollment for School X is 397 {200 (School Z) + 65 (School Y) +
132 (School X)}.

Multiply the total student enrollment for Idaho public schools (top cumulat ive
enrollment number) by 20 perce nt (.20) to find 20 per cent of the total student
enroliment. In the example, 20 percent of 1619 is 323.8. Rounding yields 324.

Count up from the school with the sma llest percent of stude nts proficient in
reading to identify the public  sc hools whose com bined school populations
represent 20 percent of t he total student enrollment (c umulative enrollment).
From Example A, 20 percent of the tota | student enrollmentis 324. To reach
this number, the student populat ions from School X, School Y, and School Z
are combined.
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5. Use the percent of st udents who scored at the profic ient level in reading and
mathematics from the public schools identified in Step 4. This percent is the
minimum starting point for reading and mat hematics. In Chart 4, Example A,
the minimum starting point is 30 percent (the percent of proficient students at
School X).

Chart 4. Example

School Name Percent of Total students in Cumulative enrollment
Students enrollment
Proficient in records
Reading and Math
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 action, May 30, 2007

SDE
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3.2b  What are the State’s annual measurable objectives for determining

Adequate Yearly Progress?

Idaho reset starting points in 2009 based  on 2007-2008 student achiev ement data.
Idaho has established annual measurable obje ctives/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 s eparately for reading
and mathematics. Beginning in 2007-2008 the annual in termediate goals/objectives will
be used to determine AYP and serve as a guide to pub lic schools in reaching the target
goal by the end of the 2013-14 s chool year. T he 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. ldaho has set the goals/objectives
determine AYP for each public school an d LEA by each student subgroup through

2013-14. (Refer to Section 3.1.)

Table II: Percent "Proficient or Higher" Required to Meet AYP

Idaho Partial Proficiency Weighted Model

and will use them to

2008-09 2009-10 201112
_ 2009-10 PR 201213 | 201314
Reading 85.6 90.4 95.2 100
Mathematics 83.0 88.7 94.3 100
Language Arts 75.1 83.4 91.7 100

Evidence:

Board action, August 15, 2003

Board Information, February 21, 2008
Board action December 10, 2009

SDE
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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 sch ool ¢ onfigurations
(elementary, middle, and high s chool) by allowing multiple y ears at a specific target
level. These targets lead to the ultimate goal of havin g 100% of st udents proficient in
2013-14. See chart in Section 3.2b.

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.

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 fo r all public scho ols and LEAs. Idaho
Code requires that ISDE publish an annua | report of school, LEA, and state
performance. ldaho 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:

e The proficiency status of each s tudent tested in the st ate based on the ass essment
results for the student. (Each student wi |l 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.)

e Whether each student has completed a fullac ademic 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 y ear who
were continuously enrolled through the spring testing window. A student is
continuously enrolled if he/ she has not transferred or dropped-out or been expelled
from a public schoo |. Students who are se rving suspensions are still considered to
be enrolled students.  Expulsion policies in |daho are used at the district level;
students expelled at one school do not typically re-enroll at another school within the
same district.

e The number of students enrolled for a full academic year determined by ¢ omparing
the number of continuously enrolled students with the number of tested students.

e The percent of students enrolled for a full academic year.

e 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 Enroliment Report
(June) and prior year dropout reports (by student)

e Performance on the additional academic indicators: See Se ction 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 t he academic indicator described in Section 7.2 across

all required subgroups.  Disaggregation of the 2006-2007 graduation r ate will be

available for AYP determinations in 2007-2008.

All required subgroups are identified bas ed 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 indic ator (i.e ., reading, mathematics,
participation rate, additional academic indicator, or graduation rate).
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Each school, LEA, and sub-gr  oup will be required to meet the AMO’s and the
intermediate goals. Each school and LEA, including all subgroups, will be r equired to
meet the 95% assessment participation rate indicator.

An LEA or school is identif ied for improvement when it misses AYP for an y group for
two consecutive years, or misses the other  academic indic ator for two consecutive
years. ldaho will move to a model where an LEA is identified fo r improvement when it
misses AYP in the same subject and same grade span for two consecutive years, or
misses the other academic indic ator in the same grade span for two consec utive years
when Idaho’s technology allows more precise calculations.

Public schools will be accountable for all students who have been enrolled in the school
for a full academicy ear. The LEAisac countable for all stud ents who have been
enrolled for a full ac ademic year in that LEA. The State Educ ation Agency (SEA) is
accountable for all st udents 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
Department of Education. All accountability decisions will be based on the information
collected by the test vendor, using the following electronic collections:

e Enrollment of Students at the end of the f irst eight weeks or f ifty-six calendar
days of the school year

Student Enroliment File (SEF)

Tenth Month Enroliment Report (June)

Total Year Student Registration Record

Assessment Results by Student

The State Department of Educ ation receives student data fr om the vendorin an SQ L
table. Calculations f or AYP ar e done us ing additional information listed a bove. 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
Board action, December 10, 2009
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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 de finition of AYP inc ludes mea suring and reporting the achievement of
subgroups of students by the indic ators and subgroups that appear in Chart 5
(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 sc hools within
their respective districts. Reports Cards are available to the public from each LEA.

