Nebraska Technical Advisory Committee Meeting Minutes
Nebraska Department of Education
February 20, 2026
8:30 a.m. – 1:30 p.m.
Location: Nebraska Department of Education Boardroom

Agenda
TIME	Topic
8:30 a.m.	Welcome, Introductions, Approval of October 16, 2025 and November 12, 2025 minutes from TAC Chair Chad Buckendahl Document 1 
	Recognition of service – Linda Poole 
8:45 a.m.	NWEA – Updates
10:15 a.m.	Derek Ippensen Present Accountability Update
11:15 a.m.	Allyson DenBeste & Olivia Alberts Present Reading Screener Updates

8:40 a.m. NWEA (Adam Johnson, Bailey Beach, Haiyan Lin, Michael Nering, BethAnne Broxterman)
Differential Item Functioning (DIF) – NSCAS General
· DIF analysis continues for Nebraska’s general assessment; the alternate assessment has too small a sample for reliable DIF, but pooling data across years may help.
· Gender and ethnicity are comparison groups; socioeconomic status (SES) comparison will be explored if data fields exist.
· TAC recommends calculating DIF during field testing and again in the first operational year, not annually.
· C DIF items should be flagged or removed (possibly marked “DNU”); B DIF items may be left but noted for monitoring.
· Items showing systematic DIF patterns require targeted bank revisions.
Action – DIF
· NWEA to confirm and conduct DIF analyses using an SES indictor; if SES/poverty indicators data unavailable, look for other indicators of SES that could be a proxy in the data.
· Pool alt-assessment data over multiple years to run limited DIF analyses (gender, major ethnic groups).
· Establish rule for marking/removing C DIF items and possibly flagging B DIF items.
· Review C DIF items in committee meetings; use examples for training.
· Develop standard operating procedure for DIF calibration and review cadence (field test and first year only).

Item Drift/Parameter Updates
· Drift detected through D-squared method; most items became slightly easier.
· Challenge: adaptive testing restricts the student ability range, making parameter drift harder to interpret.
· Representative samples are needed for valid recalibration.
· TAC suggests re-field testing a subset of drifted items over several years to verify drift causes.

Action Points – Item Drift and Parameter Updates
· Re-field test ~10 drifted items per grade per year for 3 years to evaluate true parameter drift.
· Conduct research comparing recalibration results to determine if drift is algorithmic or genuine.
· Update item bank only after representative recalibration results confirm stability.
Field Testing Passage Items
· NWEA proposed two options for paired passage field test constraints:
· Option 1: Reduce minimum item constraint from six to five.
· Option 2: Mix operational and field test items.
· TAC consensus favored Option 1 (reduce minimum to five) as feasible and supported by existing item development.
Action – Item Drift and Parameters
· Ensure adequate item coverage with five-item sets.
· Monitor outcomes and adjust if field test representation issues arise.
Item Release Plan
· Goal: Improve transparency and educator trust without compromising pool integrity.

Action – Item Release Plan
· Develop a one-page interpretive guide summarizing proficiency expectations linked to released items. 
· TAC recommends including estimated item difficulty (probability of correct response) tied to proficiency cut scores.
· Review NAEP’s approach for narrative item interpretation examples.
· Include estimated p-values or achievement-level performance data with released items.
· Clarify communication plan (purpose, audience, and difference from practice tests).
· Explore incorporating released items into interactive online formats, including technology-enhanced examples.
· Descriptive data, achievement level descriptors, and interpretive guides should accompany released items.
· Address teacher feedback about practice test usability and restore ability to project and discuss items in class
· Ensure parent accessibility and clear use-purpose messaging.

