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CHAPTER 1: TEST DEVELOPMENT

Overview
All updates made to the 2007-2008 secure tests were retained for the 2008-2009 secure test. Specific information can be found in the 2007-2008 technical report. Below is a brief summary of test development from 2007-2008. 

Historical Information

In 2005, a Reliability and Validity study was conducted by Dr. Gerald Tindal which concluded in a need for revision in the State of Alaska’s Student Portfolio system in order to meet technical quality requirements set by the No Child Left Behind legislation. Following the departments Request for Proposals, Dillard Research Associates was awarded a contract to secure a standardized performance-task assessment for students with significant disabilities. To provide greater reliability in administration and scoring of the assessment, an online administrator training program was developed. This online training program includes training and proficiency tests for each tasks. Secure tests were developed in accordance with the State of Alaska’s Extended Grade Level Expectations (ExGLEs). Proficiency Level Descriptors have been created by teams of content experts. 

Summary of New Items 

During the testing windows in 2005-2006, and 2006-2007 test items consisted of new and field test items. In 2007-2008, the secure tests were organized into grade bands and items were constructed by closely aligning the items to the Extended Grade-Level Expectations (ExGLEs). Crosswalks were created to map the 2006-2007 test items to the 2007-2008 test items for all subject areas. The test design and specifications were applied in four areas of (a) reading, (b) writing, (c) mathematics, and (d) science. Each test includes both teacher administration and scoring protocols and student materials. 
Each test consists of tasks that are comprised of several items. These items closely align to the Extended Grade-Level Expectations (ExGLEs). The Alaska Alternate Assessment may be administered in a standard manner or with extended levels of support. The standard administration of items ascertains students’ knowledge and skills on extended grade level expectations. The extended levels of support administration engages students with pre-emergent or emergent communication skills in items that address early entry points to the ExGLEs. Specific rules related to student performance in the standard administration permit an assessor to provide extended levels of support for a student. For the 2008-2009 testing window, items and test formatting were retained from the 2007-2008 secure test. 

Bias and Sensitivity Review

A bias and sensitivity review of the new test items was conducted in November 2007. During this process, reviewers examined the bias of the assessment and if the format would affect student performance. A group of 12 participants from Alaska and two specialists with the deaf and blind community from Oregon were selected to review all items. All reviewers were given examples to focus on during the review and all held qualified assessor certificates and certification in special education. Items were updated based on the results of this review prior to the 2007-2008 testing window. 

Reduction in Complexity, Depth, and Breadth

Due to the federal regulations provided in December 2003, steps were taken to increase the cognitive accessibility of items. This was done by analyzing and removing potential barriers for students with significant cognitive disabilities. This process was used in the development of items and for both administration and scoring and student materials. Simplified language was used in all text. Alignment was ensured between teacher scripted language and student materials. General test layout was considered from the view of readability and legibility. Specific administration directions were limited to a single page of the Scoring Protocol for ease of administration. Student materials were organized for ease of administration into ‘cards’ that either could be cut out or masked by the administrator. Pictures were constructed using primarily black and white for minimal complexity. All items were reviewed with administration and development steps toward reducing complexity. 

Depth-of-knowledge (DOK) was judged in the analysis of the Alternate Assessment. An alignment study was conducted in 2007 by Karvenon and Almond, and the information was used to guide item adaptations for the 2007-2008 secure test items. Categorical concurrence, range of knowledge, and balance of representation were defined originally by Webb, and adapted by Dr. Tindal for use with students with significant cognitive disabilities, and then defined based on operational use within the Alaska Alignment Study. 

Items were developed based on a one-to-one correspondence with the Extended Grade-Level Expectations (ExGLEs). All strands and attributes were equally addressed in accordance to proportion of points for each task. The total points for each test was fixed at 100 points to allow proficiency standards from the first year to be comparable to the second year of testing. No weighting was needed and an algorithm was used to equalize the differential points across strands/attributes. 

Item Development and Expanded Levels of Support (ELOS)

Items were developed within grade-bands allowing items to be grouped into tasks. Two to eight items were developed for each task with scoring developed for partial or full credit depending on the item. Two types of items were created: Standard items, and Expanded Level of Support (ELOS) items. The ELOS items were created to ensure participation and allow the assessor to ascertain a student’s level of independence. These items also allow maximum participation for students with the most significant cognitive disabilities and provide information for assessors on what level of support is necessary for the student to interact with the assessment materials. 

Chapter 2:  Training in Test Administration-Scoring

Only school personnel may administer the Alternate Assessment. This includes both teachers and paraprofessionals. In order to become a Qualified Assessor (QA), individuals must participate in online training, pass proficiency tests, and administer a practice assessment which is then reviewed by their Qualified Mentor-Trainer (QT). Each QT must go through this same training, as well as additional in-person training provided annually by the Alaska Department of Education and Early Development, in order to serve as a valuable resource to QAs.

During annual training, all participants are required to sign and return a test security agreement. This document reiterates the message from training: test security is of the utmost importance in obtaining valid and reliable scores. As such, QAs must keep all materials in a confidential location, and refrain from discussing specifics of the test with others.  Following the administration, all testing materials should be placed in the student’s file for at least one year. Teachers cannot access the secure test documents until they have passed the training requirements (passing all proficiency tests and, for assessors-in-training, administration and submission of a practice test). After completion of all requirements, they are granted access to the secure test materials.

Test Administrator Training (Qualified Assessor)
The bulk of training occurs on the website http://ak.k12test.com. Assessors-in-Training (AIT) participate in a series of video vignettes designed to familiarize them with both appropriate testing and scoring techniques. These training vignettes familiarize Assessors-in-Training with the wide variety of tasks they will encounter on the Alternate Assessment, and demonstrate all the nuances needed in a proper administration. Following the training exercises, Assessors-in-Training must pass a series of brief proficiency tests related to the different tasks in each content area, as well as tests on general administration. The next section contains information on training to become a Qualified Assessor (QA) and Qualified Mentor Trainer (QT) with in-depth details on training procedures.

Special education teachers who are not certified to administer the Alaska Alternate Assessment attended a two-day training September 29 and 30, 2008. The training slides are included in Appendix 2_4. After Assessors-in-Training complete all training and proficiency tests successfully, they must administer a practice test and have it reviewed by their QT. These individuals have been appointed by the Special Education Director or Superintendent to be the primary point of contact for the Alternate Assessment Program Manager. Once the Assessor-in-Training has completed these tasks, the QT upgrades his or her account to the status of QA. In subsequent years, QAs must complete only refresher proficiency tests to keep their certificate and maintain QA status. At the beginning of the 2008 test window there were 201 QAs.

The additional responsibilities of a QT necessitated additional training, which was held on October 27, 2008 in Anchorage. This training provided more in-depth information on the creation of and changes to the 2008-2009 Alternate Assessments and Secure website, including training tips to the Qualified Trainers. New QTs had to complete all the training that a QA completed; returning QTs completed brief refresher training tutorials and proficiency tests. New QTs also had to train a protégé and be approved by DRA. 

On October 28, 2008, invited participants from the All Mentor training on October 27th participated in an Expanded Levels of Support (ELOS) item development and analysis of ELOS item consistency with Early Entry Points to the Extended Grade Level Expectations. 

Online Proficiency

In order to ensure that the Alternate Assessments are administered reliably throughout the state, and that valid and reliable test scores are being recorded, thorough training is required for all QAs. As described in the previous section, QAs must complete online training and proficiency tests, which focus on proper scoring in all of the different task types. Ample practice is provided through training vignettes and corresponding proficiency tests. Only after passing these tests does an individual become a QA and begin administering the test to students.

The tests contain administration videos with up to five questions regarding testing techniques and scoring. There are 57 tests total. Eighty percent correct is required to pass a proficiency test and trainees have 10 opportunities per test to pass. If an Assessor-in-Training failed 10 trials in a subject area, he was required to contact the Dillard Research Associates (DRA) helpdesk to have her account reset, thus requiring the Assessor-in-Training to retake all proficiency tests until an 80% pass rate in each subject area could be obtained. 

In order to ensure score reliability, a multiple step process is in place to develop competent, knowledgeable test administrators and scorers. A standardized approach to administration and scoring leads to fair assessments, comparable scores between assessors and across settings, and provides an accurate picture of what the student knows and can do.

Step 1-Orientation and Online Training

Training is provided under the guidance of a qualified mentor trainer. Assessors-in-training (AIT) are given an orientation to the Alternate Assessment by a mentor or the Department of Education. Next, AITs register themselves on the online system and receive a password. They then complete a self-paced series of training modules offered online. These modules include: an overview of the task, instruction on how to administer the task with both text and video provided, instruction on how to score the task with both text and video provided, and finally the AIT takes a proficiency module for that task. After scoring 80% or above, the AIT is done with training for that particular task. The training modules are accompanied by a duplicate hard copy training manual that is available on the training website for download and printing.

The training modules consist of 11 reading modules, 10 writing modules, 21 math modules, 11 science modules, and 8 administration modules. 

Step 2-Administering Practice Tests

The assessor-in-training now downloads the practice tests in reading, writing, mathematics, and science and prepares the materials. A test consists of scoring protocols and student materials. The AIT administers and scores the tests to a student. It is recommended that the assessor locate a student who may or may not have a mild learning disability at approximately a fourth grade level. The overarching goal is to administer all the tasks in the test in order to become comfortable and fluent handling the student materials and scoring protocols while administering and scoring the test. Additionally, the AIT is required to read and sign a Test Security Agreement and keep it on file with the District Test Coordinator (DTC).

Step 3-Evaluation of Scoring Protocols

The practice test scoring protocols are given to a Qualified Mentor Trainer (QT) to evaluate and score. Scoring Protocols for AIT who are becoming mentors are scored by the test vendor. The AIT receives additional training if necessary, and may be required to resubmit their scoring protocols until they receive a passing score.

Step 4-Certificate of Qualification

Qualified Mentor Trainers issue Certificates of Achievement for Qualified Assessors (QA), and change the status of the AIT in the online system to Qualified Assessor. The QA now has access to the secure test materials and to the Scoring and Reporting data entry section of the assessment.

Step 5-Maintaining Qualifications

The requirements for maintaining the Qualified Assessor status are to attend any trainings the district’s Qualified Mentor Trainer may require, complete the designated refreshing skills to maintain familiarity with the tasks, and sign an updated Test Security Agreement (TSA).

Training to Become a Qualified Mentor Trainer

The purpose of the Alternate Assessment Mentor Program is to prepare district level trainers who train district personnel in correct test administration procedures for the Alternate Assessment. Mentors are available throughout the year to answer questions and assist district personnel. They are the first point of contact in the district for the state’s Alternate Assessment Program Manager. Additionally, mentors act as an advisory group for the Alternate Assessment. Mentors should be a certified teacher in the State of Alaska with a special education endorsement and have experience with low-incidence disabilities. The state encourages every district to have at least one Qualified Mentor Trainer and one Qualified Assessor. 

Qualified Mentor Trainers (QT or Mentors) Additional Responsibilities

· Attend Mentor Training annually

· Become certified as a Qualified Assessor and a Qualified Mentor Trainer

· Annually refresh skills to maintain qualifications

· Conduct training for district personnel using materials provided by EED and the test vendor, Dillard Research Associates (DRA)

· Become familiar with eligibility criteria and test security

· Become familiar with the Extended Grade Level Expectations (ExGLEs)

· Answer staff questions about the alternate assessment

· Assist the District Test Coordinator in identifying students eligible for the Alternate Assessment

· Act as primary district contact for Alternate Assessment Program Manager

· Provide feedback on the Alternate Assessment as requested by EED and the test vendor

Step 1-Attend Annual Mentor Training

After completing steps 1-5 above and receiving a Qualified Assessor certificate, Mentors-in-training attend an Annual Mentor Training. EED and the test vendor conduct training. Mentors complete an Implementation Plan (sample form included below) annually which must be approved and signed by the district Special Education Director. The purpose of the Implementation Plan is to help Mentors develop a plan to coordinate the training of school personnel to the Qualified Assessor level, and to assist District Test Coordinators in identifying students eligible for the Alternate Assessment. EED and the vendor supervise training of mentors.

Step 2-Train a Protégé

Mentors train a protégé by providing an orientation to the Alaska Alternate Assessment, supervising the protégé’s progress in completing the online training and proficiencies, and providing ongoing support. After completing and passing all the required online training and proficiency modules, the Mentor ensures that the protégé selects a student and administers the practice test and signs a Test Security Agreement.

Step 3-Evaluate a Protégé’s Scoring Protocols after administering practice test

The Qualified Mentor Trainer evaluates their protégé’s scoring protocols, has the protégé correct any errors, supervises any necessary retraining, then submits the scoring protocols containing the mentor-in-training scoring and feedback to EED who ensures all necessary components are included, then submits the scoring and feedback to the test vendor for evaluation of the mentor’s ability to score another’s work.

Step 4-Issue a Certificate of Qualification

EED notifies the QT when the vendor has approved their evaluation of the protégé’s scoring protocols. While the QT issues a Certificate of Achievement to their protégé as a new Qualified Assessor and changes their status in the online system, EED also issues a Certificate of Achievement to the mentor-in-training, designating them as a new Qualified Mentor Trainer, and changes the new mentor’s status in the online system. This change in status provides the QT access to view their district mentor information and grants the ability to make status changes.

Step 5-Train District Personnel

The QT may now implement training of district personnel selected to become Qualified Assessors. The QT will use the same procedures as with their protégé. The QT will evaluate the scoring protocols of the assessors-in-training, but will not submit these to EED or the test vendor. The QTs function as evaluators, make all status changes in the secure online system for their district, and issue Certificates of Achievement.

Step 6-Maintain Qualifications

Qualified Mentor Trainer must attend Annual Mentor training, complete the designated refreshing skills to maintain familiarity with the tasks, and sign an updated Test Security Agreement kept on file with EED and the District Test Coordinators.

Resources Available to Qualified Assessors and Qualified Trainer–Mentor: 

Annual training, training manuals, access to a HelpDesk maintained by the test vendor, coaching by Qualified Mentor Trainers, peer support, retraining available on the online test site, Program Manager for the Alternate Assessment.

Appendix 2–1 contains the forms and procedures used in the qualification process:  

1. Qualified Assessor, Qualified Mentor-Trainer Qualification Sequence

2. Scoring Protocol Review Sheet (Used by the test vendor to evaluate scoring protocols for the mentors-in-training, and by Qualified Mentor Trainers to evaluate protégés

3. Alternate Assessment Test Security and Online Test Security and Agreement for Testing Personnel, Qualified Assessors, and Qualified Mentor-Trainers

4. Alternate Assessment District Implementation Plan

< Appendix 2–1 >

2.2 Alaska Alternate Assessment Manual and Code of Ethics

Appendix 2–2 contains two documents that are provided to all participants in all training: 

1. Alaska Alternate Assessment Manual, (2–2a) which contains information related to training, administering, and scoring the Alaska Alternate Assessment. In addition, the Manual contains the Extended Grade Level Expectations and Proficiency Descriptions. This document guides the entire alternate assessment (testing) program, which is viewed as a comprehensive system for student assessment.

2. Code of Ethics (in testing) that addresses standards in security, preparation, test administration, scoring and reporting (2–2b).

< Appendix 2–2a, and Appendix 2-2b >

2.3 Training Participants

A Webinar was held to update QTs on improvements to the Alaska Alternate Assessment web system using the Extended Levels of Support (ELOS). The names and professional qualifications of participants are listed in Appendix 2_3. Participant lists for new and updated Mentor training also are included in Appendix 2–3. 

< Appendix 2–3 >

2.4 Training Content (Slides), ELOS Participation, and Workshop Agendas

Appendix 2–4 contains the training slides for both the New Mentor training (2–4a) and the Annual Mentor training (2–4b). In addition, a Webinar was held on January 26, 2009 to update QTs on improvements to the Alaska Alternate Assessment web system with ELOS (2–4c). 