Chart 5. Accountability Subgroups and Academic Indicators

Graduation/Additional

Academic Indicators Participation Rate Academic Indicator*

Reading Mathematics Reading Mathematics
% Meeting % Meeting
Standard Standard

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 g raduation rate and additionall
academic indicator data into the subgroups unless the school/LEA is using the “Safe
Harbor” provision to achieve AYP.

Idaho’s definition of AYP require s all student subgroups to be proficient in readin g and
mathematics by the end of the 2013-14 school year. (See Section 3.1)
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Evidence:

Idaho Report Card
https://www.sde.idaho.gov/reportcard/
IDAPA 08.02.03

Board information, February 2008
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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, ldaho’s assessment contractor, collects all data on all
student subgroups. These data are then provided to ISDE 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 acro ss grade lev els in a scho ol, LEA, or
state to produce a single ass essment score for reading and a s ingle assessment score
for mathe matics. Test results in 2003 provided starting points for determining
intermediate goals and annual measurable objectiv es for schools at those grade
configurations. (See Section 3. 1) Additionally, Idaho applies the 95% participation rate
to student subgroups.

For AYP determination, the addition  al a cademic indicator calculation is used fo r
accountability at the school/LEA levels, but is not calculated for each subgroup.
However, for schools/ LEAs that must use t he “Safe Harbor” provision to ac hieve AYP
the academic indicator must then be met by the subgroup(s) that failed to achieve AYP
on the assessment scores.

An LEA or school is identif ied for improvement when it misses AYP for an y group for
two consecutive years, or misses the other academic indic ator for two consecutive
years. ldaho will move to a model where an LEA is identified fo r improvement when it
misses AYP in the same subject and same grade span for two consecutive years, or
misses the other academic indic ator in the same grade span for two consec utive years
when ldaho’s technology allows more precise calculations.

The Idaho Report Card will chart the progress of all groups of students and the status of
each group in relation to annual measur able objectives based on the percent of
students at the profi cient le vel for reading, mathematics, the participation rate, and
additional academic indicators . ISDE will provide the parti cipating 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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53 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 ldaho. 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.

The 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).

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 I1AA 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.

Evidence:
IDAPA 08.02.03
http://www.sde.state.id.us/SpecialEd/AltAssessment/iaamanual.pdf

SDE TAB 4 Page 43


http://www.sde.state.id.us/SpecialEd/AltAssessment/iaamanual.pdf

STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
OCTOBER 14, 2010

5.4 How are students with limited English proficiency included in the State’s
definition of Adequate Yearly Progress?

All LEP st udents in | daho public schools are r equired to participate in the Plan using
appropriate accommodations and modificati ons. LEP, when used with reference to
individuals, represents:

o Individuals whose native language is a language other than English.

o Individuals who come fr om environments where a lang uage other than English is
dominant.

o Individuals who are Amer ican Indian and Alaskan natives and who com e from
environments where a language other than English has had a significant impact on
their level of English | anguage proficienc y, and who, by reas on thereof, have
sufficient difficulty speaking, reading, writing, or understanding the Englis h
language to deny such indiv iduals the oppor tunity to learn successfully in
classrooms, where the language of instruction is English.

Limited English Proficient (LEP) students who receive a score in the low range on the
State Board of Education appr oved language acquisition prof iciency test and have an
Education Learning Plan (ELP), shall be given the ISAT wit h accommodations o r
adaptations as outlined in the ELP. For AYP purposes students can be categorized a s
LEP students for two (2) years after testing proficient on the la nguage proficiency test
and exiting the LEP program. However, ex ited LEP st udents are only included in the
LEP subgroup when the number of LEP students int he 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 y ear of exited and monitored status. LEP students who
do not hav e an ELP or alangu age 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 St ates may take the Eng lish Proficiency test in lieu of the
reading/language usage ISAT but will still be require d to take the math, and science in
grades offered, ISAT with accommodations or adaptations as determined by the ELP
and lan guage proficiency score. Their parti cipation will co unt positively in the 95 %
participation requirement for both the reading and math a ssessment. However, neither
the math nor reading scores will be counted in the prof iciency calculations. For testing
purposes, first year LEP students will be coded as LEP1.

All of the required subgroups , including LEP student s as described above, who are
enrolled in an Idaho public sc  hool for a fu Il 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.

