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Updated Highlights for the California Submission of the 2015 CAASPP Smarter Balanced Assessment Program for Federal Peer Review, to Include Material from the Smarter Balanced Peer Review Submission
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Reviews revealed the following observations:

· The California submission had no evidence or discussion of foundational Opportunity to Learn issues [i.e., that only about 50 % of CA students had been taught Common Core content by spring 2015 when the Smarter Balanced tests were administered] or how this circumstance affected the validity and fairness of 2015 Smarter Balanced scores. The Smarter Balanced submission indicated OTL issues were beyond the score of their analyses, despite the fact that consortium OTL surveys were included in 2014 plans for spring 2015 and spring 2016, but evidently no data was collected. 

· For the California submission, traditional reliability evidence was satisfactory. For the Smarter Balanced submission, reliability evidence for underserved subgroup [low wealth, EL’s, SWD’s] low scoring students were substantially lower than acceptable ranges, which Smarter Balanced acknowledged by noting the 2015 administration of Smarter Balanced tests “revealed some gaps in item coverage at the low end of the performance spectrum.” These low accuracy issues were particularly prominent for the SB Math test for grade 11.

· For the California submission, actual testing time evidence was close to SBAC estimates.

· For the California submission, range of measurement evidence was satisfactory. For the Smarter Balanced submission, the validity and reliability evidence showed the effects of gaps in item coverage noted above.

· For the California submission, there were concerns that the Smarter Balanced computer-adaptive algorithm (including stopping rules) did not operate in a typical computer-adaptive manner. From the Smarter Balanced submission, it became clear that the SB computer-adaptive algorithm was focused on achieving content coverage (i.e., filling blueprint requirements) rather than achieving minimal accuracy, leading to issues with reliability due to gaps in item coverage discussed above.

· For the California submission, there were concerns that 30,000 student scores were excluded from public statewide aggregate results reporting without justification. The Smarter Balanced submission did not address exclusion of scores from aggregate reporting as far as I could tell.

· For the California submission, there were concerns that SWD and EL inclusion policies and directives were not implemented in a satisfactory manner at the school and district level. The Smarter Balanced submission did not address potential implementation problems at the state level.

· For the California submission, Peer Review requires that “The State formally adopt challenging achievement standards” (including threshold or cut scores) which the California State Board of Education did not do; the CDE explanation for this omission was not compelling. The Smarter Balanced submission incorrectly claimed that CA law required the state to use Smarter Balanced achievement levels. CA statute does not require the State Board to formally adopt achievement levels, but there is nothing in CA statute that prevents the State Board from approving achievement levels to satisfy the ED Peer Review requirement.

Updated detailed initial observations for both the California submission (dated July 7) and the Smarter Balanced submission (dated August 9) are available for interested parties.
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