< Appendix 2–4a, Appendix 2–4b, and Appendix 2–4c >

Three Task – Three Item Minimum Rule

Finally, all participants were given guidance on Standard and ELOS Item Administration. Prior to the Qualified Assessor training in September 2008, DRA staff and EED agreed to a clarification of the Three Task – Three Item Minimum Rule. This rule defines the parameters under which a student may be moved from standard administration of the Alternate Assessment into the Expanded Levels of Support (ELOS) administration. 
The clarification developed for the training was refined during the training session and was provided to all Qualified Assessors and Qualified Mentor-Trainers. In addition to the clarification of the 3 Task – 3 Item Minimum rule, all Qualified Assessors and Qualified Trainers were instructed to begin every student participating in the Alaska Alternate Assessment system would begin with the Standard Administration of the Alternate Assessment. After the 3 Task ​– 3 Item Minimum Rule had been met for a student, the QA was then permitted to move the student to the ELOS administration of that test.

Previous years employed the opportunity for QAs to begin with the ELOS administration if the student had participated with the ELOS administration in a previous testing year. DRA and EED staff believed that rule artificially lowered the ceiling of opportunities for students, and denied them access to the standard administration of the Alternate Assessment as their skills grow and develop over the years.

Following is a guidance sheet that was provided to all QAs and QTs, defining the requirement to begin all students with the standard administration of the Alternate Assessment, the application of the 3 Task – 3 Item Minimum Rule, and examples of when to move to the ELOS administration.

Guidance and Clarification for ‘Three Task – Three Item Minimum Rule’

ALL students begin with the Standard Administration of test items/tasks for the student’s grade level with or without accommodations every year. If a student is non-responsive, refuses, or earns a zero score on three consecutive items in three consecutive tasks for a content area, the standard administration should be stopped and the Qualified Assessor (QA) should administer the Expanded Levels of Support Items (ELOS). The focus of the ELOS is on students who have very early systems of communication (may look at a speaker when her name is called, may indicate choice between activities, may have very early pre-skills for academic areas, etc).

The intent is to provide an opportunity for each student to demonstrate skills in the Standard Administration of the Alternate Assessment without administering the entire test to students who are not yet able to demonstrate skills at that level. In contrast, students who are capable of substantial engagement in a content area and reach their ceiling after scoring points in several early tasks would not be likely candidates for the ELOS. 

The rule is operationalized as follows: The QA engages the student with the first three items on a task and enters zeros if the student has (a) no interactive behaviors, (b) actively refuses to engage in the activity, or (c) is consistently incorrect. The QA then administers another task and enters zeros if they cannot elicit interactions, the student refuses, or the student is consistently incorrect. Finally, the QA moves to a third task and enter zeros if they cannot elicit interactions, the student refuses, or the student is consistently incorrect. 

Test Administration Considerations

Start with Task 1 and proceed with successive tasks. Generally, the early tasks in each content area Alternate Assessment are easier and become progressively more difficult and complex.

If the student scores three consecutive zeros in a task, testers can move to the next task; if you feel that the student may get any subsequent items correct, proceed to administer these items. However, realize that if the student DOES get any item correct, you no longer have 3 consecutive items incorrect.

Assuming the test administrator moves to the next task after these 3 consecutive items are zero; an additional 3 consecutive items in the second task need to be scored zero before moving to the next task.

On this third and consecutive task, this rule is applied one last time with the student needing to have 3 consecutive zeros before the ELOS items can be administered.

If a student participates in both the Standard Alternate Assessment tasks (with or without accommodations) AND ELOS, the scores in the Standard Alternate Assessment score count.

If a student is well into an Alaska Alternate Assessment subject area before she reaches the “3 tasks –3 item” criteria then the assessor should determine if the student has clearly demonstrated her abilities in this subject area. If this is the case, the assessor need not move to the ELOS section as the student has demonstrated abilities beyond those assessed in the extended levels of support (ELOS) items.

If you submit scores you can edit them later; if you choose “Record Complete”, you can still edit scores later UP TO THE DATE THE TESTING WINDOW CLOSES. After the window closes, QAs cannot enter or edit any scores.

If you have a valid entry and then delete it, the deleted data will no longer be available to you (but the valid data are still saved in an archive file that can be accessed by DRA).

Examples of Student Testing Outcomes Related to ELOS Decisions

Following are patterns of responses for two illustrative students across items and tasks. 

	Student 1 
	Student 2 

	Task 1: 0,0,0

Task 2: 0,0,0

Task 3: 0,0,0
	Task 1: 1,0,0

Task 2: 0,0,1

Task 3: 0,0,0

Task 4: 0,0,0

Task 5: 0,0,0

	Appropriate to administer ELOS
	Appropriate to administer ELOS


In both cases below, the student should NOT be given the ELOS until more additional tasks are given.

	Student 1
	Student 2

	Task 1: 0,0,0

Task 2: 0,0,1

Task 3: 0,0,0
	Tasks 1, 2, and 3 include various 0s and 1s

Task 3: 1,1,1

Task 4: 0,0,0

Task 5: 0,0,0

	This student needs 2 more tasks (with 3 consecutive zeros) before moving to ELOS
Student 2 needs 1 more task (with 3 zeros)
	This student needs 1 more task (with 3 consecutive zeros) before moving to ELOS

	Task 4: 1,1,1,0,0,0

Task 5: 1,0,0,0
	Task 6: 1,1,0,0,0

	Now it is appropriate to administer the ELOS if the QA wants to find out more information about the student’s skills
	Now it is appropriate to administer the ELOS if the QA wants to find out more information about the student’s skills


Agenda – Alaska Alternate Assessment – New Mentor Training – 9/29/2008

Vocational Training & Resource Center, 3239 Hospital Drive, Juneau, Alaska 99801 (907.463.7375 phone)
Facilitators:
Aran Felix, Alternate Assessment Program Manager, Department of Education

Aaron Glasgow of EdProgress, Computer Programmer for Dillard Research Associates

Goals—Mentors-in-training will participate in the one-day new mentor training and will meet the following objectives:

1. Overview of Alaska’s Alternate Assessment: Eligibility Criteria, explanation of the assessment, requirements for test administrators, requirements for mentors, overview of the online assessment system

2. Qualified Assessor and Qualified Trainer Roles: Learn about the requirements to become a Qualified Assessor and the role that mentors will play as Qualified Trainers
3. Hands-on training in the computer lab: Complete as many of the required online training, scoring, and proficiency modules as possible today. 

	Time
	Topic

	8:00
	Registration

	8:15
	Introductions, agenda, expectations for the day

	8:30-10:00
	PowerPoint Training – Orientation to the Alternate Assessment for Mentors-in-training

	10:00-10:15
	Break

	10:15-12:00
	Computer Lab –work on online training, scoring, and proficiency modules

	12:00
	Lunch

	1:00-1:15
	Overview of the afternoon, Handout assignment and evaluations, work on own

	1:15-4:30
	Computer Lab –work on online training, scoring, and proficiency modules

	4:15-4:30
	Wrap-Up, review assignment, turn in evaluations,  discussion & questions

	4:30
	Adjourn


Online System – Computer Requirements

The Alaska Alternate Assessment online system supports both Windows and Macintosh computers using a variety of web browsers.

Windows 2000 / XP  / Vista
Internet Explorer 6.0+ or Firefox 1.5+

Mac OS X :
   
Safari  2.0, or Firefox 1.5+

In addition, the following settings and additional software are required. Note: Links to free downloads for Acrobat and Flash are available from the website requirements page: http://ak.k12test.com/info/requirements.php This webpage will be updated to always display the current system requirements.

- Javascript Enabled

- PDF File Viewer (Adobe Acrobat) 5.0+

- Adobe Flash Player 8.0+

Agenda – Alaska Alternate Assessment – Annual Mentor Training – 10/27/2009

BP Energy Center, 900 East Benson, Anchorage, Alaska

	8:00-8:30
	BP Energy Center Opens at 8:00

Presenters Set-up, Registration of Participants, Coffee/Tea

NOTE: Meals are on your own. Please bring your own snacks.

	8:30-9:00
	Introductions, Housekeeping, Agenda, Overview of day, Recruit for Content & Bias Review in February, topics for Open Space time, Mentor-led table group topics. Group introductions, icebreaker?

	8:45-9:00
	What is New? What is Different?

Overview of 2008-09 Test Year and Long-Range Plans, Review of, 

	9:00-9:15
	Teacher Survey of Consequential Validity: Results, Implications?

	9:15-9:30
	Review of 2008-2009 Alternate Assessment Manual, Section 1 

	9:30-9:45
	Table Group, Section 1 activity

	9:45-10:15
	Section 2 – Review of AA Manual, QA and QT requirements, Practice Test, Refresher Tasks, Administration Rules, Reasons Not Tested

	10:15-10:30
	Break

	10:30-11:00
	Section 2- Data Entry flowchart and Review of online system – 7 changes. Web-Walk of Test Website, connection to EED’s AA website, Reporting Website, 2009 Teacher Survey 

	10:30-11:00
	Section 3-Review of Mentor Responsibilities, DTC Responsibilities, Explain Implementation Plans and why required. Turn in at this meeting.

	11:00-11:30
	Mentor Training Materials-Training your district personnel to the QA level. Review of training power points. QTs required to handout certificates and change AIT status in online system.

	11:30-12:30
	Lunch on your own

	12:30-1:00
	Experienced Mentors lead table groups: Implementation Plans and Test Security Agreements, Participation Guidelines

	1:00-1:30
	Mentor Training Materials continued. Section 4 and 5.

	1:30-2:15
	Accommodations and Modifications. Purpose of Online Training Manuals. 

	2:15-2:30
	Explain Open Space, select topics

	2:30-3:45
	Open Space Technology

	3:45-4:00
	Group debrief from Open Space

	4:00-4:30
	Debrief about assignments, training materials. 

Turn in Implementation Plans, TSA, Evaluations, Wrap-Up, Dismissal


2.5 Materials for Use in the Field – Participation Guide and Review Crib Sheet

All mentors (new and annual) are given a Teacher Participation Guide (2–5a) and a review crib sheet for use with qualified assessors and new mentors in training (2–5b).

< Appendix 2–5a and Appendix 2–5b >

Chapter 3:  Operational TEST Deployment

Throughout the 2008-2009 testing year, systems were in place to resolve issues as they arose, identified by Qualified Assessors, EED personnel and/or DRA personnel. 

3.1 Operational Deployment Updates

Secure Test and Data Entry Website Improvements

Several changes were made to the Alaska Alternate Assessment website (ak.k12test.com) to enhance the ease-of-use of the system for Qualified Assessors. 

Online Change Recommendation for Drop Down Menu defaults

Issue: Some drop down menus on the AK AA data entry website default to predetermined information. This was a concern, in that some assessors did not enter actual data but permitted the default data to remain. For instance, the Date of Birth entry field defaulted to a specific birthdate, which some assessors did not change.

Solution: In all places (with two exceptions, detailed below), drop down menu choices will start with the words “Click to Select” or “Click” (where the menu box length does not allow the longer phrase, such as Date of Birth).

Exceptions:

1) The system has a default user status of Assessor in Training. Qualified Trainers are permitted to change the user status of their protégés after successful completion of training and proficiency testing. No changes will be made to this drop down menu.

2) The system has a default option on the entry screen. Drop down menus default to [Content area] Tested (i.e. Reading Tested). This default will not be changed.

Other changes were made in the Data Entry system.

<Appendix 3_1>

Test Item Edits After the Window Opened

Four items in the operational test were identified as problematic in the 2007-2008 testing window. Corrective edits were not present in the final version of the assessments for the 2008-2009 testing window. Within the first 5 days of the test window, QAs alerted EED of the continuing errors. DRA made the corrective edits, uploaded corrected documents to the Alternate Assessment Secure Website, and emails were sent to all QAs and QTs in Alaska. Four items corrected were: 

Science Task 3.8, Item 5
· The directions originally read: “…Here are pictures of a lake, a desert, and mountains…”
· The pictures in the student materials were of a forest, a desert and mountains. 
· The directions were changed to read: “…Here are pictures of a lake, a desert, and mountains…”
Science Task 2.10, Item 1

· Administration directions originally read "Here is a picture of two adult dogs. Which puppy inherited the spots?"

· The Scoring Guide read "Which puppy was born to these parents" 

· The Scoring Protocols and Student Materials were all corrected to read: “Which puppy inherited the spots?”

 

Math Task 5.910A, Item 4
· The Student Materials show: Clock showing 8:00 AM – labeled morning, 8:00 AM 

· The Scoring Protocols Which clock shows the time of day you get ready for school?” The concern from the field was that students were already in school by 8:00 am.
· The directions were changed to read: “Which clock shows the time of day that many students start school?”

Math Task 5.910A, Item 6
· The Scoring Directions originally read: “Which clock shows the time of day you eat dinner?”

· The Scoring Guide originally read “What time do you go to bed?”

· The Scoring Guide was changed to read “Eat dinner.”

 

3.2 Audio Webinar for Quality Control

On January 26, 2009, DRA and EED hosted a webinar for Qualified Assessors and Qualified Mentor-Trainers. There were two areas of focus for the webinar: 1) a reminder of important information and tasks/due dates and 2) a guided tour through the updated web-based online testing system.

1. Secure Tests
· Test Window February 23-April 10, 2009 (system closes, invalid tests if scores not entered by that time).

· February 3, 2009 - Assessment uploaded for district access (download, printing, materials adaptations)

· Review of qualifications needed to access secure test (QAs only)

· Mentor responsibilities:

· Mentors MUST change their protégé’s status in online system when all requirements met. (From Assessors-in-training to Qualified Assessors)

· Mentors MUST issue certificates to new Qualified Assessors.

· Handling of scoring protocols after testing (Retain in student file for one year, should be available to student’s next year teacher for instructional feedback, and to IEP team in helping develop goals/objectives)

· Content areas assessed:

· Reading/Writing/Math for all students grades 3-10. 

· Science for grades 4, 8, and 10 only

 

1. Reminders
· Administration rules – all students must start with standard items following 3x3 rule.

· March 1 , 2009 – final date for assessors to input their student caseload into online assessment system to enable mentors (and DTCs) to track progress.

 

1. Coordinate with District Test Coordinators (DTC)
· Large Print Tests will be mailed the first week of February

· Braille tests will be mailed to DTCs approximately the third week of February

· Responsible for ensuring all students receive assessments (Mentors to assist in this process)

· Make sure all QAs have signed and submitted TSA to DTCs before test window opens

 

1. Short version of Teacher Survey of Consequential Validity
· Link will be made available on the assessment and EED website to Survey Monkey

· May 31, 2009 – final date to provide feedback and participate in online survey

 

1. Individual Student Reports
Unofficial Student Reports
· Available electronically after student scores are entered into the online data entry system

·  Scores are in percentages and do not show proficiency levels (Advanced, Proficient, etc.)

· All scores (standard and ELOS) shown

Official Student Reports
· June 19, 2009 – reports uploaded to online reporting system for DTC access at: http://akreports.k12test.com/
· Mailed June 19, 2009 to District Test Coordinators

· One copy to Parents, one copy for student files

· These reports show Proficiency Levels in the content areas (RWM and Science in grades 4, 8, 10.

· Strand Sub-scores are also shown.

· Please contact your DTCs for copies of your student’s reports

 

1. Webinar – Walk-through of online assessment system
· Log on to webinar website ( www.joingotomeeting.com ), and enter Meeting ID: 923-368-246
· Call conference line (1-800-315-6338, enter code 8437)

A.   TAB: Home

1)      Updates Log

2)      Materials

3)      Data Entry

4)      Reports

B.   TAB: Materials

1)      Important Documents

2)      Secure Tests: Standard Administration

3)      Secure Tests: ELOS

C.     TAB: Data Entry

1)      BY March 1: Enter all students’ demographic data for your students who will participate in the Alaska Alternate Assessment.

