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The Honorable Betsy DeVos 
Secretary of Education 
United States Department of Education (USED) 
400 Maryland Ave., SW 
Washington, DC 20202 

Dear Secretary De Vos: 

In response to the January 6 letter from Ann Whalen, Senior Advisor to the Secretary, Kentucky 
is submitting, as requested, its plan and timeline to the elements cited by USED from the peer 
review process. We appreciate the opportunity to clarify how we are addressing the peer review 
elements. 

However, before presenting Kentucky's specific response, I must express the frustration that this 
peer review process has caused. This process was supposed to have occurred in 2013 and due to 
delays by USED, it did not happen until 2016. In the meantime, the Every Student Succeeds Act 
(ESSA) was passed that is designed to move states into the future relative to their education 
systems. But, in spite of transitioning to a totally new system per ESSA, USED still required us 
to continue with a peer review that deals with an assessment and accountability system that will 
soon cease to exist. At a time when all of the efforts in our state need to be focused on moving to 
an entirely new assessment and accountability system that reflects extensive input from 
shareholders, the previous leadership of USED, who were focused on a compliance/checklist 
mentality, persisted with this exercise, which diverted time and effort of my staff away from 
implementation of ESSA. It is my hope that with your leadership, USED will use a dose of 
common sense and make decisions on the basis of what is best for the students and citizens of 
each state. 

Now, as to the plan and timeline for our response to the elements cited in the peer review, see the 
language below that is responsive to that purpose. It is organized by the elements cited in the 
chart that was attached to Ann Whalen's January 6 letter (letter and chart attached). 

Academic Content Standards 

We will not spend time talking about the current standards which are in place in Kentucky 
because legislation is moving through Kentucky General Assembly that once it passes, will 
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require a standards revision process for all content areas. It would be a waste of staff time to go 
back and research the previous standards process to provide evidence on standards that will be 
revised. Senate Bill 1 outlines a standards revision process requiring extensive stakeholder 
involvement. The most current version of the bill that has been approved by the Kentucky Senate 
is attached and the standards revision process is described in Section 3, beginning in (2)(a) on 
page 12. It now will go to the Kentucky House of Representatives for discussion and a vote. 
Additionally, an attachment has been included with this response that graphically summarizes 
the standards revision process as required by the legislation. 

The Kentucky Department of Education will follow the process as outlined in the final version of 
Senate Bill 1 passed by the General Assembly later this spring and will begin with the review of 
English/language arts and mathematics standards in the fall of 2017. Each of the other content 
areas will be put on a schedule for revision following completion of these first two content areas. 

Thus, this is our plan for meeting Critical Element 1.2, Coherent and Rigorous Academic 
Content Standards. 

Plan for Future Assessment Development and Implementation 

Kentucky is in the process of developing new assessments for English/language arts, 
mathematics and science. The reading and mathematics assessments are in their sixth year of 
operation. The assessments are due for revision or replacement. The recommendations from the 
peer review process will be incorporated into the development of the new assessments in all 
ESSA content areas. Many of the suggestions made by the peer reviewers were already included 
in the planning process for the new assessments. For example, Kentucky will procure a vendor to 
conduct independent alignment studies for the new assessments. 

Our plans for development and implementation vary slightly by assessment. We will continue 
with End-of-Course (EOC) assessments in high school, but not with the ACT Quality Core 
assessments. Due to extreme concern by department staff that these assessments did not align to 
the state's standards, dissatisfaction with these EOCs as expressed by citizens and educators at 
11 Town Hall Meetings across the state and lack of support and cooperation by the vendor, the 
Kentucky Department of Education (KDE) severed ties with ACT on this product. Additionally, 
ACT verbally informed the KDE that it will discontinue the Quality Core assessments in July of 
2017. Therefore, this assessment will not be available for Kentucky students in 2017-18. 
Kentucky plans to develop new EOC assessments and field test them in 2017-2018. The 
assessments would be operational in 2018·2019. 

