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PURPOSE OF THE TECHNICAL REPORT

The Standards for Educational and PsychologigeERASHRA, NCME, 1999)
identifiesprofessional standards, criteria, and reconatiensl fortest developers arndst
publishers.One of those standards is to proad#icientdocumentation that enables potential
test users to evaluate the quality of aitesiding evidence for the reliability and validity of test
scores This amual technical repoftllows the format and composition of technical reports
previously produced by The Riverside Publishing Companypaadanponent of a suite of
reports that documethe properties and characteristitshe 2007Washington Assent of
Student Leamg@rade7 Assessment for Readilgiting,andMathematics.

Unless otherwise noted, the analysis results and summaries about test peafermance
derived from the most recently available statewide student data file. Incluskatusioch
rulesto aggregate the ddta purposes of these analyses may not necessarily coindide with
rules applied to produoperationallpublished score reports.
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PART 1. OVERVIEW OF THE STATE ASSESSMENT PROGRAM

In 1993, Washington State erkbdron the development of a comprehensive school
change effortvith the primary goato improveteaching and learningCreated by the state
legislature in 19%hd sunset in 1998he Commission on Student Learning was charged with
three important tasks sypport this school change effort.

A Establish Essential Academic Learning Requirements (EALRs) that describe what all
students should know and be able to do in eight conterit &esding\Writing,
CommunicationMathematicsScienceHealth/Fitness SocialSudies, and tharts.

A Develop an assessment system to measure student progress at three grade levels
towards achievinge EALRS.

A Recommend an accountability system that recognizes and rewards successful schools
and provides support and assigdadess successful sdsoo

The EALRs in Reading, Writing, Communications, and Mathematics were adopted in
1995 and revised in 199he EALRSs for Science, Social Studies, Health/Fitness, and the Arts
were adopted in 1996 and revised in 188&ehttp://www.k12.wa.us/curriculuminstrutr
links tothe EALRsand GLEsN all subject area®erformancébenchmarkswerepreviously
established at three grade lededdementary (Grade 4), mid@&ade Y, and high school
(Grade 10).

The assessments for Reading, Writing, and Mathesemédsveloped at Grades 4 and
7 and were operatioizad inSpring1998. The Grade 10 assessment in these same content
areas was pildgested inSpring1998 ard was operationaédin Springl1999. Participation in
the Grade 4 assessmbatamenandatory for all public schoaisSpring1998. Participation
in the Grade 7 and 10 assessments was volunta8punti000. Participation in the Grade
3, 5, 6, ah 8 Reading and Mathemat&ssessments were voluntary in 2004 and 2005, and
become mandatofgr first operational administrationSpring2006.

Science was implemented as a voluntary operational administration for Grades 8 and 10
in Spring2003 ande@amemandatory in 2004Grade 5 Science wasa@untary operational
administration ispring2004 with mandatory ingphentation ispring2005.

During the regula®pring2005testing periodGrade 11 students were allowed to retake
any of the Grade Mubhecttestson which they had not met standafihce sudentsatall high
school grades wédlventuallype able to take the tedtee Grade 10 assessments becamenknow
as the High School WASL.

This reports limited tathe results of the students in @& who took the assessmedtsing
Spring 2007


http://www.k12.wa.us/curriculuminstruct
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ELEMENTS OF THE WASHINGTON ASSESSMENT SYSTEM

The assessment system Is&veral major components: stdevel assessments,
classroonbased assessments, professional develomttentate assessment paogs,the
Certificate oAcademic Achievemeandthe Accountability SystenThe scope and subject of
this report is necessarily limited to the technical characteristics of the regldaelstate
assessments, administered to the majority of studgpesified grade levels.

StateLevel Assessments in Reading, Writing, Mathematics, and Science

The statdevel assessmentequire students to select andconstruct responsde
demonstrate their knowledge, skills, anémstahding in each of the EAL&from multiple
choice and shoedgnswer items to extended responseayssand problem solving tasks.
Student, school, district, and statéevelscores are reported for the operational assessments.
The statdevel operational test forms are statided andon demang meaning studentse
expected toespond to the same iteraader the same conditions, and at the same time during
the school year.