2)      Student Setup

a.       Enter the correct grade for student – links to correct assessment, AYP grade-banding.

b.       Add

c.       Edit

d.       Delete

3)      Enter Scores

a.       Data Entry Status

b.       Reading

c.       Writing

d.       Mathematics

e.       Science (grade specific)

4)      Reasons assessment not administered

5)      When all of the assessment scores for a student are entered, and you will not need to change or alter the score entry,   choose RECORD COMPLETE in the Data Entry Status drop down menu. This will upload the student’s scores to DRA/EED.

D.     TAB: Reports

1)      Unofficial reports, available immediately.

2)      Official reports, in the Spring.

E.      Alternate Assessment window closes on April 10, 2009. All student scores must be input and status changed to RECORD COMPLETE by this day.
3.3 Help Desk FAQ During Training and Test Window

The helpdesk was open from October 1, 2008 through April 10, 2009. During this time period, a helpdesk representative was available both by phone and by email to answer questions about the training, test administration, data entry, and any other questions from the field. Questions were logged into a database and categorized by question type. The most frequently asked questions and important issues to address were also added to a database that will be posted for all assessors to view prior to the 2010 testing window. 
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3.4 Data Entry and Submission

Beginning in early May 2009, staff from DRA and EED began to carefully monitor the online data system to identify QAs and QTs who had not yet entered the testing/score data for a significant number of students. 

The first level of emails were a reminder to the entire field to remind all about the upcoming close of the testing window and the need to enter and submit all student test data by the end of the day on the close date.

The second level of emails, a week later, targeted those QAs who still had not submitted data for all students on their caseload.

The third level of reminders was a phone call made the day before and the day of the test window close to the few QAs who still had not entered and submitted data for some of their students.

This degree of monitoring and support to the field resulted in a 100% submission of all required test data for all eligible students by the close of the testing window.

3.5 Web Security

To: Felix, Aran Malone (EED) 

Subject: ORA's Data management, confidentiality & security 

From: Aaron Glasgow [mailto:aaron.glasgow@mac.com] Sent: Wednesday, January 28, 2009 10:05 AM 

Cc: Kim Sherman; Gerald Tindal 

Subject: Re: information request - data management, confidentiality & security 

File Exchange Between Vendor (DRA) and AK EED: 

DRA maintains a secure file server running a custom configured Linux operating system for exchange of final and work in progress files with the AK EED. During configuration all non-essential services have been disabled or removed. All transfers are logged and the logs are rotated to external storage (non-similar machines) on a regular basis. The server itself sits behind a network protected with both a hardware Intrusion Detection System and firewall. The files are transferred over the SSH file transfer protocol which encrypts all data during transit, uses public key cryptography to ensure identity of the server, and requires user authentication (i.e. it's password protected). Regular external automated security audits are performed against the server and the operating system and other components are kept up-to-date using a semi-automated notification process. Finally, the server is configured to only allow transfer of known file types such as excel, word, and various data exchange formats. 

File Exchange Between Vendor (DRA) and AK DTCs: 

DRA maintains a publicly available website that is protected by unique user accounts consisting of a login name and password. This website allows district testing coordinators to download final student reports specific to their district. The reports themselves are combined into one compressed pdf file making capture and reassembly by an unauthorized party more difficult. All interactions with the website are logged and regular external automated security audits are performed against the server. The operating system and other components are kept up-to-date using a semi-automated notification process. 

Aaron Glasgow, Lead Developer 

Dillard Research Associates 32534 Dillard Road Eugene, OR 97405 

Phone: 1-800-838-3163 

State of Alaska 

1/2812009 

3.6 Quarterly Reports

Four times per year, at the end of September, December, March and June, DRA produces a quarterly report that summarizes the activities and accomplishments in the Alaska Alternate Assessment development, implementation, and improvement. Appendix 3.2 is a complete collection of the quarterly reports for 2008-2009.
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Chapter 4: Technical Analysis 

Grade 3

The number of grade 3 students taking items on the reading test ranged from 55 to 85.

In Task 1, Items 1, 2, 7 and 8 were difficult, with average scores of .37 to .70 out of 2 points.  Items 4, 5 and 6 were moderately difficult, with average scores of .94 to 1.12 out of 2 points.  Item 3 was easy, with an average score of 1.43 out of 2 points.  The overall average for Task 1 was 6.30 points out of 16, with an average variation of 4.47.

In Task 2, all ten items were moderately difficult, with average scores of .45 to .72 out of 1 point.  The overall average for Task 2 was 4.99 points out of 10, with an average variation of 4.08.

In Task 3, all eight items were moderately difficult, with average scores of 1.39 to 1.92 out of 3 points.  The overall average for Task 3 was 11.59 points out of 24, with an average variation of 9.95.

In Task 4, Items 1 and 2 were easy, with average scores of .71 and .73 out of 1 point.  The overall average for Task 4 was 1.44 points out of 2, with an average variation of .85.

In Task 5, all eight items were moderately difficult, with average scores of .78 to 1.19 out of 2 points.  The overall average for Task 5 was 7.26 points out of 16, with an average variation of 4.98.

In Task 6, all eight items were moderately difficult, with average scores of .74 to 1.26 out of 2 points.  The overall average for Task 6 was 7.81 points out of 16, with an average variation of 5.07.

In Task 7, Item 4 was difficult, with an average score of .68 out of 2 points.  The remaining seven items were moderately difficult, with average scores of .97 to 1.33 out of 2 points.  The overall average for Task 7 was 8.16 points out of 16, with an average variation of 5.41.

Grade 4

The number of grade 4 students taking the reading test ranged from 56 to 74.

In Task 1, Items 1, 2 and 7 were difficult, with average scores of .37 to .67 out of 2 points.  Items 4, 5, 6 and 8 were moderately difficult, with average scores of .85 to 1.25 out of 2 points.  Item 3 was easy, with an average score of 1.60 out of 2 points.  The overall average for Task 1 was 7.07 points out of 16, with an average variation of 4.18.

In Task 2, all ten items were moderately difficult, with average scores of .44 to .71 out of 1 point.  The overall average for Task 2 was 5.57 points out of 10, with an average variation of 4.20.

In Task 3, all eight items were moderately difficult, with average scores of 1.43 to 1.82 out of 3 points.  The overall average for Task 3 was 12.18 points out of 24, with an average variation of 10.28.

In Task 4, Items 1 and 2 were both easy, with average scores of .74 and .83 out of 1 point.  The overall average for Task 4 was 1.57 points out of 2, with an average variation of .73.

In Task 5, all eight items were moderately difficult, with average scores of .75 to 1.21 out of 2 points.  The overall average for Task 5 was 7.70 points out of 15, with an average variation of 4.89.

In Task 6, all eight items were moderately difficult, with average scores of .84 to 1.14 out of 2 points.  The overall average for Task 6 was 7.73 points out of 16, with an average variation of 5.20.

In Task 7, all eight items were moderately difficult, with average scores of .98 to 1.18 out of 2 points.  The overall average for Task 7 was 8.20 points out of 16, with an average variation of 5.57.

Grade 5

The number of grade 5 students taking items on the reading test ranged from 56 to 74.

In Task 1, Item 6 was difficult, with an average score of .72 out of 2 points.  The remaining seven items were moderately difficult, with average scores of .82 to 1.16 out of 2 points.  The overall average for Task 1 was 7.09 points out of 16, with an average variation of 6.30.

In Task 2, all five items were moderately difficult, with average scores of .86 out of 2 points, 1.35 out of 3 points, 1.88 and 2.29 out of 4 points, and 2.61 out of 5 points.  The overall average for Task 2 was 8.20 points out of 18, with an average variation of 7.16.

In Task 3, all twelve items were moderately difficult, with average scores of .54 and .66 out of 1 point, and .73 to 1.30 out of 2 points.  The overall average for Task 3 was 9.27 points out of 21, with an average variation of 7.29. 

In Task 4, Items 1, 4 and 11 were easy, with average scores of .72 and .74 out of 1 point, and 1.32 out of 2 points.  The remaining nine items were moderately difficult, with average scores of  .89 to 1.32 out of 2 points. The overall average for Task 4 was 10.79 points out of 21 with an average variation of 7.03.

In Task 5, Items 1, 4, and 11 were easy, with average scores of .78 and .82 out of 1 point, and 1.40 out of 2 points.  The remaining nine items were moderately difficult, with average scores of .91 to 1.29 out of 2 points.  The overall average for Task 5 was 11.38 out of 22 points, with an overall average of 7.32.

Grade 6

The number of grade 6 students taking items on the reading test ranged from 65 to 82.

In Task 1, all eight items were moderately difficult, with average scores .74 to 1.31 out of 2 points.  The overall average for Task 1 was 7.98 out of 16 points, with an average variation of 5.97.

In Task 2, all five items were moderately difficult, with average scores of 1.04 out of 2 points, 1.44 out of 3 points, 2.12 and 2.34 out of 4 points, and 2.43 out of 5 points.  The overall average for Task 2 was 9.09 points out of 18, with an average variation of 6.94.

In Task 3, Items 1 and 10 were easy, with average scores of .81 out of 1 point and 1.48 out of 2 points.  The ten remaining items were moderately difficult, with average scores of .59 out of 1 point and .96 to 1.27 out of 2 points.  The overall average for Task 3 was 11.27 points out of 22, with an average variation of 7.47.

In Task 4, Items 1 and 7 were easy, with average scores of .89 out of 1 point and 1.38 out 2 points.  The remaining ten items were moderately difficult, with average scores of .68 out of 1 point and 1.00 to 1.27 out of 2 points.  The overall average for Task 4 was 12.58 points out of 22, with an average variation of 6.72.

In Task 5, Items 1, 4 and 11 were easy, with average scores of .82 and .89 out of 1 point and 1.38 out of 2 points.  The remaining nine items were moderately difficult, with average scores of 1.07 to 1.32 out of 2 points.  The overall average for Task 5 was 12.74 points out of 22, with an average variation of 7.11.

Grade 7

The number of grade 7 students taking items on the reading test ranged from 64 to 77.

In Task 1, Items 1 and 4 were easy, with average scores of 1.41 and 1.44 out of 2 points.  Items 2 and 3 were moderately difficult, with average scores of 1.10 and 1.27 out of 2 points.  The overall average for Task 1 was 5.16 points out of 8, with an average variation of 3.19.

In Task 2, Items 5 and 7 were difficult, with average scores of .16 and .23 out of 1 point.  The remaining five items were moderately difficult, with average scores of .43 to .53 out of 1 point.  The overall average for Task 2 was 2.66 points out of 7, with an average variation of 2.34.

In Task 3, all four items were moderately difficult, with average scores 2.23 and 2.60 out of 4 points, 3.17 out of 5 points, and 3.77 out of 6 points.  The overall average for Task 3 was 11.48 points out of 19, with an average variation of 7.16.

In Task 4, Items 1 and 11 were easy, with average scores of 1.33 and 1.49 out of 2 points.  The remaining ten items were moderately difficult, with average scores of .57 and .61 out of 1 points, and 1.00 to 1.28 out of 2 points.  The overall average for Task 4 was 12.65 points out of 22, with an average variation of 7.09.

In Task 5, Items 1, 2 and 10 were easy, with average scores of .73 out of 1 points, and 1.34 and 1.47 out of 2 points.  Item 5 was difficult, with an average score of .26 out of 1 point.  The remaining nine items were moderately difficult, with average scores of 1.03 to 1.27 out of 2 points.  The overall average for Task 5 was 12.07 points out of 21, with an average variation of 6.85.

In Task 6, Item 1 was easy, with an average score of 1.49 out of 2 points.  The remaining eleven items were moderately difficult, with average scores of .52and .64 out of 1 point, and  .85 to 1.28 out of 1 or 2 points.  The overall average for Task 6 was 11.88 points out of 21, with an average variation of 6.37.

Grade 8

The number of grade 8 students taking items on the reading test ranged from 58 to 72.

In Task 1, Item 2 was moderately difficult, with an average score of 1.14 out of 2 points.  The remaining three items were easy, with average scores of 1.31 to 1.53 out of 2 points.  The overall average for Task 1 was 5.29 points out of 8, with an average variation of 3.16.

In Task 2, Items 5 and 7 were difficult, with average scores of .22 and .24 out of 1 point.  The remaining five items were moderately difficult, with average scores of .46 to .66 out of 1 point.  The overall average for Task 2 was 2.78 points out of 7, with an average variation of 2.44.

In Task 3, all four items were moderately difficult, with average scores of 2.40 and 2.67 out of 4 points, 3.17 out of 5 points, and 4.21 out of 6 points.  The overall average for Task 3 was 11.86 points out of 19, with an average variation of 7.37.

In Task 4, Items 1 and 10 were easy, with average scores of .80 out of 1 point and 1.48 out of 2 points.  The remaining ten items were moderately difficult, with average scores of .52 out of 1 point and 1.08 to 1.30 out of 2 points.  The overall average for Task 4 was 12.87 points out of 21, with an average variation of 7.05.

In Task 5, Item 5 was difficult, with an average score of .23 out of 1 point.  Items 1, 2, 8 and 10 were easy, with average scores of .70 out of 1 point and  1.32 to 1.53 out of 2 points.  The remaining seven items were moderately difficult, with average scores of .98 to 1.18 out of 2 points.  The overall average for Task 5 was 12.52 points out of 21, with an average variation of 6.47.

In Task 6, Item 1 was easy, with an average score of 1.52 out of 2 points.  The remaining eleven items were moderately difficult, with average scores of .53 and .60 out of 1 point, and .95 to 1.26 out of 2 points.  The overall average for Task 6 was 12.48 points out of 22, with an average variation of 6.71.

Grade 9

The number of grade 9 students taking items on the reading test ranged from 56 to 77.

In Task 1, all items were moderately difficult, with average scores of 1.28 to 2.05 out of 3 points, and 1.99 to 2.75 out of 4 points.  The overall average for Task 1 was 12.77 points out of 28, with an average variation of 10.98.

In Task 2, all items were moderately difficult, with average scores of .53 to .71 out of 1 point, and 1.25 out of 2 points.  The overall average for Task 2 was 2.99 points out of 6, with an average variation of 2.39.

In Task 3, Item 5 was easy, with an average score of 1.42 out of 2 points.  The eleven remaining items were moderately difficult, with average scores of .86 to 1.13 out of 2 points, 1.58 to 2.44 out of 4 points, and 2.39 out of 5 points.  The average variation for Task 3 was 13.86 points out of 31, with an average variation of 9.58.

In Task 4, Item 5 was easy, with an average score of 1.43 out of 2 points.  The eleven remaining items were moderately difficult, with average scores of .84 to 1.27 out of 2 points, 1.62 to 2.18 out of 4 points, and 2.38 out of 5 points.  The overall average for Task 4 was 15.36 points out of 31, with an average variation of 9.58.

Grade 10

The number of grade 10 students taking items on the reading test ranged from 56 to 68.

In Task 1, Items 4, 7 and 8 were easy, with average scores of 2.14 out of 3 points and 3.07 out of 4 points.  The remaining five items were moderately difficult, with average scores of 1.54 and 2.14 out of 3 points, and  2.19 to 2.72 out of 4 points.  The overall average for Task 1 was 16.07 points out of 28, with an average variation of 10.11.

In Task 2, Items 4 and 6 were easy, with average scores of .86 out of 1 point and 1.49 out of 2 points.  The remaining four items were moderately difficult, with average scores of .60 to .67 out of 1 point.  The overall average for Task 2 was 3.71 points out of 6, with an average variation of 2.15.

In Task 3, Items 5, 7 and 8 were easy, with average scores of 1.37 to 1.60 out of 2 points.  The remaining nine items were moderately difficult, with average scores of .93 to 1.22 out of 2 points, 2.02 to 2.67 out of 4 points, and 2.72 out of 5 points.  The overall average for Task 3 was 17.37 points out of 32, with an average variation of 9.91.