For the K-PREP and Alternate K-PREP assessments, we plan to continue using those 
assessments in 2017-2018 to provide student performance level information. We will embed 
field test items or conduct separate field tests of new items during that year. The new tests will 
be operational in 2018-2019. We will use the current peer review document and any updated 
ESSA guidance from USED to ensure that Kentucky will have evidence that all assessments 
have met the requirements of ESSA. 
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Plan for Submitting Peer Review Evidence 

As we agreed during our conference call with USED staff on January 17, we will focus the bulk 
of our staffs time and resources on developing new assessments that fully meet ESSA 
requirements and support our new ESSA accountability system. We will submit evidence in 
areas where it exists or can be obtained from the current year's assessments. Table 1 below lists 
when evidence will be provided for each assessment by Critical Element listed in the Peer 
Review letter. The category "No Evidence Required" indicates that the peers did not request any 
additional evidence for that assessment and Critical Element. "Evidence to be submitted Fall 
2017" indicates that the technical reports for those assessments will include the required 
evidence and that we will submit those documents together for a supplemental review. "Evidence 
to be provided for the new assessment" indicates that no new evidence will be collected for the 
old assessments and that the peer reviewer guidance will be used to write the RFPs for new test 
development and implementation. This would serve as documentation of our intent and capacity 
to fully meet the requirements of a future peer review. 

Critical 
Element 

General Assessments (3-8) 
K-PREP 

R/LA,Math 

General Assessments (H.S.) 
ACT Quality Core EOC 

R/LA, Math, Science 

AA-AAS (3-8 & H.S.) 
Alternate K-PREP 

R/LA, Math, Science 

1.2 
Evidence to be provided for 

new assessment 
Evidence to be provided for 

new assessment 
Evidence to be provided for 

new assessment 

1.5 No Evidence Required 
Evidence to be submitted 

Fall'2017-
No Evidence Required 

2.1 
Evidence to be provided for 

new assessment 
Evidence to be provided for 

new assessment 
Evidence to be provided for 

new assessment 

2.2 Evidence to be provided for 
new assessment 

Evidence to be provided for 
new assessment 

No Evidence Required 

3. 1 
Evidence to be provided for 

new assessment 
Evidence to be provided for 

new assessment 
No Evidence Required 

3.2 
Evidence to be provided for 

new assessment 
Evidence to be provided for 

new assessment 
Evidence to be provided for 

new assessment 

3.3 
Evidence to be submitted 

Fall 2017 
Evidence to be provided for 

new assessment 
Evidence to be submitted 

Fall 2017 

3.4 
Evidence to be provided for 

new assessment 
Evidence to be provided for 

new assessment 
Evidence to be provided for 

new assessment 

4 .1 No Evidence Required 
Evidence to be provided for 

new assessment 
Evidence to be submitted 

Fall 2017 

4 .2 
Evidence to be provided for 

new assessment 
Evidence to be provided for 

new assessment 
Evidence to be provided for 

new assessment 

4 .3 No Evidence Required 
Evidence to be provided for 

new assessment 

1Evidence to be submitted 
Fall 2017 I 

4.4 
Evi<Jence to be SQbmitted 

1;'~12017 I No Evidence Required 
Evidence to be provided for 

new assessment 

4.5 
Evidence to besubmitted 

Fall12017 
Evidence to be provided for 

new assessment 
Evidence to be provided for 

new assessment 
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Critical 
Element 

General Assessments (3-8) 
K-PREP 

R/LA, Math 

General Assessments (H.S.) 
ACT Quality Core EOC 

R/LA, Math, Science 

AA-AAS (3-8 & H.S.) 
Alternate K-PREP 

R/LA, Math, Science 

5.1 Evidence to be provided for 
new assessment 

Evidence to be provided for 
new assessment 

Evidence to be provided for 
new assessment 

5.2 Evidence to be provided for 
new assessment 

Evidence to be provided for 
new assessment 

Evidence to be provided for 
new assessment 

5.3 Evidence to be provided for 
new assessment 

Evidence to be provided for 
new assessment 

Evidence to be provided for 
new assessment 

6.2 No Evidence Required 
Evidence to be provided for 

new assessment 
No Evidence Required 

6.3 No Evidence Required No Evidence Required 
Evidence to be provided for 

new assessment 

6.4 No Evidence Required 
Evidence to be provided for 

new assessment 
Evidence to be provided for 

new assessment 

Kentucky looks forward to continued discussion with USED on this plan and timeline that serves 
as our response to the peer review citations. As emphasized in this letter, KDE staff are future
focused on designing and implementing the best new assessment and accountability system 
possible that implements ESSA and provides opportunity and access for all students in our state. 
Moreover, this approach aligns with the vision of the Kentucky Board of Education, which says 
"Each and every student empowered and equipped with the knowledge, skills, and dispositions to 
pursue a successful future. " 

Please let me know what questions you have once you and your staff have reviewed this 
information. 