All of the statdevel assessments are untimed; that is, students may have as much time as
they reaonably need to complete their wofkBuidelines for providing accommodations to
students with special needs have been developed to encourage the inclusion of as many students
as possible. Special nesdstudents include those in special education progemgksh
language learners (Ehilingual), migrant students, and highly capable studehtsad range
of accommodations allows nearly all students access to some or all parts of the. a&sessment
Guidelines for Inclusion and Accommodaimini3dpuldpens onlStaed Assessments

Classroom teachers and curriculum specitdistsghoutthe State ofWashington
assigtd with the development @il items for the statievel assessmenSontent committees
were created at each grade lamel content areaWorking with content and assessment
specialists frorRearson Educational Measuremingse committees defined the test and item
specifications consistent with the Washington B#t&s reviewed all items prior to pilot
testing, angbrovidedfinal review andecommendations to approselectedtems after pilot
testing. A separatedbias andfairnesé committee,comprisedof individualsthat reflect
Washingto@ diversity, alsconducted a sensitivity revievabhfitems for words oioatent that
might bepotentiallyoffensive to students or parentsmight disadvantage some students for
reasons unrelated to thssesseskill or concept.Part 2 of this repogtrovides further details
aboutthetestdevelopment process.

Hundreds oftems were developed and piéstted tgpopulatea pool of itemsn each
grade level and content arddew forms of the assessman¢ constructedach yeawith
selectiongrom the item pool.Statistical equating proceduresapmiedto maintain theasne
performancelevel standard from year to year. The statdevel assessments in Reading,
Mathematics, and Science include a mix of nuhipiee, shotanswe and extended
response itemsThe statdevelassessments in Writing include writing prompts in two
different modalitie®ach scorefdr content andor writingconventios.
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Following the first operationadministrationof each grade levalontent area
assessment standardetting panel recommendedhe level of performanc® meet the
gandardon theEALRs Additiorally, 0progress categoresbove and below the standard were
recommendednh Reading, Mathematics, and Scien&ethe school and district levels, the
percentage of students meeting the standard and in each progressicatsyotgd. In
preparation for the implementation of the Certificatecatiemic Achievemere standards
for ReadingWriting, and Mathematiagere revisiteth February and March of 2004. Further
detai that describéhe procedures, outlinde recommendations, and summatize results
can be found ithe WASL 2004 Report and Results from Revisiting of the Standards for Grades 4/7
Reading, Mathematics, and. Writing

ClassroomBased Assessment

Thereareseveralmportant reason® includeclassroorabased assessment as pa# of
comprehensiveassessment systentirst, classroothased assessments help students and
teachers better understand BE®LRs and recognize the characteristics of quality work that
define good performandae each conterdirea. Second, classrodmased assessments provide
assessment of some of the EALRs for which-Istage assessment is not feasibleral
presentationand group discussigrfor example Third, classroorhased assessments offer
teachers and students oppnities to gather evidence of student achievement in ways that best
fit the needs and interests of individual studeRtsirth, classrootbased assessments help
teachers become more effective in gathering valid evidence of student learning related to th
EALRs Effectiveclassroonbased assessments can be sensitive to the developmental needs of
students and provide the flexibility necessary to accommodate the learning styles of children
with special needdn addition to items that may be on the dtatel assessments, classroom
based assessments can provide information from oral interviews and presentations, work
products, experiemts and projects, or exhsbitf student work collected over a week, a month,
or the entire school year.