In Task 4, Items 2 to 5 and Item 7 were easy, with average scores of 1.30 to 1.54 out of 2 points.  The remaining seven items were moderately difficult, with average scores of 1.15 to 1.25 out of 2 points, 1.95 to 2.53 out of 4 points, and 2.82 out of 5 points.  The overall average for Task 4 was 19.42 points out of 32, with an average variation of 7.34.

Grades 3-4

Task 1 had a mean just under 8 out of 16 points, with four rather difficult items (1, 2, 7 and 8).  The average inter-item correlation was .22 (ranging from .03 to .46).  The task is appropriately difficult, with moderate internal consistency.

Task 2 had a mean just over 6.5 out of 10 points, with one relatively easy item (6).  The average inter-item correlation was .57 (ranging from .31 to .78).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 3 had a mean just over 14out of 24 points, with all items being moderately difficult. The average inter-item correlation was .77 (ranging from .64 to .85).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 4 had a mean just over 1.5 out of 2 points, with both items being relatively easy.  The average inter-item correlation was  .60.  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 5 had a mean close to 8.5 out of 16 points, with all items being moderately difficult. The average inter-item correlation was .36 (ranging from .14 to .65).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 6 had a mean just over 8.5 out of 16 points, with all items being moderately difficult.  The average inter-item correlation was .38 (ranging from .12 to .60).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 7 had a mean just over 9 out of 16 points, with all items being moderately difficult.  The average inter-item correlation was .49 (ranging from .27 to .65).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Grades 5-6

Task 1 had a mean just over 9 out of 16 points, with all items being moderately difficult.  The average inter-item correlation was .63 (ranging from .48 to .76).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 2 had a mean just under 11out of 18 points with all items being moderately difficult The average inter-item correlation was .79 (ranging from .71 to .85).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 3 had a mean just over 13 out of 22 points, with two relatively easy items (1 and 10).  The average inter-item correlation was .37 (ranging from .19 to .62).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 4 had a mean just under 13.5 out of 22 points, with two relatively easy items (1 and 11).  The average inter-item correlation was .35 (ranging from .12 to .65).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 5 had a mean just over 13.5 out of 21 points with three relatively easy items (1, 4 and 11).  The average inter-item correlation was .47 (ranging from .25 to .69).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Grades 7-8

Task 1 had a mean just over 6 out of 8 points with two relatively easy items (1 and 4).  The average inter-item correlation was .72 (ranging from .62 to .80).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 2 had a mean just under 3.5 out of 7 points, with all items being moderately difficult.  The average inter-item correlation was .34 (ranging from .08 to .53).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 3 had a mean just under 14 out of 19 points, with all items being moderately difficult.  The average inter-item correlation was .84 (ranging from .81 to .87).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 4 had a mean close to 13.5 out of 22 points, with one relatively easy item (1).   The average inter-item correlation was .47 (ranging from .21 to .72).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 5 had a mean just under 13 out of 21 points, with three relatively easy items (1, 2 and 10) and one relatively difficult item (5).  The average inter-item correlation was .43 (ranging from .01 to .69).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 6 had a mean just under 13 out of 22 points with one relatively easy item (1).  The average inter-item correlation was .46 (ranging from .23 to .65).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Grades 9-10

Task 1 had a mean just under 19 out of 28 points, with one relatively easy item (8).  The average inter-item correlation was .62 (ranging from .49 to .75).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 2 had a mean just over 4 out of 6 points, with two relatively easy items (2 and 6).  The average inter-item correlation was .30 (ranging from .1 to .67).  The task is appropriately difficult, with moderate internal consistency.

Task 3 had a mean just over 20 out of 32 points with one relatively easy item (1).  The average inter-item correlation was .30 (ranging from .02 to .51).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 4 had a mean just over 19 out of 32 points with three relatively easy items (2, 3 and 5).  The average inter-item correlation was .32 (ranging from .14 to .56).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Grade 3

The number of grade 3 students taking items on the writing test ranged from 64 to 85.

In Task 1, Items 1 to 3 were moderately difficult, with average scores of 1.07 to 1.20 out of 2 points.  Items 4 to 11 were easy, with average scores of 1.35 to 1.58 out of 2 points.  The overall average for Task 1 was 12.69 points out of 22, with an average variation of 9.49.

In Task 2, Items 5 and 6 were easy, with average scores of 2.26 and 2.33 out of 3 points.  Items 1 to 5 were moderately difficult, with average scores of 2.13 to 2.16 out of 4 points, and 3.24 and 3.39 out of  5 points.  The overall average for Task 2 was 15.22 points out of 28, with an average variation of 12.45.

In Task 3, Item 1 was moderately difficult, with an average score of 12.18 out of 25 points.  The overall average for Task 3 was 12.18 points out of 25, with an average variation of 10.31.

In Task 4, Items 2 and 6 were difficult, with average scores of 1.04 out of 4 points, and 1.17 out of 5 points.  The remaining four items were moderately difficult, with average scores of .92 out of 3 points, 1.61 and 1.81 out o 4 points, and 1.44 out of 5 points.  The overall average for Task 4 was 6.89 points out of 25, with an average variation of 7.91.

Grade 4

The number of grade 4 students taking items on the writing test ranged from 52 to 58.

In Task 1, Items 5, 6, 8 and 10 were easy, with average scores of 1.33 to 1.37 out of 2 points.  The remaining seven items were moderately difficult, with average scores of 1.17 to 1.30 out of 2 points.  The overall average for Task 1 was 13.40 points out of 22, with an average variation of 9.45.

In Task 2, all seven items were moderately difficult, with average scores of 1.83 and 1.94 out of 3 points, 2.10 to 2.29 out of 4 points, and 2.91 and 2.98 out of 5 points.  The overall average for Task 2 was 15.59 points out of 28, with an average variation of 12.56.

In Task 3, Item 1 was moderately difficult, with an average score of 12.63 out of 25 points.  The overall average for Task 3 was 12.63 points out of 25, with an average variation of 10.70.

In Task 4, all items were moderately difficult, with average scores of 1.07 out of 3 points, 1.24 to 1.74 out of 4 points, and 1.52 and 1.63 out of 5 points.  The overall average for Task 4 was 8.29 points out of 25, with an average variation of 9.56.

Grade 5

The number of grade 5 students taking items on the writing test ranged from 61 to 74.

In Task 1, Items 1 and 2 were moderately difficult, with average scores of 2.59 and 2.68 out of 5 points.  The overall average for Task 1 was 5.20 points out of 10, with an average variation of 4.24.

In Task 2, Item 1 was moderately difficult, with an average score of 15.27 out of 25 points.  The overall average for Task 2 was 15.27 points out of 25, with an average variation of 10.76.

In Task 3, all five items were moderately difficult, with average scores of 1.80 to 2.31 out of 4 points.  The overall average for Task 3 was 9.08 points out of 20, with an average variation of 8.37.

In Task 4, all three items were difficult, with average scores of 3.04 to 3.27 out of 15 points.  The overall average for Task 4 was 9.42 points out of 45, with an average variation of 13.33.

Grade 6

The number of grade 6 students taking items on the writing test ranged from 73 to 81.

In Task 1, Items 1 and 2 were moderately difficult, with average scores of 2.81 and 3.01 out of 5 points.  The overall average for Task 1 was 5.83 points out of 10, with an average variation of 4.10.

In Task 2, Item 1 was moderately difficult, with an average score of 16.36 out of 25 points.  The overall average for Task 2 was 16.36 points out of 25, with an overall average of 10.67.

In Task 3, all five items were moderately difficult, with average scores of 1.68 to 2.28 out of 4 points.  The overall average for Task 3 was 9.08 points out of 20, with an average variation of 8.37.

In Task 4, all three items were relatively difficult, with average scores of 3.73 to 4.07 out of 15 points.  The overall average for Task 4 was 11.60 points out of 39, with an average variation of 11.90.

Grade 7

The number of grade 7 students taking items on the writing test ranged from 71 to 77.

In Task 1, all three items were moderately difficult, with average scores of 4.30 to 4.64 out of 11 points.  The overall average for Task 1 was 13.25 points out of 33, with an average variation of 11.42.

In Task 2, Item 7 was easy, with an average score of 3.54 out of five points.  Items 1 to 6 were all moderately difficult, with average scores of 2.16 to 2.74 out of 4 points, and 2.70 and 3.30 out of 5 points.  The overall average for Task 2 was 19.66 points out of 33, with an average variation of 11.50.

In Task 3, Items 1 and 2 were both moderately difficult, with average scores of 6.14 and 6.25 out of 17 points.  The overall average for Task 3 was 12.39 points out of 34, with an average variation of 11.34.

Grade 8

The number of grade 8 students taking items on the writing test ranged from 62 to 72.

In Task 1, all three items were moderately difficult, with average scores of 3.92 to 4.31 out of 11 points.  The overall average for Task 1 was 12.40 points out of 33, with an average variation of 11.84.

In Task 2, all seven items were moderately difficult, with average scores of 1.96 to 2.56 out of 4 points, 2.71 to 3.35 out of 5 points, and 3.35 out of 6 points.  The overall average for Task 2 was 17.74 points out of 33, with an average variation of 12.23.

In Task 3, both items were moderately difficult, with average scores of 5.25 and 5.85 out of 17 points.  The overall average for Task 3 was 11.10 points out of 32, with an average variation of 11.12.

Grade 9

The number of grade 9 students taking items on the writing test ranged from 58 to 77.

In Task 1, Item 4 was easy, with an average score of 3.15 out of 4 points.  The remaining six items were moderately difficult, with average scores of 2.22 to 2.45 out of 4 points, 3.38 and 3.47 out of 5 points, and 3.78 out of 6 points.  The overall average for Task 1 was 17.78 points out of 32, with an average variation of 13.20.

In Task 2, Item 1 was moderately difficult, with an average score of 12.79 out of 35 points.  The overall average for Task 2 was 12.79 points out of 35, with an average variation of 12.88.

In Task 3, Item 8 was easy, with an average score of .74 out of 1 point.  The remaining eight items were moderately difficult, with average scores of .59 to .67 out of 1 point and 2.40 to 3.53 out of 5 points.  The overall average for Task 3 was 17.48 points out of 33, with an average variation of 14.02.

Grade 10

The number of grade 10 students taking items on the writing test ranged from 57 to 68.

In Task 1, Items 1 to 4 were easy, with average scores of 2.88 to 3.42 out of 4 points.  Items 5 to 7 were moderately difficult, with average scores of 3.32 and 3.53 out of 5 points, and 3.83 out of 6 points.  The overall average for Task 1 was 21.19 points out of 32, with an average variation of 10.696.

In Task 2, Item 1 was moderately difficult, with an average score of 12.75 out of 35 points.  The overall average for Task 2 was 12.75 points out of 35, with an average variation of 11.63.

In Task 3, Items 4, 5, 6, and 8 were easy, with average scores of .74 out of 1 point and 3.79 to 3.97 out of 5 points.  The remaining five items were moderately difficult, with average scores of .65 and .66 out of 1 point, and 3.24 to 3.38 out of 5 points.  The overall average for Task 3 was 21.66 points out of 33, with an average variation of 12.71.

Grades 3-4

Task 1 had a mean just under 16 out of 22 points with two relatively easy items (4 and 10).  The average inter-item correlation was .74 (ranging from .60 to .91).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 2 had a mean just under 19 out of 28 points with all items being moderately difficult. The average inter-item correlation was .83 (ranging from .75 to .90).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 3 consisted of one item that was appropriately difficult.

Task 4 had a mean just under 9.5 out of 25 points with two relatively difficult items (2 and 6).  The average inter-item correlation was .74 (ranging from .68 to .82).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Grades 5-6

Task 1 had a mean just under 6.5 out of 10 points with both items being moderately difficult.  The inter-item correlation was .85.  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 2 consisted of one item that was appropriately difficult.

Task 3 had a mean just under 11 out of 20 points, with all items being moderately difficult. The average inter-item correlation was .77 (ranging from .71 to .82).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 4 had a mean just under 12 out of 15 points with all items being relatively difficult. The average inter-item correlation was .88 (ranging from .87 to .89).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Grades 7-8

Task 1 had an average just over 14 out of 33 points, with all items being moderately difficult.  The average inter-item correlation was .80 (ranging from .78 to .82).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 2 had a mean just under 21 out of 35 points, with all items being moderately difficult. The average inter-item correlation was .60 (ranging from .42 to .84).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 3 had a mean just over 13 out of 33 points, with all items being moderately difficult. The inter-item correlation was .88.  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Grades 9-10

Task 1 had a mean just under 24 out of 32 points, with one relatively easy item (4).  The inter-item correlation was .63 (ranging from .46 to .86).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 2 consisted of one item that was appropriately difficult.

Task 3 had a mean just over 24 out of 33 points, with two relatively easy items (4 and 6). The average inter-item correlation was .38 (ranging from .08 to .65).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Grade 3

The number of grade 3 students that took items on the math test ranged from 69 to 86.

In Task 1, Items 1, 2, and 3 were moderately difficult, with average scores of 1.14 to 1.24 out of 2 points. Items 4 to 8 were easy, with average scores of 1.45 to 1.62 out of 2 points. The overall average for Task 1 was 9.57 out of 16, with average variation of 7.21.

In Task 2, all items were moderately difficult, with average scores of .37 to .63 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 2 was 1.5 out of 3, with average variation of 1.25.

Task 3 was moderately difficult, with an average score of 4.02 out of 6 points. The overall average for Task 1 was 9.57 out of 16, with average variation of 7.21. The overall average for Task 3 was 4.02 out of 6, with average variation of 2.71.

In Task 4, most items were moderately difficult, with average scores from .55 to .7 out of 1 point. Item 8 was easy, with an average score of .83 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 4 was 4.40 out of 8, with average variation of 3.41.

In Task 5, Items 1 and 3 were moderately difficult, with average scores around 2.7 out of 4 points. Item 2 was easy with an average score of 3.01 out of 4 points. The overall average for Task 5 was 8.37 out of 12, with average variation of 4.64.

Grade 4

The number of grade 4 students that took items on the math test ranged from 54 to 58.

In Task 1, most items were moderately difficult, with average scores from 1.16 to 1.37 out of 2 points. Items 3 and 5 were easier, with average scores around 1.45 out of 2 points. The overall average for Task 1 was 10.06 out of 16, with average variation of 6.68.

In Task 2, Items 2 and 3 were moderately difficult, with average scores of .38 and .67 out of 1 point. Item 1 was easy, with an average score of .72 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 2 was 1.78 out of 3, with average variation of 1.16.

Task 3 was easy, with an average score of 4.66 out of 6 points. The overall average for Task 3 was 4.66 out of 6, with average variation of 2.47.

In Task 4, all items were moderately difficult to easy, with average scores from .60 to .78 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 4 was 5.43 out of 8, with average variation of 3.05.

In Task 5, all items were moderately difficult to easy, with average scores from 2.69 to 3.00 out of 4 points. The overall average for Task 5 was 8.54 out of 12, with average variation of 4.85.

Grade 5

The number of grade 5 students that took items on the math test ranged from 58 to 74. 
In Task 1, all items were easy, with average scores from .77 to .84 out of 1 point, and 1.42 to 1.58 out of 2 points. The overall average for Task 1 was 5.19 out of 7, with average variation of 2.77.

In Task 2, all items were moderately difficult, with average scores from .43 to .68 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 2 was 1.70 out of 1.27, with average variation of 3.

Task 3 was easy, with an average score of .76 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 3 was .76 out of 1, with average variation of .43.

Task 4 was moderately difficult to easy, with an average score of 2.11 out of 3 points. The overall average for Task 4 was 2.11 out of 3, with average variation of 1.24.

In Task 5, all items were moderately difficult, with average scores from 1.03 to 1.29 out of 2 points. The overall average for Task 5 was 6.95 out of 14, with average variation of 6.54.

In Task 6, Items 1, 2, 3, and 5 were moderately difficult, with average scores from 1.23 to 1.37 out of 2 points. Items 4, 6, and 7 were easy, with average scores from 1.50 to 1.71. The overall average for Task 6 was 9.23 out of 15, with average variation of 5.82.