Step n L. Pruitt, Ph.D. 
Commissioner of Education 

Cc: Kentucky Board of Education Members 
Kentucky Department of Education Planning Committee 

Attachments 

SLP:mam 
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,:~./· .~~', OFFICE OF ELEMENTARY AND SECO!liDARY EDUCATION 

The Honorable Stephen Pruitt JAN O 6 2017 
Commissioner of Education 
Kentucky Department of Education 
Capital Plaza Tower 
500 Mero Street 
Frankfort, KY 40601 

Dear Commissioner Pruitt: 

Thank you for your participation in the U.S. Department of Education's {Department) assessment peer 
review process under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 {ESEA), as amended 
by the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 {NCLB). The Every Student Succeeds Act {ESSA) maintains the 
essential requirements from NCLB that each State annually administer high-quality assessments in at least 
reading/language arts, mathematics, and science that meet nationally recognized professional and technical 
standards. Therefore, as you know, the Department reinstituted peer review of State assessment systems so 
that each State receives feedback from external experts on the assessments it is currently administering. We 
appreciate the efforts required to prepare for the peer review, which occurred in June 2016. State assessment 
systems provide essential infonnation that States, districts, principals, and teachers can use to identify the 
academic needs of students, target resources and supports toward students who need them most, evaluate 
school and program effectiveness, and close achievement gaps among students. A high+quality assessment 
system also provides useful information to parents about their child's advancement against and achievement 
of grade-level standards. The Department's peer review of State assessment systems is designed to provide 
feedback to States to support the development and administration of high-quality assessments. 

On October 6, 2016, the Department sent a letter to chief State school officers out1ining the outcomes for 
States related to the assessment peer review. I am writing to provide you feedback on the Kentucky 
Department of Education's (KDE) recent submission of evidence. External peer reviewers and Department 
staff evaluated Kentucky's submission and found, based on the evidence received, that the components of 
your assessment system meet some, but not all of the statutory and regulatory requirements of section 
1111{b){l) and (3) of the ESEA. Based on the recommendations from this peer review and our own analysis 
of the State's submission, I have determined the following: 

• Reading/ language arts {R/LA) and mathematics general assessments in grades 3-8 (Kentucky 
Perfonnance Rating for Educational Progress (K-PREP)): PartialJy meets requirements 

• (R/LA and mathematics general assessments in high school (ACT QualityCore end ofcourse (ACT 
QualityCore EOC R/LA and math)): PartiaIJy meets requirements 

• R/LA and mathematics alternate assessments of alternate academic achievement standards (AA
AAAS) for students with the most significant cognitive disabilities in grades 3-8 and high school 
(Alternate Kentucky Perfonnance Rating for Educational Progress (Alternate K-PREP R/LA and 
math)): Partially meets requirements 
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Page 2 - The Honorable Stephen Pruitt 

• Science general assessments in high school (ACT QualityCore end of course (ACT QualityCore 
EOC Biology)): Partially meets requirements 

• Science AA-AAAS in high school (Alternate Kentucky Performance Rating for Educational Progress 
(Alternate K-PREP science)): Partially meets requirements 

The partially meets requirements designation for a component means that it does not meet a number of the 
requirements of the statute and regulations, and Kentucky will need to provide substantial additional 
information to demonstrate it meets the requirements. The Department expects that Kentucky may not be 
able to submit all of the required information within one year. 

The specific list of items required for KDE to submit is enclosed with this letter. Because several of the 
State's components have partially met the requirements, the Department is placing a condition on KDE's 
Title I grant award related to those components of the assessment system. To satisfy this condition, KDE 
must submit satisfactory evidence to address the items identified in the enclosed list. KDE must submit a 
plan and timeline within 30 days for when it wilJ submit all required additional documentation for peer 
review. The Department will also host regular (e.g., quarterly) progress calls with KDE to discuss the State's 
progress on its time line. If adequate progress is not made, following the peer review of the additional 
evidence, the Department may take additional action. Additionally, the Office of Special Education and 
Rehabilitative Services (OSERS) will monitor progress on matters pertaining to requirements in the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) related to the participation of students with disabilities in • 
Title I assessments. Insufficient progress to address such matters may lead OSERS to place a condition on 
KDE's IDEA Part B grant award. 

The Department notes that KDE submitted a waiver request for assessing speaking and listening that 
was approved on December 13, 2016, for the 2016-17, 2017-18, and 2018-19 school years. 

In addition, the full peer review notes from the review are enclosed. These recommendations to the 
Department formed the basis of the Department's determination. Please note that the peers' 
recommendations may differ from the Department's feedback; we encourage you to read the full peer notes 
for additional suggestions and recommendations for improving your assessment system beyond what is noted 
in the Department's feedback. Department staff will reach out to your assessment director in the next few 
days to discuss the peer notes and the Department's determination and to answer any questions you have. 

