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Three drivers for test design...

Purpose

Quality
Assurance
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Three drivers for test design...
Purpose, quality assurance, delivery

Purpose

The purpose(s) of a test in a statewide assessment system
is defined in policy, and establishes the basis for the
validity argument(s).

A test’s policy purpose is easily confused with its possible
purposes/uses.
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Three drivers for test design...
Purpose, quality assurance, delivery

Quality assurance refers to a test’s technical integrity —
both the quality/stability of the scores (reliability) and the
quality /confidence in our interpretation of what the scores
mean (validity).

Quality
Assurance
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Three drivers for test design...
Purpose, quality assurance, delivery

Delivery encompasses the feasibility and reasonableness of
the test along several dimensions, such as: fiscal costs,
opportunity costs, timeliness of reports, propriety and
confidentiality, and the interpretability of results.
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Purpose, quality assurance, and delivery
are not always in harmony

V4
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Purpose

Quality
Assurance
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Table activity

As a table, identify a specific change to the Purpose, Quality Assurance,
or Delivery of one of the State’s accountability tests. Describe the impacts
on the other two drivers. Be prepared to provide a report for your group.

Consequential
validity
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ESSB 5414
Legislation that changed our tests...

“Revise the number of open-ended
questions and extended responses in the
statewide achievement assessment in
grades three through eight and ten to
reduce the cost and time of administering
the assessment while retaining validity
and reliability of the assessment and
retaining assessment of critical thinking

skills.”
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Assessment Changes for Spring 2010
Reduction in Testing Costs

Contract Year Contract Cost
7/1/09 - (before) $37,763,154
6/30/10 (after) $30,255,239
é difference -$7,507,915
O
o
= 7/1/10 - (before) $38,963,960
f 5 6/30/11 (after) $35,493,481
§ § difference -$3,470,479
o e
é 5 7/1/11 - (before) $39,382,378
§ = 6/30/12 (after) $36,945,618
i § difference -$2,436,760
Z
gg 2 TOTAL
3 7/1/09 - (before) $116,109,492
O% 6/30/12 (after) $102,694,338
§ ;§ difference -$13,415,154
Oon
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OFFICE OF SUPERINTENDENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION

| Division of Assessment and Student Information

Assessment Changes for Spring 2010

Reduced Testing Times

Reading -- Suggested Total Testing Time (from Test Coord. Manual)
Year Grade 3 | Grade 4 | Grade 5 | Grade 6 | Grade 7 | Grade 8 HS
2008 2:20 2:20 2:20 3:00 3:00 3:00 3:00
2009 2:20 2:20 2:20 3:00 3:00 3:00 3:00
2010 1:15 1:15 1:15 1:30 1:30 1:30 2:00
MATH -- Suggested Total Testing Time (from Test Coord. Manual)
Year Grade 3 | Grade 4 | Grade 5 | Grade 6 | Grade 7 | Grade 8 HS
2008 4:30 4:30 4:30 3:00 3:00 3:00 4:00
2009 2:20 2:20 2:20 3:00 3:00 3:00 4:00
2010 1:15 1:15 1:15 1:30 1:30 1:30 2:00
SCIENCE -- Suggested Total Testing Time (from Test Coord. Manual)
Year Grade 5 Grade 8 HS
2008 4:30 3:00 3:00
2009 2:20 3:00 3:00
2010 1:15 1:30 2:00
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Assessment Changes for Spring 2010
Reduction in Items/Points: Reading

Reading -- 2006 thru 2008
Item Type | Grade 3 | Grade 4 | Grade 5 | Grade 6 | Grade 7 | Grade 8 HS
MC-Link 20 20 22 22 24 24 26
SA 6 7 7 8 8 9 9
ER 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Total Items 28 29 31 32 34 35 37
Total Points 40 42 44 46 48 50 52

Reading -- 2009
Item Type | Grade 3 | Grade 4 | Grade 5 | Grade 6 | Grade 7 | Grade 8 HS

MC-Link 24 24 24 24 26 26 26
SA 6 6 7 7 7 7 9

ER 0 0 0 2 2 2 2
Total Iltems 30 30 31 33 35 35 37
Total Points 36 36 38 46 48 48 52

Reading -- 2010
Item Type | Grade 3 | Grade 4 | Grade 5 | Grade 6 | Grade 7 | Grade 8 HS