Idaho will notify schools and LEAs of the LEP subgroup that in itially does n ot achieve
AYPino neyearo nanyin dicator (i.e., reading, mathematics, participation rate,
additional academic indicator, or graduation rate).

SDE TAB 4 Page 44



STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
OCTOBER 14, 2010

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 participat ion 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 di sabilities under IDEA, the
IEP team will determine whethe r the student participates in  the ISAT or meets the
criteria for the Idaho Alternate Assessment.

Evidence:

IDAPA 08.02.03, §§111.04 and 112
Board action, December 10, 2009
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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 stu dents. Idaho Report Card does not report
student data for less than 10 students. However, if the mi nimum “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 sy mbols >95% or < 5% will be reported. This will further

reduce the possibility of inadvertently identifying information about individual students.

Board rule outlines the achievement perfo rmance measures for reporting the school’'s
total students and each subgr oup (migran t students, student gender, s tudents wit h
disabilities, LEP stu dents, eco nomically disadvantaged stude nts, race/ethnicityt o
include American Indian/Alas kan Nativ e, As ian, Black/African American, Nativ e
Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander, White, and Hispanic or Latino Ethnicity), whic h
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 Asse  ssment test scores. Idaho examined the
impact of the various “n” values that are statistically defensible for making valid an d
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 Number of | Elementary | Alternative/ | Exceptional
Enroliment Schools Secondary Child
<50 66 29 27 2
<40 60 27 23 2
<34 51 25 17 2

As the chart illustrates an “n” of 34 inc ludes 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” less than 34 the pr obability is high t hat whole subgroups of the population

would be excluded from perform ance calculations. Idaho w ill use grouping t echniques
consistent with federal guidelines to group students  across grade-level av eraging to
reach reportable student numbers.
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Board policy outlines the achievement performance level measures for accountability as
the “school’s total students and each subgr oup (students with disabilities, Limited
English Proficient, economically disadvantaged, and racial/ethnic to include American
Indian/Alaskan Native, Asian, Black/African American, Na tive Hawaiian/Other Pacific
Islander, White, and Hispanic or Latino Ethnicity) that contains 34 or more students.”

Evidence:
IDAPA 08.02.03
Board action, December 10, 2009
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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 reporti ng of school and LEA results. This minimum
is consistent with requirem ents of the Family Educat ional Rights and Privacy Ac t
(FERPA) requirements. Additionally, the Boar d policy assures the privacy rights of all
students.

Individual student results are  not public record. In orderto  assure that indiv idual
students cannot be identified, school results are not publicly reported or displayed when
the number of students in a su bgroup is less than 10 or w henever the reported results
would make it possible to determine the perfo rmance 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 are suppressed.

Results greater than 95% will be reported as “> 95%” and result s 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 bas ed 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 su bgroups ar e required to meet the state’s definitio n of
proficient for reading and mat hematics by the 2013-14 school y ear. Beginning in the
2004-05 s chool year, each school and LEA was required to in crease the percent of
students at the proficient level in that school or LEA consistent with intermediate annual
measurable achievement objecti ves that were orig inally based on 2002-2003 baseline
data.

The assessments that will be used to determine AYP calculations for schools and LEAs
in ldaho are designated by “X” and on the following chart:

Chart 6. 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 leve | standards are applied to public schools and LEAs,
disaggregating the data into the federally-defined subgroups to det ermine 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 4. These calc ulations fir st identified the percent of stud ents achieving AYP for
2003-04; determined AYP int ermediate goal s/annual objec tives based on state
performance through 2013-2014 and determined annual growth objectives based on
school performance up to 2013-2014.
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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.

Evidence:

IDAPA 08.02.03

Board action, January 26, 2004
Board information, February 2008
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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. ldaho 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 12" grade dropouts,
plus prior year 11" grade dropouts, plus two years prior 10" grade dropouts, plus three
years prior 9" grade dropouts.

A

= Graduation Rate
A+B+C+D+E

A = Current Year Graduates

B = Current Year 12" Grade Dropouts

C = Prior Year 11" Grade Dropouts

D = Two Years Prior 10" Grade Dropouts
E = Three Years Prior 9" 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.

G — Clong — gst
! gy +dg + dsl(lt—l) + dslé)t—z) + dsg(t—s)

Where
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G = graduation rate.

¢ = four-year completion rate for state s at year t.
Oq = number of high school completers at year t.
d? = number of grade 12 dropouts at year t.

diy = number of grade 11 dropouts at year t-1.
dii, = number of grade 10 dropouts at year t-2.
df(t_3) = number of grade 9 dropouts at year t-3.

The Board established the graduation rate standard of 90%. Schools will be considered

as having achieve d AYP if they meet—or-exceed-the-standard-erifthey— have made at_

least a 2% improvement toward the standard.

Idaho will first determine whether each school met the 90% target or improved its
graduation rate over the previous year.