In Task 7, Items 2, 5, 8, 9, and 10 were moderately difficult, with average scores of .48 out of 1 point and .86 to 1.05 out of 2 points. The remaining items were easy, with average scores of .74 to .81 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 7 was 7.39 out of 14, with average variation of 5.01.

In Task 8, both items were moderately difficult, with average scores around 1.69 out of 3 points. The overall average for Task 8 was 3.37 out of 6, with average variation of 2.50.

In Task 9, Items 2 and 3 were moderately difficult, with average scores of 1.21 and 1.30 out of 2 points, and Items 1 and 4 were easy, with average scores of 1.41 and 1.46 out of 2 points. The overall average for Task 9 was 5.33 out of 8, with average variation of 3.23.

In Task 10, all items were easy, with average scores from .75 to .88 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 10 was 5.56 out of 7, with average variation of 2.23.

In Task 11, Items 1 and 3 were moderately difficult, with average scores close to .60 out of 1 point, and Item 2 was easy, with an average score of .79 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 11 was 2.00 out of 3, with average variation of 1.22.

Task 12 was moderately difficult, with an average score of 1.40 out of 4 points. The overall average for Task 12 was 1.40 out of 4, with average variation of 1.76.

Grade 6

The number of grade 6 students that took items on the math test ranged from 67 to 80.

In Task 1, all items were easy, with average scores from 1.40 out of 2 points to .85 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 1 was 5.26 out of 7, with average variation of 2.68.

In Task 2, the items were moderately difficult to slightly easy, with average scores from .53 to .71 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 2 was 1.86 out of 3, with average variation of 1.30.

Task 3 was easy with an average score of .78 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 3 was .78 out of 1, with average variation of .41.

Task 4 was moderately difficult to slightly easy with an average score of 2.13 out of 3 points. The overall average for Task 4 was 2.13 out of 3, with average variation of 1.30.

In Task 5, all items were moderately difficult with average scores from 1.15 to 1.41 out of 2 points. The overall average for Task 5 was 8.43 out of 14, with average variation of 6.24.

In Task 6, Items 2 and 7 were moderately difficult, with average scores 1.33 out of 2 points and 1.93 out of 3 points. The remaining items were easy, with average scores of 1.43 to 1.57 out of 2 points. The overall average for Task 6 was 10.09 out of 15, with average variation of 5.68.

In Task 7, Items 2, 5, 8, 9, and 10 were moderately difficult, with average scores from .54 out of 1 point to 1.20 out of 2 points. The remaining items were easy, with average scores from .75 to .84 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 7 was 8.57 out of 14, with average variation of 5.31.

In Task 8, both items were moderately difficult, with average scores around 1.98 out of 3 points. The overall average for Task 8 was 3.93 out of 6, with average variation of 2.46.

In Task 9, Items 2 to 4 were moderately difficult, with average scores from 1.04 to 1.20 out of 2 points, and Item 1 was slightly easy, with an average score of 1.49 out of 2 points. The overall average for Task 9 was 4.93 out of 8, with average variation of 3.23.

In Task 10, all items were easy, with average scores from .72 to .82 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 10 was 5.16 out of 7, with average variation of 2.71.

In Task 11, all items were moderately difficult to easy, with average scores from .69 to .80 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 11 was 2.25 out of 3, with average variation of 1.15.

Task 12 was moderately difficult, with an average score of 1.67 out of 4 points. The overall average for Task 12 was 1.67 out of 4, with average variation of 1.67.

Grade 7

The number of grade 7 students that took items on the math test ranged from 68 to 77.

In Task 1, both items were easy, with average scores of .70 out of 1 point, and 1.66 out of 2 points. The overall average for Task 1 was 2.35 out of 3, with average variation of 1.06.

In Task 2, Item 1 was easy, with an average score of .73 out of 1 point. Item 2 was moderately difficult, with an average score of .56 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 2 was 1.29 out of 2, with average variation of .74.

In Task 3, Items 1 and 2 were easy, with average scores of .86 and .71 out of 1 point, and Items 3 to 5 were moderately difficult, with average scores from .52 to .62 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 3 was 3.19 out of 5, with average variation of 1.85.

Task 4 was moderately difficult, with an average score of .55 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 4 was .55 out of 1, with average variation of .50.

Task 5 was easy, with an average score of 3.34 out of 4 points. The overall average for Task 5 was 3.34 out of 4, with average variation of 1.28.

In Task 6, all items were moderately difficult, with average scores of .94 to 1.17 out of 2 points. The overall average for Task 6 was 7.19 out of 14, with average variation of 5.73.

In Task 7, Items 1 and 2 were easy, with average scores of 1.60 out of 2 points and 2.39 out of 3 points. Item 3 was moderately difficult, with an average score of 1.19 out of 3 points. The overall average for Task 7 was 5.18 out of 8, with average variation of 2.52.

In Task 8, all items were easy with average scores at or near .80 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 8 was 3.16 out of 4, with average variation of 1.58.

In Task 9, both items were moderately difficult with average scores near .54 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 9 was 1.08 out of 2, with average variation of .89.

In Task 10, Items 2 to 6 were easy, with average scores of .78 to .92 out of 1 point. Items 1 and 7 to 9 were moderately difficult, with average scores of .48 out of 1 point and 1.22 to 1.33 out of 2 points. Item 10 was very difficult with an average score of .23 out of 2 points. The overall average for Task 10 was 8.67 out of 14, with average variation of 3.81.

In Task 11, Items 4 and 5 were easy, with average scores of .75 and .77 out of 1 point. The other items were moderately difficult with average scores from .56 to .65 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 11 was 3.84 out of 6, with average variation of 2.17.

In Task 12, both items were moderately difficult, with average scores of 1.01 and 1.22 out of 2 points. The overall average for Task 12 was 2.24 out of 4, with average variation of 1.63.

In Task 13, all items were easy, with average scores of .79 to .89 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 13 was 3.35 out of 4, with average variation of 1.34.

In Task 14, all items were easy, with average scores of .81 to .99 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 14 was 6.10 out of 7, with average variation of 1.43.

In Task 15, all items were easy, with average scores near .95 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 15 was 2.85 out of 3, with average variation of .57.

Task 16 was very difficult, with an average score of 1.19 out of 4 points. The overall average for Task 16 was 1.19 out of 4, with average variation of 1.65.

Grade 8

The number of grade 8 students that took items on the math test ranged from 59 to 72.

In Task 1, both items were easy, with average scores of .78 out of 1 point, and 1.60 out of 2 points. The overall average for Task 1 was 2.38 out of 3, with average variation of 1.14.

In Task 2, Item 1 was easy, with an average score of .78 out of 1 point. Item 2 was moderately difficult, with an average score of .44 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 2 was 1.22 out of 2, with average variation of .74.

In Task 3, Items 1 and 2 were easy, with average scores of .78 and .71 out of 1 point, and Items 3 to 5 were moderately difficult, with average scores near .60 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 3 was 3.17 out of 5, with average variation of 2.03.

Task 4 was moderately difficult, with an average score of .56 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 4 was .56 out of 1, with average variation of .50.

Task 5 was easy, with an average score of 3.39 out of 4 points. The overall average for Task 5 was 3.39 out of 4, with average variation of 1.30.

In Task 6, all items were moderately difficult, with average scores of 1.10 to 1.34 out of 2 points. The overall average for Task 6 was 7.78 out of 14, with average variation of 6.18.

In Task 7, Items 1 and 2 were easy, with average scores of 1.51 out of 2 points and 2.14 out of 3 points. Item 3 was moderately to very difficult, with an average score of .99 out of 3 points. The overall average for Task 7 was 4.64 out of 8, with average variation of 2.77.

In Task 8, all items were easy with average scores at or near .77 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 8 was 3.05 out of 4, with average variation of 1.63.

In Task 9, both items were moderately difficult with average scores of .55 and .59 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 9 was 1.14 out of 2, with average variation of .89.

In Task 10, Items 2 to 6 were easy, with average scores of .77 to .94 out of 1 point. Items 1 and 7 to 9 were moderately difficult, with average scores of .53 out of 1 point and 1.16 to 1.40 out of 2 points. Item 10 was very difficult with an average score of .16 out of 2 points. The overall average for Task 10 was 8.60 out of 14, with average variation of 3.50.

In Task 11, Items 4 and 6 were easy, with average scores of .70 and .75 out of 1 point. The other items were moderately difficult with average scores from .55 to .69 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 11 was 3.90 out of 6, with average variation of 2.20.

In Task 12, both items were moderately difficult, with average scores of 1.28 and 1.02 out of 2 points. The overall average for Task 12 was 2.30 out of 4, with average variation of 1.58.

In Task 13, all items were easy, with average scores of .83 to .91 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 13 was 3.47 out of 4, with average variation of 1.19.

In Task 14, all items were easy, with average scores of .72 to .98 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 14 was 6.03 out of 7, with average variation of 1.46.

In Task 15, all items were easy, with average scores from .89 to .94 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 15 was 2.75 out of 3, with average variation of .73.

Task 16 was very difficult, with an average score of .84 out of 4 points. The overall average for Task 16 was .84 out of 4, with average variation of 1.44.

Grade 9

The number of grade 9 students that took items on the math test ranged from 53 to 77.

In Task 1, all items were moderately difficult, with average scores from .51 to .69 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 9 was 2.69 out of 5, with average variation of 2.20.

In Task 2, all items were moderately difficult, with average scores from .38 to .58 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 2 was 1.77 out of 4, with average variation of 1.69.

Task 3 was moderately difficult, with an average score of 2.87 out of 5 points. The overall average for Task 3 was 2.87 out of 5, with average variation of 2.40.

In Task 4, all items were moderately difficult, with averages scores from .32 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 4 was 1.12 out of 3, with average variation of 1.16.

In Task 5, all items were moderately difficult, with average scores from .41 out of 1 point to 1.09 out of 2 points. The overall average for Task 5 was 5.14 out of 11, with average variation of 4.54.

In Task 6, Items 1, 2, and 4 were easy, with average scores from .72 out of 1 point to 1.49 out of 2 points. Items 3, 5, and 6 were moderately difficult, with average scores from .65 out of 1 point to 1.28 out of 2 points. The overall average for Task 6 was 6.52 out of 10, with average variation of 3.73.

In Task 7, all items were moderately difficult, with average scores near .56 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 7 was 2.21 out of 4, with average variation of 1.69.

In Task 8, Items 2 to 9 were easy, with average scores of .70 to .96 out of 1 point, and 1.43 to 1.58 out of 2 points. Item 1 was moderately difficult, with an average score of .60 out of 1 point. Item 10 was very difficult, with an average score of .28 out of 2 points. The overall average for Task 8 was 9.51 out of 14, with average variation of 4.26.

In Task 9, Items 4 to 6 were easy, with average scores of .75 to .81 out of 1 point. Items 1 to 3 were moderately difficult, with average scores of .60 and .67 out of 1 point, and 1.21 out of 2 points. The overall average for Task 9 was 4.70 out of 7, with average variation of 2.43.

In Task 10, all three items were moderately difficult, with average scores of 1.52 out of 3 points, .52 out of 1 point, and 1.96 out of 4 points. The overall average for Task 10 was 4.0 out of 8, with average variation of 3.36.

In Task 11, most items were easy, with average scores of .77 to .87 out of 1 point. Item 3 was moderately difficult, with an average score of .57 out of 1 point. Item 5 was very difficult, with an average score of .23 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 11 was 5.46 out of 8, with average variation of 2.55.

In Task 12, both items were moderately difficult, with average scores near .65 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 12 was 1.30 out of 2, with average variation of .87.

Task 13 was very difficult, with an average score of .84 out of 4 points. The overall average for Task 13 was .84 out of 4, with average variation of 1.44.

Grade 10

The number of grade 10 students that took items on the math test ranged from 57 to 68.

In Task 1, Items 4 and 5 were easy, with average scores of .77 out of 1 point. Items 1 to 3 were moderately difficult, with average scores from .60 to .66 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 1 was 3.16 out of 5, with average variation of 2.18.

In Task 2, Item 1 was easy, with an average score of .72 out of 1 point. The other items were moderately difficult, with average scores from .44 to .56 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 2 was 2.16 out of 4, with average variation of 1.53.

Task 3 was moderately difficult, with an average score of 3.35 out of 5 points. The overall average for Task 3 was 3.35 out of 5, with average variation of 2.24.

In Task 4, Items 2 and 3 were moderately difficult, with averages scores of .38 and .49 out of 1 point. Item 1 was difficult, with an average score of .28 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 4 was 1.15 out of 3, with average variation of 1.12.

In Task 5, all items were moderately difficult, with average scores from .44 out of 1 point to 1.31 out of 2 points. The overall average for Task 5 was 5.80 out of 11, with average variation of 4.26.

In Task 6, Items 1, 2, and 4 were easy, with average scores from .88 out of 1 point to 1.93 out of 2 points. Items 3, 5, and 6 were moderately difficult, with average scores from .67 out of 1 point to 1.38 out of 2 points. The overall average for Task 6 was 8.02 out of 10, with average variation of 2.35.

In Task 7, Items 1 and 2 were easy, with average scores of .74 and .71 out of 1 point. Items 3 and 4 were moderately difficult, with average scores of .40 and .46 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 7 was 2.30 out of 4, with average variation of 1.28.

In Task 8, Items 2 to 6 and 9 were easy, with average scores of .79 to .95 out of 1 point, and 1.41 out of 2 points. Items 1, 7, and 8 were moderately difficult, with average score of .62 out of 1 point and 1.38 and 1.26 out of 2 points. Item 10 was very difficult, with an average score of .24 out of 2 points. The overall average for Task 8 was 9.22 out of 14, with average variation of 3.48.

In Task 9, all items were moderately difficult to easy, with average scores of .64 to .71 out of 1 point, and 1.36 out of 2 points. The overall average for Task 9 was 4.72 out of 7, with average variation of 2.17.

In Task 10, all three items were moderately difficult, with average scores of 1.67 out of 3 points, .66 out of 1 point, and 2.26 out of 4 points. The overall average for Task 10 was 4.59 out of 8, with average variation of 2.99.

In Task 11, Items 1, 2, 4, 6, and 7 were easy, with average scores of .75 to .93 out of 1 point. Items 3 and 8 were moderately difficult, with average scores near .66 out of 1 point. Item 5 was very difficult, with an average score of .32 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 11 was 5.60 out of 8, with average variation of 2.10.

In Task 12, both items were moderately difficult, with average scores of .60 and .69 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 12 was 1.29 out of 2, with average variation of .86.

Task 13 was very difficult, with an average score of .98 out of 4 points. The overall average for Task 13 was .98 out of 4, with average variation of 1.46.

Grades 3-4

The number of grade 3-4 students taking items on the math test ranged from 121 to 144. 

In Task 1, Items 1 and 2 were moderately difficult, with average scores of 1.15 to 1.23 out of 2 points. Items 3 to 8 were easy, with average scores of 1.32 to 1.41 out of 2 points. The overall average for Task 1 was 9.77 points out of 16, with average variation of 6.98.

In Task 2, all three items were moderately difficult based on average scores of from .38 to .67 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 2 was 1.61 points out of 3, with average variation of 1.22.

Task 3 was moderately difficult to easy, with average score of 4.28 out of 6 points. The overall average for Task 3 was 4.28 out of 6, with average variation of 2.62.

In Task 4, Items 1 to 7 were moderately difficult, with based on average scores from .57 to .7 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 4 was 4.81 out of 8, with average variation of 3.30.

In Task 5, Items 1 and 3 were moderately difficult, with average scores of 2.69 and 2.74 out of 3. Item 2 was easy, with an average score of 3.01 out of 4 points. The overall average for Task 5 was 8.44 out of 12, with average variation of 4.71.

Math Grades 5-6

The number of grade 5-6 students taking items on the math test ranged from 126 to 154.