MC-Link 26 26 26 30 30 30 35
SA 4 4 4 5 5 5 5

Total Items 30 30 30 35 35 35 40

Total Points 34 34 34 40 40 40 45

Reading -- 2011
Grade 3 | Grade 4 | Grade 5 | Grade 6 | Grade 7 | Grade 8 HS
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MC-Link Key
MC-Alone 26 26 26 30 30 30 35 MC-Link 1-pt Mult. Choice - Linked to Passage/Scenario
cP MC-Alone 1-pt Mult. Choice - Stand Alone
SA 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 CcP 1-pt Completion Item (Linked or Stand Alone)
Total Items 30 30 30 35 35 35 40 SA 2-pt Short Answer
Total Points 34 34 34 40 40 40 45 ER 4-pt Extended Response
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Assessment Changes for Spring 2010
Reduction in Items/Points: Mathematics

Math -- 2006 thru 2008

Iltem Type | Grade 3 | Grade 4 | Grade 5 | Grade 6 | Grade 7 | Grade 8 HS
MC-Alone 23 21 21 27 27 27 27
SA 12 11 11 11 11 11 11

ER 0 3 3 4 4 4 4
Total Items 35 35 35 42 42 42 42
Total Points 55 55 55 65 65 65 65

Math -- 2009

Iltem Type | Grade 3 | Grade 4 | Grade 5 | Grade 6 | Grade 7 | Grade 8 HS
MC-Alone 22 22 22 32 32 32 27
SA 8 8 8 8 8 8 11

ER 0 0 0 2 2 2 4
Total Items 30 30 30 42 42 42 42
Total Points 38 38 38 50 50 50 65

Math -- 2010 and 2011 (except HS in 2011 is EOC)
Grade 3 | Grade 4 | Grade 5 | Grade 6 | Grade 7 | Grade 8 HS

OFFICE OF SUPERINTENDENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION

Division of Assessment and Student Information

MC-Alone 20 20 20 25 25 25 35
CpP 6 6 6 5 5 5 0
SA 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 Key
MC-Link 1-pt Mult. Choice - Linked to Passage/Scenario
Total Ite_ms 30 30 30 35 35 35 40 MC-Alone 1-pt Mult. Choice - Stand Alone
Total Points 34 34 34 40 40 40 45 CP 1-pt Completion Item (Linked or Stand Alone)
SA 2-pt Short Answer
—_ ER 4-pt Extended Response

LT Ly
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Assessment Changes for Spring 2010
Reduction in Items/Points: Science

Science -- 2006 thru 2008

Science -- 2010 (2011 in Gr5 & 8and 2012 in HS are TBA with New Standards)
Grade 3 | Grade 4 | Grade 5 | Grade 6 | Grade 7 | Grade 8 HS

MC-Link

Grade 3 | Grade 4 | Grade 5| Grade 6 | Grade 7 | Grade 8 HS
MC-Link 21 28 28
MC-Alone
= SA 10 11 11
O ER 2 3 3
lL_) Total Items 33 42 42
a Total Points 49 62 62
|_
2
S Science -- 2009
= Grade 3 | Grade 4 | Grade 5| Grade 6 | Grade 7 | Grade 8 HS
a MC-Link
5 21 28 28
o MC-Alone
O SA 8 7 11
E ER 0 2 3
LS Total Items 29 37 42
z Total Points 37 50 62
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26 30 35 Key
MC-Alone MC-Link 1-pt Mult. Choice - Linked to Passage/Scenario
CP 0 0 0 MC-Alone 1-pt Mult. Choice - Stand Alone
SA 4 5 5 cp 1-pt Completion Item (Linked or Stand Alone)
Total Items 30 35 40 SA 2-pt Short Answer
PTCTI Total Points 34 40 45 ER 4-pt Extended Response
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Rollout Schedule for Online Testing

Assessment Changes for Spring 2010
Addition of New Mode: Online Testing

Key

OFFICE OF SUPERINTENDENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION

Division of Assessment and Student Information

g

o

Measurements of Student Progress High School
READ'NG Gr4 Gr5 Gré6 Gr7 Gr 8 Proficiency Exams
2010 P/P P/P(*) Online Online Online P/P (*)
2011 P/P(*) Online Online Online Online Online
2012 Online Online Online Online Online Online
Measurements of Student Progress High School
VIATHEMATICS Gr4 Gr5 Gr6 Gr7 Gr8 Proficiency Exams
2010 P/P P/P(*) Online Online Online P/P (*)
: . . . P/P E-O-C
2011 P/P(*) Online Online Online Online :
Online Retest
) . . . . P/P E-O-C
2012 Online Online Online Online Online ;
Online Retest
Measurements of Student Progress High School
WR'T'NG Gr4 Gr7 Proficiency Exams
2010 P/P P/P (*) P/P (*)
2011 P/P (*) Online Online
2012 P/P (*) Online Online
Measurements of Student Progress High School
SCIENCE Gr5 Gr8 Proficiency Exams
2010 P/P P/P P/P
2011 Online Online P/P
2012 Online Online Online