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 11" grade cohort in 2009 and 12" 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:

B First determining whether the school has met the 90% target or improved its
graduation rate over the previous year.

B Second, a three year rolling average of graduation rates will be applied to
calculate AYP when they fail to meet 90%.

B 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.

For AYP determination, the graduation rate calculation will be used for accountability at
the school/ LEA levels , but will not be calculated for each sub group. However, for
schools/LEAs that must use the “Safe Ha rbor” provision to achieve AYP for the
graduation rate standard must then be met by  the subgroup(s) that failed to achieve
AYP on the assessment standards.
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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 subgr  oups Idah o
implemented in the fall 200 8 collection d etailed data that will allo w 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 willb e based on four year completer s
and will be used in the AYP ca Iculation. W ith the implem entation of a un ique 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

Board Action June 17, 2010
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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 ldaho 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:
e Meet or exceed previous Language Usage ISAT proficiency rates, or
e Reduce the percentage of students that score at the below basic level on the
reading and math ISAT, or
e Increase the percentage of students that score at the advanced level on the
reading and math ISAT.

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 previou s
year, or

2. Increase the percent proficient or advanced students from previous year, or

3. Achieve a proficiency rate at or above the current AMO target (see Principle
3.1).

In addition, the guidelines below apply to incr easing 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 adv  anced students in r eading 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 three 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 15t of each year. The selection will remain
in effect unless notification is received by this date.

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.
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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 test s, eliminating the need for
an additional statewide test. = The language usage test is an academic  testthati s
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 t he “Safe Harbor” provision to ac hieve AYP
for the achievement indicato r, the additional academ ic 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
Board action, December 10, 2009
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7.3 Are the State’'s academic indicators valid and reliable?

Idaho has defined ac ademic indicators that are valid and re liable 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 academ ic indicator s, and publis hes the
information in school/LEA/state Report Card s. This includes the m onitoring of
databases 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.

In 2007 and 2008, Idaho 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 found each content area to be in satisfactory alignment with
Idaho content standards. The alternate assessment has been redesigned as a portfolio
assessment aligned with Idaho Standards, and all content areas will be assessed using
the new system in 2009-2010. An independent review will be conducted to assure
validity, reliability, and alignment.

Evidence:

Idaho State Department of Education website for Idaho Report Card
https://www.sde.idaho.gov/reportcard/

Idaho State Department of Education website for alignment studies
http://www.sde.idaho.gov/site/assessment/ISAT/technicalReports.htm
Board action, December 10, 2009
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State of Idaho
Consolidated State Application - Accountability Workbook

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 Assessment (IAA) is used to assess students for accountab ility. (See
Chart 3 in Section 3. 1) During the 2002-03 academic year, Id aho implemented the
ISAT assessment program on a statewide basis.
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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:

o Uniform averaging of proficiency categories across grade levels within the school
and LEA to produce a single school or LEA score.

o 2002-03 scores were used as baseline for determining starting point. Idaho has
established the trajectory of intermedi ate goals and annual obj ectives beginning in
2004-2005.

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

e  Third party independent alignment studies for Mathematics, Science and Reading
were completed in May 2007 and for Language Usage in Janu ary 2008. Note:
Language Usage was delayed until  Idaho’s item bank was sufficient. All four
alignment studies are available at
http://www.sde.idaho.gov/site/assessment/ISAT/technicalReports.htm.

e  “Safe Harbor” provision and evidence that this rule increases reliability of decisions
about schools.

Note: Validity, reliability and alig nment studies for the IAA will be avai lable in fall 2009.
IAA is currently under revision.

Evidence:

Assessment Data analysis from ISAT

Technical Reports: ISAT
http://www.sde.idaho.gov/site/assessment/ISAT/technicalReports.htm.
Board action, December 10, 2009
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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 acc ountability decisions, Board policy includes the
following Appeals Process:

1.  The Idaho State Board of = Education, with the a ssistance of the Idaho State
Department of Education, determines prelim inary identification of all schools and
LEAs that have not met AYP according to the state criteria. The LEA will notify all
schools that are identified for school improvement.

2. Within 30 days of prelim inary identificatio n, the agency (LEA/s chool) reviews its
data and may challenge its identification. The agency (LEA/school) not meeting
AYP may appea | its status and provide evidence to support the challe nge to the
agency making the identification (Idaho Board of Education or LEA).

3. No later than thirty days after prelim inary identification, the identifying agenc y
reviews the appeal and makes a final det  ermination of identification for school
improvement.

A valid and reliable ac countability system has been des igned for the ISAT as sessment
program that includes the requirements of NCLB. The new accountability system will be
designed t o create the most advantageous balance of 1) re liable results, 2) public
confidence in the results, 3) including all p  ublic schools in the accountability formula,
and 4) capacity building and development of resources to serve Idaho st udents and
schools.