In Task 1, all items were low difficulty to easy, with average scores from .79 to .85 for 1-point items, and 1.41 to 1.56 for 2-point items. The overall average for Task 1 was 5.23 out of 7, with average variation of 2.71.

In Task 2, all items were moderately difficult, with average scores from .48 to .69 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 2 was 1.79 out of 3, with average variation of 1.28.

Task 3 was easy, with the average score of .77 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 3 was .77 out of 1, with average variation of .42.

Task 4 was moderately difficult to easy, with average score of 2.12 out of 3 points. The overall average for Task 4 was 2.12 out of 3, with average variation of 1.27.

In Task 5, all items were moderately difficult, with average scores from 1.10 to 1.35 out of 2 points. The overall average for Task 5 was 7.71 out of 14, with average variation of 6.41.

In Task 6, Items 1, 2, and 7 were moderately difficult, with average scores of 1.28 to 1.4 out of 2 points, and 1.83 out of 3 points. The remaining items were easy, with average scores of 1.42 to 1.57 out of 2 points. The overall average for Task 6 was 9.69 out of 15, with average variation of 5.74.

In Task 7, Items 1, 3, 4, 6, and 7 were easy, with average scores of .77 to .83 out of 1 point. All other items were moderately difficult, with average scores of .51 out of 1 point, and 1 to 1.13 out of 2 points. The overall average for Task 7 was 8.02 out of 14, with average variation of 5.19.

In Task 8, both items were moderately difficult, with average scores of 1.84 and 1.85 out of 3 points. The overall average for Task 8 was 3.67 out of 6, with average variation of 2.49.

In Task 9, Item 1 was easy, with average score of 1.48 out of 2 points. The remaining items were moderately difficult, with average scores of 1.16 to 1.29 out of 2 points. The overall average for Task 9 was 5.12 out of 8, with average variation of 3.22.

In Task 10, all items were easy, with average scores of .75 to .84 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 10 was 5.34 out of 7, with average variation of 2.50.

In Task 11, Items 1 and 3 were moderately difficult, with average scores of .7 and .64 out of 1 point. Item 2 was easy, with an average scores of .8 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 11 was 2.14 out of 3, with average variation of 1.19.

Task 12 was moderately difficult, with an average score of 1.54 out of 4 points. The overall average for Task 12 was 1.54 out of 4, with average variation of 1.71.

Grades 7-8

The number of 7-8 students that took items on the math test ranged from 128 to 149.

In Task 1, both items were easy, with average scores of .74 out of 1 point and 1.63 out of 2 points. The overall average for Task 1 was 2.36 out of 3, with average variation of 1.10.

In Task 2, Item 1 was easy, with an average score of .75 out of 1 point. Item 2 was moderately difficult, with an average score of .5 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 2 was 1.26 out of 2, with average variation of .74.

In Task 3, Items 1 and 2 were easy, with average scores of .82 and .71 out of 1 point. Items 3 to 5 were moderately difficult, with average scores of .56 to .61 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 3 was 3.18 out of 5, with average variation of 1.93.

Task 4 was moderately difficult, with an average score of .55 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 4 was .55 out of 1, with average variation of .50.

Task 5 was easy, with an average score of 3.36 out of 3 points. The overall average for Task 5 was 3.36 out of 4, with average variation of 1.29.

In Task 6, all items were moderately difficult, with average scores of 1.05 to 1.25 out of 2 points. The overall average for Task 6 was 7.48 out of 14, with average variation of 5.94.

In Task 7, Items 1 and 2 were easy, with average scores of 1.56 out of 2 points, and 2.27 out of 3 points. Item 3 was moderately difficult, with an average score of 1.09 out of 3 points. The overall average for Task 7 was 4.92 out of 8, with average variation of 2.65.

In Task 8, all items were easy, with average scores of .78 or .79 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 8 was 3.11 out of 4, with average variation of 1.60.

In Task 9, both items were moderately difficult, with average scores of .54 and .57 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 9 was 1.11 out of 2, with average variation of .89.

In Task 10, Items 2 to 6 were easy, with average scores of .78 to .93 out of 1 point. Items 1, 7, 8, and 9 were moderately difficult, with average scores of .5 out of 1 point, and 1.19 to 1.36 out of 2 points. Item 10 was very difficult, with an average score of .2 out of 2 points. The overall average for Task 10 was 8.64 out of 14, with average variation of 3.66.

In Task 11, average scores ranged from .55 to .7 out of 1 point, with Item 1 being the most difficult, and Items 4, 5, and 6 being moderately difficult to easy. The overall average for Task 11 was 3.86 out of 6, with average variation of 2.18.

In Task 12, both items were moderately difficult, with average scores of 1.01 and 1.25 out of 2 points. The overall average for Task 12 was 2.26 out of 4, with average variation of 1.6.

In Task 13, all items were easy, with average scores of .82 to .90 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 13 was 3.4 out of 4, with average variation of 1.27.

In Task 14, all items were easy, with average scores of .76 to .99 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 14 was 6.07 out of 7, with average variation of 1.44.

In Task 15, all items were easy, with average scores of .92 to .95 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 15 was 2.8 out of 3, with average variation of .65.

Task 16 was very difficult, with an average score of 1.03 out of 4 points. The overall average for Task 16 was 1.03 out of 4, with average variation of 1.56.

Grades 9-10

The number of 9-10 students that took items on the math test ranged from 107 to 145.

In Task 1, all items were moderately difficult to easy, with average scores from .55 to .73 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 1 was 2.91 out of 5, with average variation of 2.20.

In Task 2, all items were moderately difficult, with average scores from .41 to .65 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 2 was 1.95 out of 4, with average variation of 1.63.

Task 3 was moderately difficult with an average score of 3.1 out of 5 points. The overall average for Task 3 was 3.10 out of 5, with average variation of 2.33.

In Task 4, all items were moderately difficult, with average scores of .34 to .43 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 4 was 1.13 out of 3, with average variation of 1.14.

In Task 5, all items were moderately difficult, with average scores of .86 to 1.19 out of 2 points, and .43 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 5 was 5.45 out of 11, with average variation of 4.4.

In Task 6, Items 1, 2, and 4 were easy, with average scores of 1.64 and 1.7 out of 2 points, and .8 out of 1 point. Items 3, 5, and 6 were moderately difficult, with average scores of .66 out of 1 point, and 1.28 and 1.3 out of 2 points. The overall average for Task 6 was 7.24 out of 10, with average variation of 3.22.

In Task 7, all items were moderately difficult, with average scores from .48 to .66 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 7 was 2.25 out of 4, with average variation of 1.5.

In Task 8, Items 2 to 7, and 9 were easy, with average scores from .75 to .95 out of 1 point, and 1.48 and 1.5 out of 2 points. Items 1 and 8 were moderately difficult, with average scores of .61 out of 1 point and 1.34 out of 2 points. Item 10 was very difficult, with an average score of .41 out of 2 points. The overall average for Task 8 was 9.37 out of 14, with average variation of 3.87.

In Task 9, all items were moderately difficult to easy, with average scores of 1.29 out of 2 points, and .62 to .76 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 9 was 4.71 out of 7, with average variation of 2.29.

In Task 10, all items were moderately difficult, with average scores of 1.6 out of 3 points, .59 out of 1 points, and 2.11 out of 4 points. The overall average for Task 10 was 4.3 out of 8, with average variation of 3.17.

In Task 11, most items were easy, with average scores of .72 to .9 out of 1 point. Item 3 was moderately difficult, with an average score of .62 out of 1 point, and Item 5 was very difficult, with an average score of .28 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 11 was 5.54 out of 8, with average variation of 2.32.

In Task 12, both items were moderately difficult, with average scores of .68 and .62 out of 1 point. The overall average for Task 12 was 1.30 out of 2, with average variation of .86.

Task 13 was very difficult, with an average score of .91 out of 4 points. The overall average for Task 13 was .91 out of 4, with average variation of 1.44.

Grade 4

Each task on the science test had six items, with two points possible per item.

Task 1 (Physical Science) had a mean of 7.4, with two easy items (2 and 3) and four moderately difficult items (1, 4, 5, and 6). The average inter-item correlation was .33 (ranging from .07 to .52). The only particularly low correlations were between Items 2 and 4, and 4 and 6. The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 2 (Life Science) had a mean of 7.6, with two easy items (1 and 2) and four moderately difficult items (3 to 6). The average inter-item correlation was .30 (ranging from .18 to .46). The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 3 (Earth Science) had a mean of 8.6, with four easy items (2, 3, 5, and 6) and two moderately difficult items (1 and 4). The average inter-item correlation was .40 (ranging from .11 to .62). Items 1 and 4, and 4 and 6 had slightly low correlations. The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 4 (Technology) had a mean of 7.5, with two easy items (1 and 4) and four moderately difficult items (2, 3, 5, and 6). The average inter-item correlation was .30 (ranging from -.02 to .51). Item 3 had low correlation with Items 5 and 6. The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Grade 8

Each task on the science test had six items, with two points possible per item.

Task 1 (Physical Science) had a mean of just over 8, with three easy items (2, 4, and 6) and three moderately difficult items (1, 3, and 5). The average inter-item correlation was .10 (ranging from -.07 to .34). Item 1 had particularly low correlation with Items 2 and 5, as did Items 3 and 4, and 3 and 5. The task is appropriately difficult and moderately internally consistent.

Task 2 (Life Science) had a mean of 9.4, with four easy items (1, 2, 5, and 6) and two moderately difficult items (3 and 4). The average inter-item correlation was .34 (ranging from .11 to .62). Item 1 had slightly low correlation with 3 and 4. The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 3 (Earth Science) had a mean of 9.2, with four easy items (1, 2, 3, and 5) and two moderately difficult items (4 and 5). The average inter-item correlation was .20 (ranging from -.09 to .72). Items 1 and 4, 1 and 5, 2 and 4, 4 and 5, and 5 and 6 had particularly low correlations. The task is appropriately difficult and moderately internally consistent.

Task 4 (Technology) had a mean of 9, with five easy items (1, 3 to 6) and one moderately difficult item (2). The average inter-item correlation was .37 (ranging from .12 to .64). Items 1 and 2 had a slightly low correlation. The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Grade 10

Each task on the science test had six items, with two points possible per item.

Task 1 (Physical Science) had a mean of 9.3, with five easy items (1 to 5) and one moderately difficult item (6). The average inter-item correlation was .19 (ranging from -.08 to .46). Item 6 had the lowest correlations with other items. The task is appropriately difficult and moderately internally consistent.

Task 2 (Life Science) had a mean of 9.4, with four easy items (1, 2, 4, and 5) and two moderately difficult items (3 and 6). The average inter-item correlation was .18 (ranging from .03 to .39). Item 1 had the lowest correlations, with 2 and 6. The task is appropriately difficult and moderately internally consistent.

Task 3 (Earth Science) had a mean of 8.2, with three easy items (1, 3, and 5) and three moderately difficult items (2, 4, and 6). The average inter-item correlation ranged from -.12 to .46. Items 4 and 5 had the lowest correlations with other items. The task is appropriately difficult and moderately internally consistent.
Task 4 (Technology) had a mean of 9.5, with five easy items (1, 2, 4, 5, and 6) and one moderately difficult item (3). The average inter-item correlation was .21 (ranging from .00 to .21). Items 1 and 3, and 5 and 6 had particularly low correlations. The task is appropriately difficult and moderately internally consistent.
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4.2 Reliability

Reading Grades 3-4

Task 1 had a mean just under 8 out of 16 points, with four rather difficult items (1, 2, 7 and 8).  The average inter-item correlation was .22 (ranging from .03 to .46).  The task is appropriately difficult, with moderate internal consistency.

Task 2 had a mean just over 6.5 out of 10 points, with one relatively easy item (6).  The average inter-item correlation was .57 (ranging from .31 to .78).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 3 had a mean just over 14out of 24 points, with all items being moderately difficult. The average inter-item correlation was .77 (ranging from .64 to .85).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 4 had a mean just over 1.5 out of 2 points, with both items being relatively easy.  The average inter-item correlation was  .60.  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 5 had a mean close to 8.5 out of 16 points, with all items being moderately difficult. The average inter-item correlation was .36 (ranging from .14 to .65).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 6 had a mean just over 8.5 out of 16 points, with all items being moderately difficult.  The average inter-item correlation was .38 (ranging from .12 to .60).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 7 had a mean just over 9 out of 16 points, with all items being moderately difficult.  The average inter-item correlation was .49 (ranging from .27 to .65).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Reading Grades 5-6

Task 1 had a mean just over 9 out of 16 points, with all items being moderately difficult.  The average inter-item correlation was .63 (ranging from .48 to .76).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 2 had a mean just under 11out of 18 points with all items being moderately difficult The average inter-item correlation was .79 (ranging from .71 to .85).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 3 had a mean just over 13 out of 22 points, with two relatively easy items (1 and 10).  The average inter-item correlation was .37 (ranging from .19 to .62).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 4 had a mean just under 13.5 out of 22 points, with two relatively easy items (1 and 11).  The average inter-item correlation was .35 (ranging from .12 to .65).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 5 had a mean just over 13.5 out of 21 points with three relatively easy items (1, 4 and 11).  The average inter-item correlation was .47 (ranging from .25 to .69).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Reading Grades 7-8

Task 1 had a mean just over 6 out of 8 points with two relatively easy items (1 and 4).  The average inter-item correlation was .72 (ranging from .62 to .80).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 2 had a mean just under 3.5 out of 7 points, with all items being moderately difficult.  The average inter-item correlation was .34 (ranging from .08 to .53).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 3 had a mean just under 14 out of 19 points, with all items being moderately difficult.  The average inter-item correlation was .84 (ranging from .81 to .87).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 4 had a mean close to 13.5 out of 22 points, with one relatively easy item (1).   The average inter-item correlation was .47 (ranging from .21 to .72).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 5 had a mean just under 13 out of 21 points, with three relatively easy items (1, 2 and 10) and one relatively difficult item (5).  The average inter-item correlation was .43 (ranging from .01 to .69).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 6 had a mean just under 13 out of 22 points with one relatively easy item (1).  The average inter-item correlation was .46 (ranging from .23 to .65).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Reading Grades 9-10

Task 1 had a mean just under 19 out of 28 points, with one relatively easy item (8).  The average inter-item correlation was .62 (ranging from .49 to .75).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 2 had a mean just over 4 out of 6 points, with two relatively easy items (2 and 6).  The average inter-item correlation was .30 (ranging from .1 to .67).  The task is appropriately difficult, with moderate internal consistency.

Task 3 had a mean just over 20 out of 32 points with one relatively easy item (1).  The average inter-item correlation was .30 (ranging from .02 to .51).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 4 had a mean just over 19 out of 32 points with three relatively easy items (2, 3 and 5).  The average inter-item correlation was .32 (ranging from .14 to .56).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.
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Writing Grades 3-4

Task 1 had a mean just under 16 out of 22 points with two relatively easy items (4 and 10).  The average inter-item correlation was .74 (ranging from .60 to .91).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 2 had a mean just under 19 out of 28 points with all items being moderately difficult. The average inter-item correlation was .83 (ranging from .75 to .90).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 3 consisted of one item that was appropriately difficult.

Task 4 had a mean just under 9.5 out of 25 points with two relatively difficult items (2 and 6).  The average inter-item correlation was .74 (ranging from .68 to .82).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Writing Grades 5-6

Task 1 had a mean just under 6.5 out of 10 points with both items being moderately difficult.  The inter-item correlation was .85.  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 2 consisted of one item that was appropriately difficult.