Classroonbasedassessmeriiool Kithave been developed for the early and middle
schoolyears to provide teachers with examples of good assessment stratebies. Kitse
include models for paper and pencil tasks, generic checklists of skills and traits, observation
asessment strategies, simple rating scales, and generic protocols for oral communications and
personal interviewdt the upper grades, classreomsed assessment strategies include models
for developing and evaluatimgedisciplirmry performancédased dasks. The Tool Kitalso
provide content frameworks to assist teachers at all grade levels to relate their classroom learning
goals and instruction to the EALRs (See
http://www.k12.waus/assessment/toolkits/default.aspxlinks to therool Kity
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Professional Development

A third major component of the assessment system emphasizes the need for ongoing,
comprehensive support and professional training for teachers and adnsirtstratprove
their understanding of tHeALRs the characteristics of sound assessments, and effective
instructional strategies that will help studeetstthe standardsThe Commission on Student
Learning established fiftedrearning and Assessment €exh throughoutthe state Most are
managed through Washingsonine Educational Service Distramsla fewaremanaged by
school district consortidhese Centers provide professional development and suppast to ass
school and district staff

e linkteaching and curriculum to high academic standards based on the EALRS;
¢ learn and appthe principles of good assessment practice;

e usea variety of assessment techniques and strategies;

¢ judce student work by applying explicit scoring rules;

e malke instructimal and -curricular decisions based on reliable and valid
assessment information; and

¢ help students and parents understand the EALRs and how students can achieve
them.

Certificate of Academic Achievement

Beginning in 2008, graduating semwagearn a €Ertificate of Academic Achievement
in addition to théaigh school diplomarlhe Certificate will serve as evidence that students have
achieved Washing@®rEALRs by meeting the standards smt the High School Reading,
Writing, and Mathematics assessments

School and District Accountability System

The Academic Achievement and Accountability (A+) Commission developed
recommendations for a school and district accountability system that sesdwpotewho are
successful in helping their students aghiee stagards on the WASL assessmeritsese
recommendations also address the need for assistance to those schools and districts in which
students are not achieving the standards. A+ Commission was dissolved in 2005 and their
duties and responsitidsweretransferred to the State Board of Education.

Componentsof the Alternate Assessment System

State assessment programs pravidehicle to gaugtudent academic achievement
an educational systenThe Washington State Assessment Systemgs@ccountability for
instructionaprograns and educational opportunities for all stugdemtsuding those receiving
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special education services Al ternate assessment i s one
comprehensivassessment system.

The Washington Adrnate Assessment System (WAAS) program was developed by the
Washington Alternate Assessment Task Force and expanded by Advisory Panels in response to
requirements of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 1997:

The State has established ggdal the performance of children with

disabilities in the state that . . . are consistent, to the maximum extent
appropriate, with other goals and standards foreshi&btablished by the
stae.

The alternate assessment s nthe @ntebhtaaeasdf on
Reading, Writing, Mathematics, and Scgiemckin this way, share a foundational link to the
regular WASL assessmenthe state prepared extensions for the EALRS that detheibe
critical function of the EALRS, the access skiiBuctional activities, and assessment strategies
that are designed to assist special education staff members to link functional IEP skills to the
EALRs, to provide access to the general education curriculum, and to measure stusent progre
toward aching the EALRSs.

TheWAASwas designed for a small percentage of the total school population. Students
with disabilities are expected to take rdgular WASLiests, with or without necessary
accommodations, unless the IEP team determstadgent is urde to participate oone or
more content areas tie WASL. Inthese instancethe IEP team may elect thAAS
portfolio assessment.

The Developmentally Appropriate WASL (DAW) and WB&SEIC are alternatives to
regular WASL administration for eligistedents. The WASBASIC, previously called the
WASL-MO (or WASLEModified), is intended for students who take the WASL at grade level but
the passing score is adjusted by the student
2). Eligibility ateria, requirements, and resource information can be found at
http://www.k12.wa.us/SpecialEd/assessment.aspx
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CRITERION -REFERENCED TESTING

The purpose of an achievement test is to detehmimewell a student has learned
important concepts and skill§est scores are used to make inferences about stoderat
performance in a particular domaWhen we compare a studgrgerformance to target
performance, this is considered a rmitgeferenced interpretationWhen we compare a
studend performanceelativeto the performance of other students, this is considered a norm
referenced interpretation.