As the Idaho Accountability System is revi sed, Idaho will regularly examine the valid ity
and reliability of the data related to the determination of AYP an d decision consistency
for holding public schools and LEAs account able within this system. Updated analys is
and reporting of decision cons istency will be shared with the public at appropriate
intervals.

Evidence:
IDAPA 08.02.03
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State of Idaho
Consolidated State Application - Accountability Workbook

9.3 How has the State planned for incorporating into its definition of AYP
anticipated changes in assessment?

The current ISAT was first developed fo r the spring 2007 administ  ration. The
development of test forms for subsequent administrations will be carefully linked and
equated to previous administr ations meeting current St andards for Education and

Psychological Testing, AERA. Currenttec hnical reports are ava ilable at the State
Board website.

ISAT is delivered primarily on the computer. Idaho provides accom modated versions of
the asses smentincluding pencil/paper, large print, Brai lle and audio f or students
requiring these accommodations. Online administ ration 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 IAAis ¢ urrently under revision. Technical reports will be available in fall
2009.

Evidence:

IDAPA 08.02.03

Technical Reports: ISAT
http://www.sde.idaho.gov/site/assessment/ISAT/technicalReports.htm
Board action, December 10, 2009
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State of Idaho
Consolidated State Application - Accountability Workbook

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 tes t. The 95% minimum precludes
public sch ools from shielding low-scori ng studen ts in sub populations from AYP
accountability. Failure to include 95% of students automatically id entifies the school as
not having achieved AYP. The 95% determinat ion is made by dividing the number of
students assessed on the Spring ISAT by th e number of students reported on the class
roster files:

12 .95
E
Where
T= number of students tested.
E = number of students reported on the class roster files.

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 recent
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 e nrollment participation
requirement for grades tested for all schools and subgroups unless the subgroup
has less than the minimum “n.” For s ubgroups 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 enroliment 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
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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
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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 | of this document details the sanctions and procedures for schools.
Part Il 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 | ldentified as not achieving AYP Identified as not achieving AYP
Year 3 School Improvement LEA Improvement
e Technical Assistance from LEA e Technical Assistance from SDE
e Choi ce e Develop and implement an
e Develop and Implement an Intervention Improvement Plan
Intervention School Improvement Plan
e Supplemental Services for eligible
students in reading and math if choice
not available
Year 4 School Improvement LEA Improvement
e Technical Assistance from LEA e Technical Assistance from SDE
e Choi ce ¢ Implement the Intervention
e Supplem ental Services Improvement Plan
e Implement Intervention School
Improvement Plan
Year 5 Corrective Action e Correc tive Action
e Choi ce e Technical Assistance from SDE
e Supplem ental Services e Implement Corrective Action
e Technical Assistance from LEA
e Implement Corrective Action
Year 6 School Improvement Corrective Action
e Choi ce e Technical Assistance from SDE
e Supplem ental Services e Implement Corrective Action
e Develop a Restructuring Plan
Year 7 School Improvement
e Choi ce
e Supplem ental Services
o 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.

SDE

TAB 4 Page 65




STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
OCTOBER 14, 2010

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 Il School Choice

* Section 111 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

program to improve student achievement. Specifically, the team must do the
following:
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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
that have significantly affected student academic achievement.
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Section I1. 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 I11. School Improvement Plan
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.
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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. ldentification 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. ldentify 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

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
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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 V. 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 | 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. ldentify 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
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.
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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:

SDE

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;
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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.

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.
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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
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.

SDE
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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
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.
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PART Il: 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 | ldentified as not achieving AYP Identified as not achieving AYP
Year 3 School Improvement LEA Improvement
e Technical Assistance from LEA e Technical Assistance from SDE
e Choi ce e Develop and implement an
o Develop and Implement an Intervention Improvement Plan
Intervention School Improvement Plan
e Supplemental Services for eligible
students in reading and math if choice
not available
Year 4 School Improvement LEA Improvement
e Technical Assistance from LEA e Technical Assistance from SDE
e Choi ce ¢ Implement the Intervention
e Supplem ental Services Improvement Plan
e Implement Intervention School
Improvement Plan
Year 5 Corrective Action e Correc tive Action
e Choi ce e Technical Assistance from SDE
e Supplem ental Services e Implement Corrective Action
e Technical Assistance from LEA
e Implement Corrective Action
Year 6 School Improvement Corrective Action
e Choi ce e Technical Assistance from SDE
e Supplem ental Services ¢ Implement Corrective Action
o Develop a Restructuring Plan
Year 7 School Improvement
e Choi ce
e Supplem ental Services
e 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.

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 | Technical Assistance
* Section Il LEA Improvement Plan
» Section Il LEA Corrective Action Plan
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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 Il. 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.