Task 3 had a mean just under 11 out of 20 points, with all items being moderately difficult. The average inter-item correlation was .77 (ranging from .71 to .82).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 4 had a mean just under 12 out of 15 points with all items being relatively difficult. The average inter-item correlation was .88 (ranging from .87 to .89).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Writing Grades 7-8

Task 1 had an average just over 14 out of 33 points, with all items being moderately difficult.  The average inter-item correlation was .80 (ranging from .78 to .82).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 2 had a mean just under 21 out of 35 points, with all items being moderately difficult. The average inter-item correlation was .60 (ranging from .42 to .84).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 3 had a mean just over 13 out of 33 points, with all items being moderately difficult. The inter-item correlation was .88.  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Writing Grades 9-10

Task 1 had a mean just under 24 out of 32 points, with one relatively easy item (4).  The inter-item correlation was .63 (ranging from .46 to .86).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 2 consisted of one item that was appropriately difficult.

Task 3 had a mean just over 24 out of 33 points, with two relatively easy items (4 and 6). The average inter-item correlation was .38 (ranging from .08 to .65).  The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.
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Mathematics Grades 3-4

Task 1 had a mean of 11.5 out of 16 points, with five easy items (2, 3, 5, 7, and 9) and three moderately difficult items (1, 4, and 5). The average inter-item correlation was .80 (ranging from .69 to .90). The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 2 had a mean of almost 2 out of 3 points, with one easy item (1) and two moderately difficult items (2 and 3). The average inter-item correlation was .45 (ranging from ..31 to .59). The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 3 had only one item. 

Task 4 had a mean of 5.6 out of 6 points, with four easy items (1, 3, 7, and 8) and four moderately difficult items (2, 4, 5, and 6). The average inter-item correlation was .56 (ranging from .38 to .82). The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 5 had a mean of about 9 out of 12 points, with all three items being easy. The average inter-item correlation was .76 (ranging from .74 to .79). The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Mathematics Grades 5-6

Task 1 had a mean of about 6 out of 7 points, with all five items being easy. The average inter-item correlation was .69 (ranging from .59 to .84). The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 2 had a mean of about 2 out of 3 points, with two easy items (1 and 2) and one moderately difficult item (3). The average inter-item correlation was .57 (ranging from .48 to .69). The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 3 had only one item.

Task 4 had only one item.

Task 5 had a mean of 9.7 out of 14 points, with three easy items (1, 3, and 6) and four moderately difficult items (2, 4, 5, and 7). The average inter-item correlation was .76 (ranging from .68 to .86). The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 6 had a mean of 11.6 out of 15 points, with six easy items (1 to 6) and one moderately difficult item (7). The average inter-item correlation was .60 (ranging from .39 to .77). The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 7 had a mean of just over 9 out of 14 points, with five easy items (1, 3, 4, 6, and 7) and five moderately difficult items (2, 5, 8, 9, and 10). The average inter-item correlation was .49 (ranging from .22 to .85). The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 8 had a mean of about 4 out of 6 points, with only two items. Both items were moderately difficult. The inter-item correlation was .87. The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 9 had a mean of 5.7 out of 8 points, with one easy item (1) and three moderately difficult items (2 to 4). The average inter-item correlation was .60 (ranging from .43 to .77). The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 10 had a mean of almost 6 out of 7 points, with all seven items being easy. The average inter-item correlation was .58 (ranging from .37 to .80). The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 11 had a mean of 2.4 out of 3 points, with all three items being easy. The average inter-item correlation was .64 (ranging from .55 to .78). The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 12 had only one item.

Mathematics Grades 7-8

Task 1 had a mean of 2.7 out of 3 points, with only two items, both items being easy. The inter-item correlation was .54. The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 2 had a mean of 1.4 out of 2 points, with only two items. One item was easy (1) and one item was moderately difficult (2). The inter-item correlation was .21. The task is appropriately difficult and moderately internally consistent.

Task 3 had a mean of 3.6 out of 5 points, with three easy items (1 to 3) and two moderately difficult items (4 and 5). The average inter-item correlation was .57 (ranging from .4 to .8). The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 4 had only one item.

Task 5 had only one item.

Task 6 had a mean of 8.7 out of 14 points, with all seven items being moderately difficult. The average inter-item correlation was .72 (ranging from .60 to .83). The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 7 had a mean of 5.6 out of 8 points, with two easy items (1 and 2) and one moderately difficult item (3). The average inter-item correlation was .34 (ranging from .21 to .57). The task is appropriately difficult and moderately internally consistent.

Task 8 had a mean of 3.3 out of 4 points, with all four items being easy. The average inter-item correlation was .85 (ranging from .77 to .94). The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 9 had a mean of just over 1 out of 2 points, with only two items. Both items were moderately difficult. The inter-item correlation was .60. The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 10 had a mean of 9 out of 14 points, with six easy items (2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7), three moderately difficult items (1, 8, and 9), and one very difficult item (10). The average inter-item correlation was .33 (ranging from .02 to .89). Items 1 and 6 had the only very low correlation. Items 1 and 4, and 1 and 9 had slightly low correlations, as did Item 10 with all other items. The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 11 had a mean of just over 4 out of 6 points, with two easy items (4 and 5) and four moderately difficult items (1, 2, 3, and 6). The average inter-item correlation was .44 (ranging from .28 to .75). The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 12 had a mean of 2.4 out of 4 points, with only two items. Both items were moderately difficult. The inter-item correlation was .58. The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 13 had a mean of 3.5 out of 4 points, with all four items being easy. The average inter-item correlation was .78 (ranging from .72 to .85). The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 14 had a mean of just over 6 out of 7 points, with all seven items being easy. The average inter-item correlation was .29 (ranging from .15 to .61). The lowest correlations were Items 2 and 3, and 2 and 4. The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 15 had a mean of 2.8 out of 3 points, with all three items being easy. The average inter-item correlation was .55 (ranging from .42 to .74). The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 16 had only one item.

Mathematics Grades 9-10

Task 1 had a mean of 3.8 out of 5 points, with all five items being easy. The average inter-item correlation was .61 (ranging from .54 to .69). The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 2 had a mean of 2.6 out of 4 points, with one easy item (1) and three moderately difficult items (2, 3, and 4). The average inter-item correlation was .42 (ranging from .28 to .64). The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 3 had only one item.

Task 4 had a mean of 1.5 out of 3 points, with all three items being moderately difficult. The average inter-item correlation was .30 (ranging from .06 to .54). Items 2 and 3 had the lowest correlation. The task is appropriately difficult and moderately internally consistent.

Task 5 had a mean of 6.5 out of 11 points, with all six items being moderately difficult. The average inter-item correlation was .56 (ranging from .38 to .73). The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 6 had only one item.

Task 7 had a mean of 2.5 out of 4 points, with two easy items (1 and 2) and two moderately difficult items (3 and 4). The average inter-item correlation was .37 (ranging from .07 to .77). Items 1 and 3 had the lowest correlation. The task is appropriately difficult and moderately internally consistent.

Task 8 had a mean of just under 10 out of 14 points, with seven easy items (2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 9), two moderately difficult items (1 and 8), and one very difficult item (10). The average inter-item correlation was .33 (ranging from .03 to .75). Items 6 and 10 had the only very low correlation. Items 1 and 7, 2 and 8, and 2 and 9 had slightly low correlations, as did Item 10 with several items. The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 9 had a mean of 5 out of 7 points, with four easy items (2, 4, 5, and 6) and two moderately difficult items (1 and 3). The average inter-item correlation was .37 (ranging from .18 to .73). The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 10 had a mean of 4.6 out of 8 points, with all three items being moderately difficult. The average inter-item correlation was .58 (ranging from .53 to .66). The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 11 had a mean of just under 6 out of 8 points, with six easy items (1, 2, 4, 6, 7, and 8), one moderately difficult item (3), and one very difficult item (5). The average inter-item correlation was .30 (ranging from .07 to .63). Items 1 and 5, and 2 and 5 had the only very low correlations. Items 2 and 3 had a slightly low correlation. The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 12 had a mean of 1.3 out of 2 points, with only two items. Both items were easy to moderately difficult. The inter-item correlation was .64. The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 13 had only one item.
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Science Grade 4

Each task on the science test had six items, with two points possible per item.

Task 1 (Physical Science) had a mean of 7.4, with two easy items (2 and 3) and four moderately difficult items (1, 4, 5, and 6). The average inter-item correlation was .33 (ranging from .07 to .52). The only particularly low correlations were between Items 2 and 4, and 4 and 6. The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 2 (Life Science) had a mean of 7.6, with two easy items (1 and 2) and four moderately difficult items (3 to 6). The average inter-item correlation was .30 (ranging from .18 to .46). The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 3 (Earth Science) had a mean of 8.6, with four easy items (2, 3, 5, and 6) and two moderately difficult items (1 and 4). The average inter-item correlation was .40 (ranging from .11 to .62). Items 1 and 4, and 4 and 6 had slightly low correlations. The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 4 (Technology) had a mean of 7.5, with two easy items (1 and 4) and four moderately difficult items (2, 3, 5, and 6). The average inter-item correlation was .30 (ranging from -.02 to .51). Item 3 had low correlation with Items 5 and 6. The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Science Grade 8

Each task on the science test had six items, with two points possible per item.

Task 1 (Physical Science) had a mean of just over 8, with three easy items (2, 4, and 6) and three moderately difficult items (1, 3, and 5). The average inter-item correlation was .10 (ranging from -.07 to .34). Item 1 had particularly low correlation with Items 2 and 5, as did Items 3 and 4, and 3 and 5. The task is appropriately difficult and moderately internally consistent.

Task 2 (Life Science) had a mean of 9.4, with four easy items (1, 2, 5, and 6) and two moderately difficult items (3 and 4). The average inter-item correlation was .34 (ranging from .11 to .62). Item 1 had slightly low correlation with 3 and 4. The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Task 3 (Earth Science) had a mean of 9.2, with four easy items (1, 2, 3, and 5) and two moderately difficult items (4 and 5). The average inter-item correlation was .20 (ranging from -.09 to .72). Items 1 and 4, 1 and 5, 2 and 4, 4 and 5, and 5 and 6 had particularly low correlations. The task is appropriately difficult and moderately internally consistent.

Task 4 (Technology) had a mean of 9, with five easy items (1, 3 to 6) and one moderately difficult item (2). The average inter-item correlation was .37 (ranging from .12 to .64). Items 1 and 2 had a slightly low correlation. The task is appropriately difficult and internally consistent.

Science Grade 10

Each task on the science test had six items, with two points possible per item.

Task 1 (Physical Science) had a mean of 9.3, with five easy items (1 to 5) and one moderately difficult item (6). The average inter-item correlation was .19 (ranging from -.08 to .46). Item 6 had the lowest correlations with other items. The task is appropriately difficult and moderately internally consistent.

Task 2 (Life Science) had a mean of 9.4, with four easy items (1, 2, 4, and 5) and two moderately difficult items (3 and 6). The average inter-item correlation was .18 (ranging from .03 to .39). Item 1 had the lowest correlations, with 2 and 6. The task is appropriately difficult and moderately internally consistent.

Task 3 (Earth Science) had a mean of 8.2, with three easy items (1, 3, and 5) and three moderately difficult items (2, 4, and 6). 
Task 4 (Technology) had a mean of 9.5, with five easy items (1, 2, 4, 5, and 6) and one moderately difficult item (3). The average inter-item correlation was .21 (ranging from .00 to .21). Items 1 and 3, and 5 and 6 had particularly low correlations. The task is appropriately difficult and moderately internally consistent.

< Appendix 4-2d >
4.3 Consequential Validity

A survey was administered to all teachers participating in the test administration with the following cover sheet.

Alternate Assessment: Students with significant disabilities take an alternate assessment when they are unable to take the typical statewide assessments even with accommodations. Alternate assessments were first called for by the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (1997) and later by the No Child Left Behind act (2002). These assessments allow states to count up to 1% of students tested as “proficient” based on alternate achievement standards.
Purpose: The goal of this survey is to better understand the impact that Alaska’s alternate assessment is having on the educational programs of students with significant cognitive disabilities, and to discover if the assessment system works efficiently for educators. We would like to hear from Qualified Assessors and Qualified Mentor-Trainers on a number of issues that relate to the administration of the assessment and use of the results. In particular, six areas are addressed in this survey.

A. Training and Qualification 

B. Test Administration and Decision Making

C. Accessibility and Results

D. Instructional Relevance

E.  Professional Development Needs

F. Teacher Demographics and Experiences

Confidentiality: Contact information (email address and phone number) will be gathered so that we can verify the quality of data collected and follow-up with questions where responses require clarification.  Otherwise, all personal identification codes and contact information will be removed from the data file prior to analysis. The results will be summarized as a group and reported anonymously.
< Appendix 4–3a >
The survey was analyzed quantitatively with frequency counts and qualitatively by summarizing the comments.

Quantitative Results

• 95% believed they were fully capable of administering the Alternate Assessment (1).
• 78% were confident of making decisions to administer either the standard or expanded levels of support (2).

• 76% thought that scoring criteria for tasks are clear (3).
• 65% believed the results accurately depict what students are capable of doing on ExGLEs (4).
• 65% noted that the content covered on Alaska’s Alternate Assessment was closely related to what they taught (5).
• 64% use the Extended Grade Level Expectations (ExGLEs) to guide instruction (6).
• 63% thought the IEP team used ExGLEs to guide writing academic goals and objectives (7).

• 50% have changed their expectations: They now spend more time teaching academic content to students taking the alternate assessment than before (8).
• 42% noted they provide more kinds of accommodations, assistive technologies, and supports than prior to administering alternate assessments (9).
• 52% learned new information about my students’ knowledge/skill in academic content (10).
• 47% personally learned new skills for assessing student academic performance by administering the alternate assessment (11).

• 53% thought it was important to include students with significant cognitive disabilities in the statewide assessment and accountability system (12).
Need for more professional development:

Language Arts – 73%

Math – 73%

Science – 72%

Balancing content to functional living skills – 79%

Using appropriate accommodations –
80%

Using Augmented Communication (AAC) systems – 75%

Explaining the results from the assessment – 70%

• 91% of the respondents had Bachelor degrees and over half (58%) had Master’s degrees.

• 93% were certified in special  education and 68% were certified in general education.

About one third had endorsements in any of the content areas.

Most respondents tested 1-3 students and 1 tested 26 students

< Appendix 4–3b for Descriptive Statistics, and Appendix 4–3c for Comments >

Chapter 5:  2009 Outcomes on Adequate Yearly Progress

The results of performance are reported for each content subject area, grade level, and proficiency attained (advanced, proficient, below proficient, and far below proficient). Both the count and the percentage are presented for each proficiency level for the past three years. In the appendix tables, all values have been rounded to whole integers, which may result in total values slightly exceeding 100 (by 1).

Reading

• Grade 3 students improved slightly in all four proficiency areas. Over half of the population was ‘proficient’ or ‘advanced’ (56%).

• Grade 4 students improved primarily in the percentage achieving ‘proficient’ status (and an equal percentage reduction in both categories below); well over half were ‘proficient’ or ‘advanced’ (67%).

• Grade 5 students performed slightly worse over previous years with only 39% at or above ‘proficient’; the largest increase was in the category ‘below’ proficient.

• Grade 6 students performed better over previous years with the largest percentage gain in the ‘proficient’ category (and moving from ‘below’); over half of the population was ‘proficient’ or ‘advanced’ (54%).

• Grade 7 students improved over previous years, though the percentage in the ‘far below’ category increased with a concurrent decrease in the ‘below’ category; exactly half of the population (50%) achieved ‘proficient’ or ‘advanced’ categories.

• Grade 8 students improved slightly over previous years with small changes in each of the categories; 47% achieved ‘proficient’ or ‘advanced’ status.

• Grade 9 students showed a split in change over previous years: Considerably more were in the ‘advanced’ category (nearly double in the percentage) while the percentage of students in the ‘far below’ category also increased; considerably less than half of the population was at or above ‘proficient (35%).

• Grade 10 students improved greatly with more scoring in the ‘proficient’ category (with an increase of 14%) as well as fewer scoring in the ‘far below’ category (with a decrease of 8%); Exactly half (50%) the population achieved ‘proficient’ or ‘advanced’ status.