[bookmark: _Hlk221280057]11:00 a.m. Derek Ippensen Accountability Update
· Nebraska is moving from the legacy AQuESTT system to a next-iteration accountability model using multiple indicators (status, growth, improvement, science, graduation, CCR, etc.), each classified independently.
· Status now counts about 30% at elementary/middle, with the remaining weight spread across growth and improvement; at high school, status must be combined with graduation and postsecondary readiness to reach that level of influence.
· Science proficiency is treated as its own indicator; weights at elementary/middle are roughly: science 14%, ELA 15%, math 15%, so science is similar but slightly lower than each ELA/math status when disaggregated.
· The four classifications (Excellent, Great, Good, Needs Support to Improve) remain, which helps continuity but makes communication harder when schools move classifications under the new rules using essentially the same data.
· NDE will implement the new system for 2025–26 data, with classifications issued in November 2026; no ESSA plan amendment is planned before that cycle.
· NDE will prepare and share detailed reports with districts and hold office hours to walk schools through why ratings changed (especially Excellent→Great/Good).
· Science proficiency has historically been weighted differently and tends to show higher performance than ELA and math
· TAC shared concerns about face validity: examples include elementary schools with ~4% proficiency classified as “Good” and schools with ~60% proficiency classified as “Needs Support,” which could undermine credibility.
· TAC questions whether science thresholds and expectations may be disproportionate to ELA/math, given reading/math are needed to access science content.
· TAC recommends:
· Separating ELA and math status (instead of one combined status) for transparency;
· Separating status and improvement so stakeholders can see whether low status is at least improving or high status is declining.
· TAC highlights one clear anomaly: elementary “Good” status cut points do not follow the same stair-step pattern seen in other levels/categories, flagging it for review.
Action 
· NDE will:
· Re‑examine the elementary “Good” cut point and the distribution of proficiency for schools in that cell, comparing them with “Needs Support” and “Great” schools.
· Investigate outlier schools (very low proficiency but “Good,” and relatively high proficiency but “Needs Support”) to understand exactly where they gain/lose points (growth, science, readiness, etc.).
· Confirm and document science, ELA, and math weights and threshold-setting methods, ensuring science expectations are not unintentionally misaligned.
· NDE has committed that ELA and math results will be publicly split in NEP reporting (percents proficient and scores), even if combined in a single status indicator; TAC is still encouraging further consideration of separate status indicators for accountability ratings themselves.


Communication with districts and the public
· TAC anticipates narrative challenges when schools move from Excellent to Great or Good with similar underlying data because the indicator structure and aggregation changed.
· TAC stresses the importance of:
· Explaining how multiple measures can offset low status;
· Making clear that “status doesn’t guarantee anything”; and
· Ensuring stakeholders understand why some low-status schools classify as Good and some higher-status schools fall into Needs Support.
· TAC notes that naming levels “Good/Great/Excellent” vs “Needs Support to Improve” may create dissonance when very low-proficiency schools land in “Good.”
Action 
· NDE will:
· Develop clear explanatory materials that show how points are earned on each indicator and how they aggregate to the final classification (including sample school profiles).
· Use one-on-one sessions and office hours with districts (superintendents, DACs) to review their results, especially where classification changes are counterintuitive.
· Explicitly address in guidance how schools with low proficiency but high growth (or strong science, or readiness) can land in “Good,” and conversely how high-proficiency schools can fall to Needs Support due to weak growth or readiness.
· Revisit naming conventions or at least clarify what “Good” and “Needs Support” mean in practice.
Future refinements and additional indicators
· TAC and advisory groups have raised future-refinement questions about:
· Military readiness,
· Early literacy,
· Industry-recognized credentials.
· TAC guidance:
· Do not include early literacy screeners as high-stakes accountability indicators.
· If military readiness is included, make it a compound indicator (readiness plus enlistment/acceptance), not just a test score.
· Count only industry credentials that are in high-wage, high-demand fields and were earned (not just pathway participation).
· TAC also reiterates support for keeping indicators predominantly outcome-based (rather than input-based), which is aligned with ESSA and the current AQuESTT direction.