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.
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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 I11. 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.

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.
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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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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

OFFICE OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION

ASSISTANT SECRETARY

The Honorable Tom Luna
Superintendent of Public Instruction
[daho Department of Education

Len B. Jordan Office Building

650 West State Street

P.O. Box 83720

Boise, Idaho 83720-0027

Dear Superintendent Luna:

I am writing in response to Idaho’s request to waive certain statutory and regulatory
requirements of Title I, Part A of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA).
as amended. Idaho has requested these waivers because it administered a Idaho Standards
Achievement Test — Alternate (ISAT-ALT), thereby affecting Idaho’s release of accountability
determinations and the ability of LEAs 1o provide timely notice to parents of eligible students as
10 their public school choice options.

After reviewing Idaho’s request. I am pleased to grant waivers of the following statutory and
regulatory provisions:

*  Waiver of requirement 1o provide imelv AYP determinations. I am granting Idaho a one-
vear waiver of section 1116(a)(2) of the ESEA that requires Idaho to ensure that the results of
State academic assessments arc available to LEAs before the beginning of the school year
following the one in which the assessments were administered.

= Waiver ol requirements to provide timely notice of public school choice options. | am
granting Idaho a one-year waiver of section 1116(b)(1)(E)(i) of the ESEA and 34 CF.R. §
200.37(bj4)(iv) that together require an LEA to provide parents of eligible students with
notice as to their public school choice options at least 14 days before the start of the school
vear. This waiver applies only to the notive provided to parents of children attending Title |
schools that could be newly identified for improvement for the 2010-2011 school year and
parents of children attending Title [ schools that could exit improvement for the 2010-2011
school year, but do not do so.

A0 MARYLAND ATVE, S W. IDAHOD, D.C. 20202

wrwdd gol

har mission is re pnsure equal Beeess to sducarivn and 1o promoie edicariomal excellence throughout the Nafion.
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These waivers are granted on the condition that Idaho will satisfy the conditions detailed in the
enclosure to this letter, including the requirement to report certain information about the use of
the waivers. Please be sure to review the enclosure carefully.
I appreciate the work you are doing to improve your schools and provide a high-quality
education for vour students, If you have any questions, please contact Zollie Stevenson, Director
of Student Achievement and School Accountability Programs (SASA) at (202) 260-0826.
Sincerely,
/ . s
/_M,{‘___ z Z e
g a/
Thelma Meléndez de Santa Ana, Ph.D.

Enclosure

ce: Governor Butch Otter
Carissa Miller
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CONDITIONS ON THELE L PART A WAIVERS

Waiver of requirement to provide timely AYP determinations (ESEA section 1116(22))
This waiver 18 granted on the condition that Idaho will submit to the Department a report that

contains such information as the Secreiary mav require,

Warver of requirements fo provide timely notice of public school choice options {ESEA section

e EN, 3 CER. §200.37b)4)0v))

This watver is granted on the condition that Idaho will:

*  Ensure that cach local educational agency (LEA) taking advantage of the walver provides
public school choice notice to parents of students attending schools that cannof exit
improvement. corrective action, or restructaring for the 2010-2011 school vear at least 14
days prior to the start of the 2010-2011 school vear;

»  Encourage all LEAs within the state to provide notice of public school choice as early as
possible and, ideally. al least 30 days before the start of the school vear o parents of eligible
students in schools not affected by the waiver,

*  Ensure that its assessment schedule and test vendor contract for the 2010-2011 school vear
(and all subsequent school vears) will permit LEAs within the state to provide notice of
public school choice sufficiently in advance of, but no later than 14 days before, the start of
the 2011-2012 schoo! vear (and all subsequent school vears):

v Ensure that its LEAs that offer public school choice carlier to students in some schools than
1o students in other schools reserve a portion of the available (ransportation slots for students
who receive the later notice (ree Question D-7 1n the Department's Public Sehool Choice
Non-Regulatory Guidance, avatlable at;
hitp:/fwww.ed.gov/paliey/elsee/guid/schoolchoiceguid.pdf); and

* Submit to the Department a report that provides:

o The total number of LEAs within the state that had schools that could have possibly
entered or exited improvement. corrective action, or restructuring for the 2010-2011
school vear; and

o The total number of LEAs within the state that took advantage of the waiver and
provided some parents natice of public school choice less than 14 days before the start of
the 2010-2011 school vear,
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SUBJECT
Appointments to the Idaho State Curricular Materials Selection Committee

APPLICABLE STATUE, RULE, OR POLICY
IDAPA 08 .02.03.128 Rules Governing T horoughness, Curricular Materia Is
Selection
Sections 33-118 and 33-118a, Idaho Code.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
The Administrative Rules of the | daho Board of Ed ucation, IDAPA 08.02.03.128
describes the membership of the Idaho State Curricu lar Materials Selec tion
Committee. Membership on the Committee is for a term of five years with the
exception of the representatives from the State D epartment of Education and the
Division of Professional-Technical Education. Their terms are for one year.