Criterionreferencedestscan measure the degree to which students have achieved
desired set of learning targetncetual understandingnd skillghat are at gradelevel or
developmentallgippropriate.Much care andttention isspentto ensurehat the items on the
test represent only the desired learning targets and thatréhsufficienmtumbers oftems for
each learning target to magkablestatements about studéitksgree of achievement related to
that target. When a standard definedon a criteriorreferenced test, examinee scores are
compared to the standardnakeinferences about whether students have attained the desired
level of achievemenftTest sores areised to make statements liEhis student meets the
minimum mathematics requirements for this @lassoThis student knows how to apply
computatioal skills to solve a complex word prolkdem.

Norm-referencedests provide a general measure of some achievement domain relative
to the performance afther students, schogdsd districtsMuch care and attentisspent to
creatdtems that vary in ficulty to measure a broad range of ability levims are included
on the test that measure belgnadelevel, ongradelevel, and abowgradelevel concepts and
skills. Items aredistributedbroadly across the domaifwVhile some normeferenced sts
provide objectiv@level information, items for each objective may represent camuegkils
that are not easily learned by most studentshamtlater years in schodExaminee scores on
a normreferenced testre compared to the performamntea normgroupor a representative
group of students of similar age and grdderm groups may be ldc@ther students in a
district or statepr national (representative samples of students from throughout the United
States).Scores on norreferencedests are used to make statementslikés student is the
best student in the classy 0This student knows mathematical concepts better than 75% of the
students in the norm grodp.

To test all of the desired concepts and skills in a donsing tene would be
inordinate Well designed state or national achievement tests, whetheor revit@rion
referenced, always include samples from the domain of desired concepts arickisKidise,
when state or national achievement tests are usedevaizgefrom a studéniperformance
on the sample of items in the test and estimate how the student would perforonerathe
domain. For a broader measure of student achievemanspecificlomain, it is necessary to
use more than one assessmebistrict and classroom assessments are both useful and
necessary to supplement information that is derived from state or national achievement tests.

It is possiblendsometimes even desirable to have both-neflerenced and criterion
referenced inforntian about studendsperformance. The referencing scheme is best
determined by the intended use of the a@st this is generally determined by how the test is
constructed.If tests are being used to make decisions about the sutcbesssefulness an
instructional or administrative program, or the degree to which students have attained a set of
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desired learning targets, then critemd@renced tests and interpretations are most uffeful.

the tests are being used to select students for paprogiams or compare students, districts,
and states, then nomaferenced tests and interpretations are usedme cases, both nerm
referenced and criterioaferenced interpretations can be made from the same achievement
measuresThe WASL statkevel assessment is a criterefarenced test3udent performance
should be interpreted in terms of how well students have achieved the WaStaitegton
EALRs

APPROPRIATE USE OF TEST SCORES

Once tests are administered, WASL performance is repottedindividual, school,
district, and state level¥he information in these reports can be used with other assessment
information to help with school, district, and state curriculum planning and classroom
instructional decisions.

While school and strict scores may be useful in curriculum and instructional planning,
it is important to exercise extreme caution when interpreting individual r@pertgems
included on WASL tests are samples from a larger doBwares from one test given on a
sirgle occasion should never be used to make important decisions aboud EamEnent,
the type of instruction they receive, or retention in a given grade level inlsshioghortant
to corroborate individual scores on WASL tests with clasbesdnand other local evidence
of student learning (e.g., scores from district testing progkaffmsh. making decisions about
individuals, multiple sources of information should be usadtiple individuals who are
familiar with the stwhi® progress andchievemen® including parents, teachers, school
counselors, school psychologists, specialist teacheperizayusthe students themselvés
should be brought togetheraollaborativelynake such decisions.
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The Grade7 2007 Washington Assessment of Student(\M#eBhindestaneasure
student8achievement of thEALRs in Reading, Writinggnd Mathematics. Tables 1to 3
indicate the EALRs measured by each dhtieetests, the tesistrand and the numbeof

itemsper strand in th2007test.

Table 1L 2007Grade7 Reading Items- Content Classification

Type of ReadingPassage

Test Strand

Number of ltems

Literarf

Comprehensiof

Analysi§

Thinking critically *

InformationaI&

Comprehensiofy

Analysi£

Thinking critically *

gl o|o| o1 OO | O

Total Number of ltems

A

i Reading EALR 1: The student understands and uses different skills and strategies to read.