=Paper/Pencil

(*) =Research Online

=25% Online
=50% Online
=80% Online
=100% Online
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Assessment Changes for Spring 2010

JESSB 5414 required changes to the Delivery
of the assessment pro

ion

OKeeping the Purpose the same, what impact(s)
do t hese changes have
Assurance requirements!?
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Assessment Changes for Spring 2010
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Equating Studies in a Typical Year

READ

MATH

SCl

Gr 3 Gr 4 Gr5 Gr 6 Gr7 Gr 8 HS
Equate 2009 to [Equate 2009 to |Equate 2009 to [Equate 2009 to |Equate 2009 to [Equate 2009 to Equate 2009 to
2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008

Equate 2009 to
2008

Equate 2009 to
2008

Equate 2009 to
2008

Equate 2009 to
2008

Equate 2009 to
2008

Equate 2009 to
2008

Equate 2009 to
2008

Equate 2009 to
2008

Equate 2009 to
2008

Equate 2009 to
2008
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Quality Assurance for 2010: Required
by NCLB and Technical Standards

READ

MATH

Gr3 Gr4 Grb5 Gro6 Gr7 Gr8 HS
Equate 2010 to [Equate 2010 to |Equate 2010 to |[Equate 2010 to |Equate 2010 to |Equate 2010 to Equate 2010 to
2009 2009 2009 2009 2009 2009 2009

Equate Online | Equate Online | Equate Online
to P/P to P/P to P/P
Align MSP to | Align MSP to | Align MSP to | Align MSP to | Align MSP to | Align MSP to Align HSPE to
Content Stds | Content Stds | Content Stds | Content Stds | Content Stds | Content Stds Content Stds
Build new '10 | Build new '10 | Build new '10 | Build new ™10 | Buildnew 10 | Build new '10 Equate 2010 to
P/P scale and P/P scale and P/P scale and
scale and cuts | scale and cuts | scale and cuts cuts cuts cuts 2009
Equate Online | Equate Online | Equate Online
to P/P to P/P to P/P
Align new MSP | Align new MSP | Align new MSP | Align new MSP | Align new MSP | Align new MSP Align HSPE to
to Content Stds | to Content Stds | to Content Stds | to Content Stds | to Content Stds | to Content Stds Content Stds

SCI

Concordance
betw. '09 and '10

Concordance
betw. '09 and '10

Concordance
betw. '09 and '10

Concordance
betw.'09 and '10

Concordance
betw. '09 and '10

Concordance
betw. '09 and '10

Equate 2010 to
2009

Align MSP to
Content Stds

Equate 2010to Equate 2010 to
2009 2009
Align MSP to Align HSPE to
Content Stds Content Stds

12.09.2009 | Slide I8



Comparability Studies for Spring 2010

a2Kaneodos (2006) \gdcatighalt i on
Measurememte scr i bes -lmasea@ao gfuma
for test validity. The validity argument evaluates the
plausibility of a number of explicit interpretive arguments,
a onetwork of inferences ¢
about the generation and interpretation of scores.

0 The comparability studies described here can be viewed
as interpretive arguments for the overall validity of the
St ated0Os assessment s.
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Comparability Studies for Spring 2010

J0Equate 2010 to 20096

Equating is a statistical procedure that puts the scores from
two tests onto the same scale.

Washington uses oOoOpost equat.
than pre-equating), placing pre-calibrated anchor items in the
current test. The remaining items are calibrated to the anchor-
item scale (after a stability check to identify anchors with

extreme displacement.) The raw-to-scale score table is
determined once the scale of the current test is equated to the
scale from previous years.

By establishing that this ye
scores from all previous years, equating contributes to
consistent interpretation of scores.
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Comparability Studies for Spring 2010

J0Equate Online to P/ PO

Online testing is a distinct mode of assessment from Paper and
Pencil (P/P). Principles of fairness require states to ensure that
students using one mode or the other are not systematically
advantaged or disadvantaged.