Currently there are five openings on the Selection Committee. The two (2) open
positions being recommended for appointment are Public Elementary Classroom
Teacher and Parent Representative. T hese recommendations are for a
complete five-year term.

The three (3) remaining open positions at thisti me are (1) Public School
Administrator and (2) Parent Representatives. Positions are filled as applications
are received, rather than holding onto an applic ation until all po sitions can be
filled. Majority of applications are received December-January.

The following is a summary of the process for soliciting nominations for each of
the position
e Parent positions — call for nominati ons from PTA, various other parent
organizations, teacher recommendations, etc.
e Teacher positions — call for administrator nominations
e Private parochial sc hool parent,t eacher or admi nistrator — call for
nominations from the Diocese of Boise Catholic Schools
e Administrator positions — call for nom inations from the Idaho Association
of School Administrators
e School Trustee positions — call for nominations from Idaho School Boards
Association
e University positions — call for nominations from Education Dean/Director at
each institution.

School nominations usually co me in after the start of the sc  hool y ear. This
applies to teacher, administrator and school board positions

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1 — D. Laree Jansen Letter of Interest Page 3
Attachment 2 — D. Laree Jansen Resume Page 5
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Attachment 3 — Tara L. Drexler Letter of Interest Page 7
Attachment 4 — Tara L. Drexler Vitae Resume Page 9
BOARD ACTION

| move to approve the appoint ment of D. Laree Jensen as Parent representative
to the Idaho State Curricular Materials Se lection Committee for a term of five (5)
years effective November 1, 2010 to June 30, 2015.

Moved by Seconded by CarriedYes  No

| move to approve the appoint ment of Ta ra L. Drexler as Public Elementary

Classroom Teacher representative to th e ldaho St ate Curricular Materials
Selection Committee for a term of five (5 ) years effective November 1, 2010 to
June 30, 2015.

Moved by Seconded by CarriedYes  No

There was 1 applic ation for the parent position and 2 applications for the
elementary position.
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3669 North 3200 East
Kimberly, ID 83341-5344
August 27, 2010

Val Fenske

Curricular Materials Coordinator
Idaho State Department of Education
PO Box 83720

Boise, Idaho 83720

Dear Ms. Fenske:

Throughout my life, | have had a love of learning. | have thoroughly enjoyed my tenure as a

teacher in several schools as we moved from one area to another. | am very grateful for the
lives | have been able to touch and inspire. | treasure the verbal comments and the notes of
gratitude from students and parents who have taken the time to express this gratitude to me.

I have worked on several Idaho State Department of Education committees during the past ten
years. Writing questions for the ISAT was challenging, yet rewarding. During those sessions, it
allowed math teachers to network and share ideas. It was a rewarding experience.

| was nominated and selected as one of the teachers to serve on the statewide curriculum
standards coordination team. | was one of the few chosen who saw this writing to completion. |
believe the standards for each of the courses are clearly stated, challenging for the courses, and
attainable for the students and teachers. Twin Falls District has been using standards and
benchmarks since | started teaching there, and the standards work to prevent repetition and to
build the curriculum.

Another state committee | found very enlightening was the curricular materials review

committee. By reviewing and comparing the curricula in print from the different publishers, we as
a committee were able to align the texts with our standards. Not all textbooks met Idaho's high
standards. The committee recommendations were for those publishers whose curriculum
standards met our high curriculum expectations. | am proud to have been a part of this
committee and to have seen the recommendation to adopt materials which met Idaho standards.

As | complete my time of employment as a teacher, | am looking for other venues to serve
education. | am not ready to totally abandon the field of education as | have seen others do. As
a parent of children who have been educated by the public school system and who have
graduated from Idaho public schools, | feel we have a good education system in place. We need
knowledgeable, dedicated people to serve on committees which will keep this system working
well and maintaining high standards. | feel that | meet the qualifications and would be very
happy to serve as a volunteer as the Parent Representative on the State Board of Education
Selection Committee and appreciate your considering me for this position.