Action 
· Continue to explore, but not rush to include, early literacy, military readiness, and industry credentials as accountability indicators, applying TAC’s cautions.
· If/when such indicators are piloted, define them narrowly (compound for military, earned and high-wage/high-demand for credentials) and guard against unintended testing/monitoring burdens.
· Periodically review whether splitting ELA and math status and tightening expectations for growth would improve validity and usability of the ratings.
Thoughts to consider: 
· Influence of sample size of schools or districts when evaluating the new model with archival or current data
· Small schools/districts are compared to large schools/districts without accounting for the differential weight that the large schools have on statewide performance
· Concern: larger schools will necessarily be more similar to the state average because their students primarily contribute to that information. 
· Accountability model topic that warrants further discussion if results for this year are not interpreted as credible by stakeholder groups
11:30 a.m. Allyson DenBeste & Olivia Alberts Reading Screener Update
Early Literacy Screener
· NDE has used an external review (Buros Center) and is moving from multiple approved screeners toward a single statewide screener, starting in 2026–27.
· The current multi-screener system leads to inconsistent identification criteria across districts and makes statewide reporting and interpretation of “students needing IRIPs” misleading.
· TAC supports narrowing to one or at most two screeners and emphasizes choosing tools that are technically sound and short, efficient, and affordable, aligned with Nebraska’s approach to the science of reading.
Action 
· NDE will finalize the selection of a single statewide screener and publish the approved list by the March 1 deadline (likely naming one screener).
· NDE will communicate clearly to the field that, while a single statewide screener is expected to be used, districts may still use additional local screeners if they choose.
Legislative context and stakes (LB 1050)
· LB 1050 would make the screener one of several factors in third-grade retention decisions, raising the stakes associated with screener results.
· NDE recognizes the risk of over-identifying students for retention and intends the screener to be an early-warning and support trigger, not a stand-alone retention decision.
· TAC is concerned about using an instructional screener as a basis for promotion/retention decisions, arguing that promotion should rely on summative assessments aligned to state ELA standards (e.g., NSCAS), not on foundational-skill screeners.
Action 
· Ensure that, if legislation references screeners for retention, they are used only as an initial flag, with additional evidence (second screener administration, NSCAS ELA results) providing “exit ramps.”
· Explore and define how NSCAS ELA can serve as the primary standard-based measure for promotion decisions, including identifying which standards (and subscore information) correspond to “reading on grade level.”
· Engage with policymakers so that any statutory language does not make the screener the sole or primary promotion tool.
Cut scores and technical use of the screener
· Currently, NDE typically relies on vendor-set, norm‑based thresholds (often around national percentiles) for screener cut scores, which may not align well with Nebraska’s own proficiency expectations.
· TAC notes that a 50th percentile “on grade level” label on a norm-referenced screener may not correspond to true on‑grade performance on Nebraska’s third‑grade ELA standards.
· TAC recommends:
· Anchoring screener cut scores to predicted performance on the grade 3 summative assessment (NSCAS ELA), not just national norms.
· Recognizing that this may classify a larger proportion of students as needing support, but that is preferable to missing students until third grade.
Action 
· Analyze the relationship between screener scores and NSCAS grade 3 ELA performance and reset cut scores to optimize prediction of on‑grade performance.
· Document and publicly explain how cut scores are derived (criterion-based link to summative results rather than just national norms).
· Identify which technical criteria are most critical (e.g., predictive validity, reliability, sensitivity/specificity) when choosing the single screener and setting thresholds.
Implementation, training, and system alignment
· NDE envisions leveraging existing systems (Nebraska MTSS, regional literacy coaches, decision trees) around a single screener to support consistent decision‑making and intervention.
· TAC stresses that, if the statewide screener is not one many districts currently use, robust implementation support (training, multiple formats, ongoing help) is essential.
· TAC emphasizes that a streamlined system of screeners, diagnostics, and progress monitoring will help NDE provide better policy guidance and resource allocation, regardless of how the legislation evolves.
Action 
· Seek funding (especially if LB 1050 passes) to cover the statewide screener cost, at least initially, and to provide initial and ongoing training in administration, scoring, and data use.
· Develop decision trees and guidance aligned to MTSS showing how to move from screener results to diagnostics, interventions, and progress monitoring.
· Offer multiple training formats (regional sessions, virtual modules, coaching) and ensure districts can get timely support during rollout.
· Focus long-term professional learning on data analysis and instructional response, not just test administration.
Use of screener vs. summative assessment
· TAC is clear that screeners should remain instructional tools, focused on early identification of foundational skill needs, not high‑stakes promotion instruments.
· Promotion decisions should primarily reflect whether students have met state ELA standards and are likely to succeed at the next grade, which is best measured with secured, standards‑aligned summative tests.
· TAC encourages NDE to keep its role service‑oriented, using a single screener to improve support and coherence, rather than to expand high‑stakes testing for young children.
Action points 
· Position the statewide screener explicitly as an instructional/diagnostic component within MTSS.
· Ensure any promotion/retention policy is grounded in NSCAS ELA and a broader body of evidence, with the screener as an early-warning input, not a gatekeeper.
· Monitor impacts (e.g., numbers identified, intervention access, retention outcomes) and be ready to refine policies, thresholds, and guidance as data are collected.