Thank you for your ongoing commitment to improving educational outcomes for all students. I look forward 
to our continued partnership as we move ahead with this critical work. I appreciate the work you are doing 
to improve your schools and provide a high-quality education for your students. If you have any questions, 
please contact Chuenee Boston and Millie Bentley-Memon of staff at: OSS.Kentucky@ed.gov. 

Sincerely, 

Ann Whalen 
Senior Advisor to the Secretary 
Delegated the Duties of Assistant Secretary 
for Elementary and Secondary Education 

Enclosures 
cc: Rhonda Sims, Office of Assessment and Accountability 

mailto:OSS.Kentucky@ed.gov


Critical Elements Where Additional Evidence is Needed to Meet the Requirements for Kentucky's 
Assessment System 

Critical Element 
1.2-Coherent 
and Rigorous 
Academic 
Content 
Standards 

1.5-
Participation 
Data 

2.1 - Test Design 
and Development 

Additional Evidence Needed 
For all Reading/ language arts (R/LA) and mathematics assessments (general and 
alternate assessments of alternate academic achievement standards (AA-AAAS)) 
and for all science assessments (general and AA-AAAS}, KDE should provide: 

• A description of State stakeholders involved in the development and/or 
adoption process for the R/LA, mathematics, and science content standards 
that includes detail on subject-matter expertise, individuals representing 
English learners (ELs) and students with disabilities. 

For the R/LA, mathematics and science general assessments in high school (ACT 
QualityCore EOC R/LA, mathematics, and science), KDE must provide: 

• Evidence that the State has procedures in place for ensuring that each student is 
tested and counted in the calculation of participation rates on each required 
assessment. 

For the K-PREP R/LA and mathematics in grades 3-8, and ACT QualityCore EOC 
R/LA, mathematics, and science in high school, KDE must provide: 

• Evidence that the test blueprints align to the full range of academic content 
standards (e.g., an independent alignment study). 

• Evidence on how depth of knowledge (DOK) is incorporated into test design . 
• A rationale of the exclusion of DOK level 1 questions from item development 

in R/LA and mathematics (K-PREP). 

• Evidence that the R/LA assessments measure the full breadth and depth of the 
State's academic content standards, including the speaking and listening aspect 
of the standards at all grades, and the writing standards for R/LA at grades 3, 4, 
and 7. 
[NOTE: KDE has received a speaking and listening waiver; therefore, the 
Department does not ex.pect Kentucky to submit additional evidence regarding 
speaking and listening during the period of the waiver.] 

For the Alternate K-PREP R/LA, math, and science at each grade and subject, 
KDE must provide: 
• A rationale for each dimension ("Attainment Tasks" and "Transition 

Attainment Record"} in the Alternate K-PREP design, and to support how each 
dimension serves to meet the criteria for this critical element, evidence 
specifically that includes: 

0 Statement(s) of the purposes of the assessments and the intended 
interpretations and uses of results; 

0 Test blueprints that describe the structure of each assessment in 
sufficient detail to support the development of assessments that are 
technically sound, measure the full range of the State's grade-level 
academic content standards, and support the intended interpretations 
and uses of the results; 

0 Processes to ensure that each assessment is tailored to the knowledge 
and skills included in the State's academic content standards, reflects 
aooropriate inclusion ofchallen~in~ content, and requires comolex. 
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Critical Element Additional Evidence Needed 

2.2-Item 
Development 

3.1 - Overall 
Validity, 
including Validity 
Based on Content 

3.2 - Validity 
Based on 
Cognitive 
Processes 

3.3 - Validity 
Based on Internal 
Structure 

3.4- Validity 
Based on 
Relationships 

demonstrations or applications of knowledge and skills (i.e., higher-
order thinking skills). 

For the K-PREP R/LA and mathematics in grades 3-8, and ACT QualityCore EOC 
R/LA, mathematics, and science in high school, KDE must provide: 
• Evidence of the areas of expertise of item reviewers used in the item 

development process for KDE general assessments, specifically subject area 
expertise, and backgrounds in educating students with disabilities and ELs, as 
applicable. 