Sincerely,

D. Laree Jansen
Retired Teacher
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D. Laree Jansen
3669 North 3200 East
Kimberly, ID 83341-5344
208-733-1168

Objective:  Serve as Parent Representative on the Idaho State Board of Education Selection
Committee

Current Occupation
Recently retired educator
Parent of five children who are successful products of public education

Full-time, Certified Work Experience
Math teacher in Twin Falls School District.
Math teacher in Kimberly School District
Teacher in Grandview, WA, and Box Elder County and Roy, UT, School Districts

Other teaching experience:
Substitute Teacher in Twin Falls and Bonneville School District in Idaho

Substitute Teacher in Burns, Hines, and Burns Union High School Districts in Oregon

Owner, manager of own business
Tupperware Products sales person; successful business operator

Volunteer Experience:
Idaho State Math Curriculum Standards Writing Committee

Idaho State Math Textbook Review Committee

ISAT content Standard Question Writing Committee

TFHS Extra Help Curriculum Committee Chair

TFHS Building Leadership Team Member

TFSD Contract Negotiations Committee Member

Teacher Organization Membership Recruiting Committee Member and District Chair
Teacher Organization Vice President

TFHS Industrial Engineering and Natural Resources Small Learning Community Chair
TFSD Professional Leave Committee Member and Chair

4-H Leader in livestock and FCS 4-H club

Executive and teaching positions at all age levels in my church

Education:
Washington State University, Pullman, WA
Utah State University, Logan, UT; BS in Math Education
BYU, ISU, NNU, U of I, BSU, CSI more than 92 additional credits in math,
child development, technology, curriculum studies, and education related
courses.
Awards:

Distinguished 4-H Leader award for Twin Falls County

Distinguished sales person of the month several times in Tupperware

Manager of a sales unit consistently in the top five units of the
Tupperware distributorship in Idaho Falls
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Ms. Val Fenske

Curricular Materials Coordinator
Idaho State Department of Education
P.0. Box 83720

Boise, ID 83720

Dear Ms. Fenske

During the most recent Curricular Materials Selection Committee meeting for Social Studies materials,
you indicated an opening | would like to fill. 1am writing to you today to express my interest in the
Idaho Elementary School Classroom Teacher position.

The position is on the standing committee as a representative for elementary educators. | am currently
employed as a 6™ grade teacher in Twin Fall, ID. My certificate is fgr standard elementary and | am
highly qualified to teach both mathematics and social studies at the middle schoo! level,

tam attaching my curriculum vitae to this letter. Thank you for considering me for this position.
Smcere!y,

oL (",L(Lv)f Z{{/U ’

Tara L. Drexler

6" grade Social Studies Teacher

Twin Falls School District #411
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Curriculum Vitae

Tara L. Drexler
September 9, 2010

I. Personal Data

Name: Tara L. Drexler Phones: Home: (208)734-2422

Address: 1463 Wrangler St. Work: (208)737-5208 ext. 3356
Twin Falls, ID 83301 Cell:  (208)420-7209

Email: drexlerta@tfsd.k12.id.us

Teacher, 6™ Grade, Geography of the Western Hemisphere
Social Studies Department

Robert Stuart Middle School

Twin Falls School District

Present Position:

II. Education

University Major Degree Date
Idaho State University Instructional Technology M. Ed. Seeking
Pocatello, Idaho

Idaho State University Elementary Education Bachelor of Arts 2006
Pocatello, Idaho

College of Southern Idaho FElementary Education Associate of Arts 2004

Twin Falls, Idaho

University of Montana Business Administration Bachelor of Science 1998

Missoula, Montana

ITL. Professional Experience

Location Position Dates
Robert Stuart Middle School Teacher-6™ grade Social Studies 2009-2010
Twin Falls, Idaho

Morningside Elementary School — Teacher — 6™ grade classroom 2007-2009
Twin Falls, Idaho

Twin Falls School District Guest Teacher — various courses 2007

Twin Falls, Idaho

SDE
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IV. Other Related Experience

Organization Position Dates
Pearson — NES Content Specialist — National July 2010
Benchmarking Session
Idaho State Board of Education Content Specialist — Curricular June 2010

High Honors

Materials Selection Committee

Idaho State University

December 2006

Recognition of Excellence Educational Testing Service June 2003
V. Honors and Awards

Award Presented bv Dates s
High Honors Idaho State University December 2006
Recognition of Excellence Educational Testing Service June 2003
VI. Professional Organizations

Organization Position Dates
Kappa Delta Pi Member October 2006

Twin Falls Education Assoc.

Idaho Education Assoc.
Region 4

Website Committee
Member

PR Committee
Delegate Assembly

New Teacher Representative

VII. Professional Presentations

Fall 2009 — present
Fall 2007 — present
Spring 2008-present
April 2009

January 2010-present

Institution Presentation Date(s)
Idaho Education Association Sparks Retreat for Teachers Summer 2009
Region 4

VIII. School and District Committee Responsibilities

Committee Position Date(s)

6" Grade Interview Committee Member Summer 2009

SDE
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Math Textbook Adoption Member School year 09-10
State Curricular Materials Content area Specialist June 2010
Selection Committee

IX. Community Service

Organization Position Date(s)

Boy Scouts of America Cub Scout Den Leader April 2008-present

Gurl Scouts of America Volunteer July 2003-present
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