Once the scales have been equated for the P/P tests, the item
calibrations from P/P will be viewed as an anchor set and the
online results will be equated to the P/P scale, after a stability
check.

Having Online and the P/P tests on the same scale leads to
consistent judgments about student performance. However,
the raw score points needed for performance levels might
differ across modes.
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Comparability Studies for Spring 2010

20Al 1 gn MSP (or HSPE) to

The new MSP and HSPE tests have been redesigned from the
WASL. The alignment of the tests to the content standards
must be reconfirmed.

Alignment studies are required by NCLB, and must be
independent of the item and test developers. OSPI and ETS
have selected a third-party contractor to conduct the
alignment studies.

These are item-by-item analyses to evaluate the alignment
across the test, the test blueprint, and the content standards.

Cognitive complexity of items and tests are also reviewed.

Alignment studies support the argument that the test score is
a measure of performance on the content standards.

5 :I Division of Assessment and Student Information
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Comparability Studies for Spring 2010

20Buil d New 610 Scale and

The 2010 MSP for grade 3-8 mathematics cannot be equated
to earlier years because it is a new test alighed to new content
standards. Instead, new scales (and new cut scores for the
performance levels) need to be established.

This is done through a standard-setting procedure, with final
adoption of cut scores by the State Board of Education.

Prior approval of the standard-setting procedure by the State
Board, the Superintendent and the National TAC, plus the
involvement of a broad base of practitioners and stakeholders
supports the argument that performance expectations on the
tests are thoughtful and deliberate.

5 :I Division of Assessment and Student Information
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Comparability Studies for Spring 2010

J20Concordance bet w. 009 ai

For each grade, the new 2010 MSP math scale will be different from the
scale used in previous years. For example,a school might have had 72%
meeting standard in 2009, but only 65% in 2010. The school will want to
know if they really got worse, or if the standards simply got more
rigorous.

Concordance is necessary to define the Uniform Bar for AYP.

Some test forms will contain test items that are calibrated to the old
scal e. Those 1 tems wil | be used
table that links the 2010 scale to the 2009 scale.

This is not equating, as different constructs are being assessed in the
two years.

Concordance does not further the validity argument, though it does help
with interpretation.
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ment and Student Information

of Assess
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REDESIGN OF OVERALL
ASSESSMENT SYSTEM:

RCW 28A.300.041
RACE TO THE TOP: STATE GRANTS
RACE TO THE TOP: CONSORTIA
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28A.300.041 - Assessment Purposes and
Legislative Intent

The legislature finds that a statewide student
assessment system should improve and inform
classroom instruction, support accountability, and
provide useful information to all levels of the
educational system, including students, parents,
teachers, schools, school districts, and the state.

The legislature intends to redesign the current
statewide system, in accordance with the
recommendations of the Washington assessment
of student | earning | e

P :I Division of Assessment and Student Information
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28A.300.041 - Legislative Intent

The legislature intends to redesign the current statewide system, in
accordance with the recommendations of the Washington
assessment of student learning legislative work group, to:

(2) Include multiple assessment formats, including both formative
and summative, as necessary to provide information to help
improve instruction and inform accountability;

(b) Enable collection of data that allows both statewide and
nationwide comparisons of student learning and achievement;
and

(c) Be balanced so that the information used to make significant
decisions that affect school accountability or student
educational progress includes many data points and does not
rely on solely the results of a single assessment.

., OFFICE OF SUPERINTENDENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION

o é.'| Division of Assessment and Student Information

12.09.2009 | Slide 27



Race to the Top (RTTT) --
Grants to States

RTTT is a competitive grant program to states.
There are two oroundso o
Washington is competing in the second round

Multiple criteria for selection, with points awarded
for elements including (but not limited to):
Belonging to a consortium that has adopted a common
core of standards;
Having charter schools;

Using test scores as part of a teacher /principal
evaluation system;
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Having a comprehensive assessment system.

5 :I Division of Assessment and Student Information
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Race to the Top (RTTT) --
Assessment Consortia

RTTT Assessment consortia grants is a separate
$350M grant program for assessment
development.

Grant guidelines not yet published.

Recent hearings on guidelines provide a sense of
what the Department is looking for.
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AND
DISCUSSION

uoljewJoju] Juspnis pue Juswssassy JO UOISIAIQ _ <

o
o

9]
=
n
o
o
S
R
o
<
i

€