For the K-PREP R/LA and mathematics in grades 3-8, and ACT QualityCore EOC 
R/LA, mathematics, and science in high school, KDE must provide: 

• Evidence of alignment, including a report of results of an independent 
alignment study that is technically sound (i.e., method and process, appropriate 
units of analysis, clear criteria) and documents adequate alignment, specifically 
that: 

0 Each assessment is aligned to its test blueprint, and each blueprint is 
aligned to the full range of State's academic content standards; or 

0 Each assessment is aligned to the full range of the State's academic 
content standards, and the procedures the State follows to ensure such 
alignment during test development; 

0 Includes a description of a systematic process and timeline the State 
will implement to address any gaps or weaknesses identified in the 
alignment studies. 

For the K-PREP R/LA and mathematics in grades 3-8; the ACT QualityCore EOC 
R/LA, mathematics, and science in high school; and the Alternate K-PREP R/LA, 
math, and science KDE must provide: 
• Evidence that the assessments tap the intended cognitive processes appropriate 

to KDE content standards, such as one of the following: 
0 Results of cognitive labs exploring student performance on items that 

show the items require complex demonstrations or applications of 
knowledge and skills; OR 

0 Reports of expert judgment of items that show the items require 
complex demonstrations or applications of knowledge and skills; OR 

0 Empirical evidence that shows the relationships of items intended to 
require complex demonstrations or applications of knowledge and 
skills to other measures that require similar levels of cognitive 
complexity in the content area (e.g., teacher ratings of student 
performance, student performance on performance tasks or external 
assessments of the same knowledge and skills). 

For the K-PREP R/LA and mathematics in grades 3-8; the ACT QualityCore EOC 
R/LA, mathematics, and science in high school; and the Alternate K-PREP R/LA, 
math, and science KDE must provide: 

• Empirical evidence that supports the internal structures of the tests, especially 
for any subscales that are used in reporting and interpretation (e.g., correlations 
amon~ subscales, confirmatory factor analyses). 

For the K-PREP R/LA and mathematics in grades 3-8; the ACT QualityCore EOC 
R/LA, mathematics, and science in high school; and the Alternate K-PREP R/LA, 
math, and science KDE must provide: 



Critical Element Additional Evidence Needed 
with Other 
Variables 

4.1 - Reliability 
Additional 
Evidence Needed 

4.2 - Fairness and 
Accessibility 

4.3-Full 
Performance 
Continuum 

4.4 - Scoring 

4.5 - Multiple 
Assessment 
Forms 

• Studies of correlations/relationships between the K-PREP R/LA and math tests 
with other tests/measures of the same/similar constructs for all tested grades. 

• Studies of correlations/relationships between the HS ACT QualityCore R/LA, 
mathematics, and science tests with other measures of the same/similar 
constructs. 

• Studies of correlations/relationships between Alt K-PREP assessments of 
R/LA, math, and science with assessments of the same/similar constructs for 
all grades assessed. 

For the ACT QualityCore EOC R/LA, mathematics, and science in high school, 
KDE must provide: 
• Evidence of estimates for test reliability, standard errors of measure, and 

classification accuracy for student subgroups (e.g., gender, race/ethnicity, 
student disability status, EL status). 

For the Alternate K-PREP R/I.A, math, and science, KDE must provide: 
• Evidence of estimates for overall test reliability, standard errors of 

measurement, and classification accuracy, and similar estimates for student 
subgroups (e.g., gender, race/ethnicity, student disability status, EL status) if 
subgroup data are reoortable for this test. 

For the K-PREP R/LA and mathematics in grades 3-8; the ACT QualityCore EOC 
R/LA, mathematics, and science in high school; and the Alternate K-PREP R/LA, 
math, and science KDE must provide: 

• Evidence regarding the professional background of test item reviewers as 
noted in element 2.2, specifically for bias and sensitivity reviews. 

• Empirical evidence that documents the fairness of the tests (e.g., differential 
item functioning (DIP) analyses of major subgroups). 

For the ACT QualityCore EOC R/LA, mathematics, and science in high school; 
and the Alternate K-PREP R/LA, math, and science, KDE must provide: 

• Evidence as noted in element 4.1 
For the ACT QualityCore EOC R/LA, mathematics, and science in high school; 
and the Alternate K-PREP R/LA, math, and science, KDE must provide: 

• Evidence of the conditional standard error of measure (CSEM) for each score 
on each test, or similar estimates that indicate that the tests provide adequately 
precise measurements across the full perf onnance continuum. 

For the K-PREP R/LA in grades 3-8, KDE must provide: 
• Evidence of improved inter-rater reliability for K-PREP writing test items . 

For the Alternate K-PREP R/LA, math, and science, KDE must provide: 

• Evidence of the inter-rater agreement for the Transaction Attainment Record 
dimension of the test. 