Writing

• Grade 3 students improved with 5% more achieving ‘advanced’ status and fewer performing in the ‘far below’ category; 59% were ’proficient’ or ‘advanced’

• Grade 4 changed very little with a slight reduction (5%) of students achieving at a ‘proficient’ level; nevertheless, 60% of the population was ‘proficient’ or ‘advanced’.

• Grade 5 students performed considerably worse over previous years with the largest reduction coming from the percentage achieving ‘proficient’ status (19%) and instead scoring in the ‘below’ category; 43% of the population was ‘proficient’ or ‘advanced’.

• Grade 6 students improved greatly with 4% more in the ‘advanced’ category and 7% more in the ‘proficient’ category, totaling 61% in these two categories. 

• Grade 7 students improved greatly, with the most gain in the percentage of students in the ‘proficient’ category (a gain of 8%) and a reduction in the ‘far below’ category (an 8% reduction); exactly half (50%) the population was proficient’ or advanced’.

• Grade 8 students were split in their improvement with a gain of students in the ‘proficient’ category (up 14%) but fewer students in the ‘advanced’ category (down 9%); 46% were in either of these two groups.

• Grade 9 students performed slightly more poorly than previous years with the slight gain of 2% in ‘advanced’ offset by 5% fewer in the ‘proficient’ category and considerably more students were ‘far below’ rather than below; 52% were ‘proficient’ or advanced’.

• Grade 10 students improved slightly with a 3% gain in the percentage being classified as ‘advanced’ (though 6% fewer were classified as ‘proficient’) but far fewer (10%) were in the ‘far below’ category; over half (55%) were ‘proficient’ or ‘advanced’.

Mathematics

• Grade 3 students improved greatly with a large increase (13%) in the percentage of students deemed ‘proficient’ and a corresponding decrease (10%) in those deemed ‘below’; almost two-thirds (66%) of the population was ‘proficient’ or ‘advanced’.

• Grade 4 changed very little with a slight increase (1%) achieving at a ‘proficient’ level; a large majority of students (74%) of the students were ‘proficient’ or ‘advanced’.

• Grade 5 students changed very little with the 1% gain in ‘advanced’ offset by a 1% loss in ‘proficient’ though 2% fewer students were in the ‘far below’ category; 70% of the population was ‘proficient’ or ‘advanced’.

• Grade 6 students actually performed more poorly, with 7% more in the ‘advanced’ category but considerably fewer (15%) in the ‘proficient’ category and an increase of 9% in the ‘far below’ category; the effect was a decrease to 71% being classified ‘proficient’ or advanced’. 

• Grade 7 students improved primarily in the percentage being classified as ‘advanced’ (an increase of 11%) with a decrease of 10% being classified as ‘proficient’ and a similar change in the two below categories (7% fewer in the ‘far below’ category with 6% more in the ‘below’ category); nearly half of the population (48%) was either ‘proficient’ or ‘advanced’.

• Grade 8 students improved overall with the largest gain in percentages reaching ‘proficient’ (13% more) though 7% fewer were ‘advanced’ and a concurrent shift in fewer (6%) students ‘below’; over half (54%) of the population was ‘proficient’ or ‘advanced’.

• Grade 9 students gained considerably with both an increase in percentages of students ‘proficient’ or ‘advanced’ and a decrease in percentages ‘below’ (though this was offset by an 8% increase in the percentage ‘far below’); in the end, 44% were ‘proficient’ or advanced’.

• Grade 10 students improved slightly with modest changes in each of the categories and a 3% increase in the percentages of students being ‘proficient’ or ‘advanced’ for a total of 49% in either of these categories.

Science

• Grade 4 students improved considerably over last year with a substantial increase in the percentage of students performing in the ‘proficient’ category (though fewer students reached ‘advanced’); reductions occurred in both ‘below’ and ‘far below’ categories. In total, 76% of the population was ‘proficient’ or ‘advanced’.

• Grade 8 students showed a similar increase in the percentage of students who were ‘proficient’ with a considerable reduction in the percentage performing in the ‘advanced’ category; this change came from a considerable reduction in the percentage of students in either the ‘below’ or ‘far below’ categories. In total, 72% of the population was at or above ‘proficient’.

• Grade 10 students performed at exactly the same levels as last year with no change in the percentages in either ‘proficient’ or ‘advanced’ categories; likewise, almost no change occurred in the percentages of students in the ‘below’ or ‘far below’ categories. In total, 78% of the students were either ‘proficient’ or ‘advanced’.

< See Appendix 5–1 >

5.2 Reports for Educators and Parents

AK EED has continued to report outcomes in an Educator Guide to Test Interpretation for the Alternate Assessment in (a) Reading, Writing, and Mathematics (Appendix 5–2) and (b) Science (Appendix 5–3). The vendor, in collaboration with EED staff, developed these documents. The documents provide information about the types of tests administered, the scores obtained and reported on the graphs, and their meaning in terms of proficiency level attained for reporting Adequate Yearly Progress.

< Appendix 5–2 and Appendix 5–3 >

Likewise, we have published and distributed a Parent Guide to Test Interpretation for the Alternate Assessment in (a) Reading, Writing, and Mathematics (Appendix 5–4) and (b) Science (Appendix 5–5). The vendor, in collaboration with EED staff, developed these documents. The documents provide information about the types of tests administered, the scores obtained and reported on the graphs, and their meaning in terms of proficiency level attained for reporting Adequate Yearly Progress.

< Appendix 5–4 and Appendix 5–5 >

Finally, this last year, the vendor developed a report for districts to access their reports from a secure web site.

< Appendix 5–6 >

Chapter 6 – Alternate Form Item Development
The 2009 Alternate Assessments were the same tests as those administered in 2007-2008 (referred to as the 2008 secure tests). With few exceptions, test items were vetted by a team of content and disability experts from Alaska’s public schools for issues related to content match to the Extended Grade Level Expectations and bias sensitivity to students who are blind or deaf and for religious issues. 

In December 2008, after the Bias and Sensitivity panel had convened, a few test items were altered for grammar, content, or other reasons and were not re-submitted to a bias or content review. 

The test for 2008 – 2009 was the same as was that used in the previous year. For that test, an initial bias and sensitivity review of the 2008 secure tests was conducted November 6th and November 8th, 2007. The reviews began with reading and writing on Nov. 6th, and concluded with math and science on Nov. 8th. The purpose of the review was to examine the bias of each item of the assessment and to assess if the format of the items affected the performance of the student in a negative manner. Reviewers were given examples to focus on such as: translations to Braille and sign language, simplified language, response demands, access versus target skills, accommodations versus modifications, race-ethnicity, gender bias, cultural bias, language bias, and value in the community. 

Twelve participants from Alaska and two specialists with the deaf and blind community from Oregon were recruited based on their previous experience with the alternate assessment and this population of students. All reviewers were qualified assessors and held certification in special education. 

Original Bias and Sensitivity Review Participants

	Participant
	District
	Position

	Williams, Joel
	Lower Kuskokwim School District
	Special Ed – Emotionally Disturbed

	Harvey, Sandra
	Nome Public Schools
	Elementary Education, Special Education

	Kaasa, Dan
	Kenai Peninsula, Borough School District
	Elementary Education, Special Ed – Cognitively Impaired

	Lytle, Kelly
	MatSu School District
	Special Ed – Cognitively Impaired

	Soles, Jeanne
	Aleknagik – Southwest Region School District
	Special Education, Elementary Education

	Feliciano, Regina
	Chignik Lagoon School District
	Special Education, Elementary Education

	Macklin, Karen
	Sitka School District
	Elementary Education, Special Education, Special Ed – Learning Disability, Principal, Director of Special Education

	Manning, Terry
	Fairbanks North Star Borough Schools
	Special Education, Special Ed – Learning Disability, Special Ed – Emotionally Disturbed, Elementary Education

	McCall, Bonnie
	North Slope Borough Schools
	Elementary Education, Special Education

	Robbins, Terri
	Ketchikan
	Special Ed – Learning Disability, Special Ed – Mentally Handicapped, Special Ed – Emotionally Disturbed

	LaFever, Lyne
	Yukon Flats School District
	School Counselor, Special Education 

	Gentz, Janet
	Oregon School for the Blind 
	Consultant

	Boston, Eleni
	Willamette Educational Service District – Oregon
	Teacher of Deaf and Hard of Hearing


Each reviewer signed a test security agreement (TSA) and was then sent materials, including the proposed tests (both scoring protocols and student materials, as well as directions for conducting the review). They provided feedback in two ways: (a) each teacher recorded their feedback on a spreadsheet, and (b) they participated in an audio conference discussing the issues at hand. All feedback was reviewed by Dillard Research Associates (DRA) and incorporated into the secure tests. 

6.1 Cousin Item Development

During the 2008-2009 year cousin items were developed in preparation for replacing items on the 2008-2009 tests in the four subject areas of Reading, Writing, Math, and Science. The development of the cousin items started in August of 2008. Guidance was received from EED in the format of spreadsheets in each of the subject areas (refer to appendix 6–1 to view spreadsheets of items identified for replacement). Each spreadsheet contained column headings of Task Number, Item number, ExGLE, item description, and EED Comments. Within the EED Comments column was specific guidance on tasks and items to develop or not develop, replace, or new tasks to add. 

< Appendix 6–1 >

6.2 Identification of Comparable Items for Alternate Forms

Initial writing of the cousin items was step two in the development process, including an internal review by DRA.  DRA conducted a careful analysis of the items to identify those appropriate for keeping as operational versus those to be replaced by field test items. First, a split half reliability analysis was used to ensure that the tasks could be divided and yet maintain sufficient levels of consistency. In addition, an effort was made to keep items in both groups comparable in difficulty using data from previous test administrations: The current test year outcomes and the past two years worth of outcomes were used to maintain comparability in item selection. Once field test items were developed, subsequent edits were then made, where required, to items and tasks. 

< Appendix 6–2 >

The tests were packaged and EED reviewed them. Again, edits were made to the items based on feedback by EED.

6.3 Bias and Sensitivity Panel
This draft of the test was then printed and packaged so that a Bias and Content Review Panel could analyze all cousin items. The panel consisted of content, special education, bias/sensitivity, and teachers of students who are deaf or blind. The panel members participated in Mathematics, Reading, Writing, or Science subgroups. Each subgroup had documents containing the scoring protocols and student materials. A group note-taker recorded the group’s decisions on the documents. The suggestions made by these panels were consolidated onto a spreadsheet for each subject area. Edits were made to the cousin items based on comments from the Bias and Content panel and final agreement between the Alaska Alternate Assessment specialist in the Alaska Department of Education and Early Development and the program manager with Dillard Research Associates (the test development vendor). Appendix 6.3 documents the participants in the Bias and Content Review Panel. 

< Appendix 6–3 >

6.4 Comments from Bias and Sensitivity Panel
Appendix 6–4 contains comments from the bias review. The comments are organized into those made to accommodate the deaf and blind community, and if any, what changes were made to the assessment test. 

< Appendix 6–4 >

Once all the changes were made as recommended by the Bias and Review Panel, both DRA and EED reviewed the items. This step was primarily proofreading and formatting of the tasks and items, and the resolution of issues on items between the various panels, EED, and DRA suggestions. A spreadsheet of these items was developed to log the issues. Consensus was then reached on each of the issues and subsequent changes made to the cousin items.

6.5 Item Maps for Form A

The final draft of the cousin items will be used in the development of a Form A test with the item map identifying operational and field test items as presented in appendix 6.5.

< Appendix 6–5 >

Chapter 7: Procedures In Development

7.1 Video Training Update: Strand and Items for Training
During the 2008-09 school year the development team at DRA wrote filming test items in each of the four subject areas of Reading, Writing, Math, and Science, as well as ELOS (Extended Levels of Support) items in Reading and Math. These test items were specifically used in the filming of students and assessors for the new Alaska Alternate Assessment Training and Proficiency website. Representative tasks within a subject area were selected by creating a spreadsheet that listed the strand, and the ExGLE, Task, and Name, for each of the grade bands within a subject. Tasks were selected to provide a representation of skills within a subject. Not all tasks were represented in the film items written, though each grade band and strand had tasks represented in these film items. Effort was made to have the film items be reflective of the test itself, yet not infringe on the security of operational or cousin items. See spreadsheet in Appendix 7–1.

< Appendix 7–1 >

7.2 Training
The filming took place in the spring and summer of 2009 in several different public schools, including elementary, middle, and high schools. Students with significant cognitive disabilities were filmed exclusively through the filming process to provide realistic behaviors and settings that represent the target population of students for Alaska’s Alternate Assessment. Parents signed publicity release forms before the filming. Two video cameras were used throughout the filming, one camera to capture both the student and assessor, and the other to capture student materials and student responses.

Once the filming was completed, an editing process involved selecting specific tasks for either a training or proficiency section of the website, as well as blending of the two camera’s footage. Images of documents related to each task were also created, such as a Scoring Protocol, Student Materials, Answers (training section), Explanation of Answers, and written transcripts of each video.

In the late summer and fall of 2009 development of the training website took place. An example of screen shots taken of the Training section of the website can be seen on the document in the appendix.
< Appendix 7–2 >

7.3 Proficiency Tests and Practice Tests 

Proficiency Testing

The new Alaska Alternate Assessment Training and Proficiency website being developed for the 2009-10 school year will contain new proficiencies to test assessors of Alaska’s Alternate Assessment. There are five proficiencies for a prospective assessor to complete, which are in Administration, Reading, Math, Writing, and Science. Each proficiency test consists of 20 multiple-choice questions, with each question having three answer choices. The Reading, Math, Writing, and Science proficiencies all have videos that the assessor views, as well as scoring protocols and student materials. There are either six or seven multiple-choice questions related to each video. (See screen shots of proficiency section in appendix.) The assessor watches the videos and then answers the related multiple-choice questions. Assessors must pass each proficiency with a score of 80% or higher.  Once an assessor submits their proficiency, they are provided with their results. All 20 questions are displayed and the assessor may view the items that are correct or incorrect. (See screen shot in appendix.) Also planned for implementation is an explanation of why the correct answer is correct. If the assessor does not attain a score of 80% or higher, they then would proceed to a second attempt of that particular proficiency, which contains a second set of 20 questions and related videos.

Practice Tests
The tests developed for filming mentioned in section 7.1 were then converted to practice tests for Alaska’s Alternate Assessment. These new practice tests replace practice tests that didn’t always reflect more recent changes to the assessments. These new practice tests are available to assessors via the Alaska Alternate Assessment Training and Proficiency website. (See screen shot in appendix).

< Appendix 7–3 >

7.4 Mentor Oversight Database Development
A new feature of the 2009-10 Alaska Alternate Assessment Training and Proficiency website will allow Qualified Mentors to track the status of data entry on students within their respective school districts. This feature will allow Mentors to view the data status of individual students of each Qualified Assessor within their district. This will help assure that all tests are administered and the data submitted for students in the district. The feature is in the Data Entry section of the website. See an example of fictitious student’s data in a screen shot of the appendix for Section 7.3.
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Data Entry > Enter Scores

Each row in the table below represents a student's record. Each subject column has a drop-down menu, with the default indicating that the student
was tested in the corresponding subject area. If testing was not administered to the student, select the reason why it was not administered from the

menu under any subject heading
To enter scores for the student, click the link below the drop-down menu, for example "Enter Reading"

When you are completely finished with a student record, you must mark the record as complete by choosing the appropriate status in the Data Entry
Status drop-down box in the right- hand column. To mark the record complete you must have entered data for each subject or given a reason why

the test wasn't administered.

Student Name o Grade Data Entry Status Reading Writing Math Science
G (D a e (Reading Tested ) [ Writing Tested ) [ Math Tested +) [scienceTested %)
v v e ST I 2 ) L, Enter Reading L Enter writing Ly Enter Math Ly Enter Science
(Reading Tested ) [ Writing Tested ) [ Math Tested 3)
o Scionce for Grade 3

Rose, Maggie 3 Save, Still Entering Data_+
ER e oo Dot ) "V Enter Reading v Enter Writing v Enter Math