For the K-PREP R/LA in grades 3-8; and Alternate K-PREP R/LA, math, and 
science, KDE must provide: 

• Evidence of the procedures used for linking and equating fonns across years of 
test administration (e.g., how linking items were selected, how 
linking/equating data is used, how linking items represent test blueprints), and 



Critical Element Additional Evidence Needed 
evidence of results of those procedures. 

For the ACT QualityCore EOC R/LA, mathematics, and science in high school, 
KDE must provide: 

• Evidence of procedures used for equating multiple forms within a year of test 
administration and evidence of results of those procedures. 

5.1-Procedures For the K-PREP R/LA and mathematics in grades 3-8; the ACT QualityCore EOC 
for Including R/LA, mathematics, and science in high school; and the Alternate K-PREP R/LA, 
Students with math, and science • KDE must provide evidence of clear guidance for IEP teams 
Disabilities and parents regarding: 

• Clear explanations of the differences between assessments based on grade-
level academic achievement standards and assessments based on AA-AAAS; 

• Guidelines for determining whether to assess a student on the general 
assessment without accomrnodation(s). the general assessment with 
accommodation(s), or an alternate assessment; 

• Information on accessibility tools and features available to students in general 
and assessment accommodations available for students with disabilities; 

• Selection of appropriate accommodations for students with disabilities; 
• Procedures to ensure that the State's implementation of AA-AAAS for 

students with the most significant cognitive disabilities promotes student 
access to the general curriculum. 

5.2-Procedures For the K-PREP R/LA and mathematics in grades 3-8; the ACT QualityCore EOC 
for including ELs R/LA, mathematics, and science in high school; and the Alternate K-PREP R/LA, 

math, and science KDE must provide: 
evidence ofclear guidance for educators of ELs, including: 
• Proc~dures for determining whether an EL should be assessed with 

accommodation(s); 
• Information on accessibility tools and features available to all students and 

assessment accommodations available for ELs; and 

• Guidance regarding selection of appropriate accommodations for ELs. 
5.3- Fo_r the K-PREP R/LA and mathematics in grades 3-8; the ACT QualityCore EOC 
Accommodations R/LA, mathematics, and science in high school; and the Alternate K-PREP R/LA, 

math, and science KDE must provide: 

• Evidence that it ensures that appropriate accommodations are available for 
children with disabilities under IDEA and students with disabilities covered by 
Section 504; 

• Evidence that it ensures that appropriate accommodations are available for 
ELs; 

• Evidence that it has determined that the accommodations it provides (i) are 
appropriate and effective for meeting the individual student's need(s) to 
participate in the assessments, (ii) do not alter the construct being assessed, and 
(iii) allow meaningful interpretations of results and comparison of scores for 
students who need and receive accommodations and students who do not need 
and do not receive accommodations; 

• Evidence that it has a process to individually review and allow exceptional 
requests for a small number of students who require accommodations beyond 
those routinely allowed. 



Critical Element Additional Evidence Needed 
6.2-
Achievement 
Standards-Setting 
6.3 - Challenging 
and Aligned 
Academic 
Achievement 
Standards 

6.4 - Reporting 

For the ACT QualityCore EOC R/LA, mathematics, and science in high school, 
KDE must provide: 

• Evidence of a standards-setting reoort for the achievement standards adooted . 
For the Alternate K-PREP R/LA, math, and science, KDE must provide: 

• Evidence that the State's alternate academic achievement standards are linked 
to the State's academic content standards, such as: 

0 A description of the process used to develop the alternate academic 
achievement standards that shows the State's grade-level academic 
content standards or that extended academic content standards were 
used as a main reference in writing performance level descriptors for 
the alternate academic achievement standards ; OR 

0 The process of setting cut scores used, as a main reference, 
performance level descriptors linked to the State's grade-level 
academic content standards or extended academic content standards; 
OR 

0 The cut scores were set and performance level descriptors written to 
link to the State's grade-level academic content standards or extended 
academic content standards; OR 

0 A description of steps taken to vertically articulate the alternate 
academic achievement standards (including cut scores and 
performance level descriotors) across !?Tades. 

For the ACT QualityCore EOC R/LA, mathematics, and science in high school; 
and the Alternate K-PREP R/LA, math, and science, KDE must provide: 

• Evidence of test score reports by proficiency level by student subgroups . 

• Evidence that alternate formats of test score reports are available . 

• Evidence of test score interoretive ~uides for educators and parents . 