'?Reading EALR 2: The student understands the meaning of what is read.

AReading EALR 3: The student reads different materials for a variety of purposes
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Table 2. 2007Grade 7Writing Prompts - Content Classification

1 2 Number of 3
Task Purposes Process Prompts Scores
Aprewrte A Content,
Afirst FINAL Organization &
Extended Piece |Persuade Arevise 1 Style
Aedit A Writing
Afinal FINAL Conventions
Aprewrite A Content,
Afirst FINAL Organization &
Extended Piece |Inform Arevise 1 Style
Aedit A Writing
Afinal FINAL Conventions
Total Number of Rimpts 2

1Writing EALR 1: The student writes clearly and effectively (concept & design, style [word choice, sentence
fluency, voice], and conventions).

2 Writing EALR 2: The student writes in a variety of forms for different audiences and purposes.
3 Writing EALR 3: The student understands andtheesteps of a writing process

Table 3. 2007Grade7 Mathematics Items- Content Classification

Process Strand Concept Strand Number of Items

Concepts & Procedures Number Sensk 6
Measuremerit 5

Geometric Sende 5

Probability and Statistits 6

Algebraic Sende 6

Solves Problenis Reasons Logicafly 6
Communicates Understanding 3
Making Connectioris 5
Total Numbeiof Items 42

! Mathematics EALR 1: The studentlerstands and applies the concepts and procedures of mathematics.

Mathematics EALR 2: The student uses mathematics to define and solve problems; Mathematics EALR 3 The
student uses mathematical reasoning.

® Mathematics EALR 4: The student communicat@sledge and understanding in mathematical and everyday
language.

* Mathematics EALR 5: The student makes mathematical connections.

10
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SCHEDULE FOR TESTING 9 7th GRADE - SPRING 2007

Grade 7 Readingyriting, andviathematics tests were administerednatitiei April
0 May 4 testing window. Specific test administration schedules within that window were
determined locally and approved by District Assessment Coordinators. All students within a
grade level at a school were required to take the samettestsame day. There were two
reading test administration sessions, and the estimated working time for each sesgion was 50
70 minutes. There were two writing test administration sessions, and the estimated time for
each session was 120 minutBisereweretwo mathematics test administration sessions, and
the estimated working time for each session wEe@®BMinutes Table4 shows the schedule as
provided in theWas hi ngt on Assessment of Student L
Administrati®@chedules.

Table 4. 2007Grade 7 State Standardized Testing Schedule

Subject Testing Window Schedule
Reading April 16 8 May4 Approved locally
Writing April 16 8 May 4 Approved locally
Mathematics April 16 8 May 4 Approved laally

SUMMARY

The Office of the Superintendent of Public Instructiocoimmitted to developing an
instructionally relevant, performabesed assessment system that enhances instruction and
student learningThe assessments are based on the EAL&&hers andther professionals
who provide praervice and +gervice training to teachers should be thoroughly familiar with
the EALRs and the assessments that measure Treamhers and administrators at all grade
levels need tthink and talkogethe about what they must do to prepare students to achieve
the EALRs and to demonstrate their achievement on cladsasedh and stakevel
assessments.

11
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PART 2: TEST DEVELOPMENT

The content of the WASL state assessment is derived from the Washaigton
EALRs (seewww.k12.wa.us/curriculuminstrior links tothe EALRs in all subject areas).
TheseEALRsdefinewhatWashingtorstudents should know and be able to do by the end of
Grades 3-8 and 10in Reading, Writing;ommunicationgndMathematics, and by the end of
Grades 5, 8, and 10 in Social Studies, Science,tthaH@alth and Fitness. TR@07WASL
tests measured EALRs for Readaing Mathematics iGrades 38 and 10, for Science in
Grades 5, 8, and 10, and for Writing3rades 4, 7, and 10.

ITEM AND TEST SPECIFICATIONS

The first step in the test development prosesto selecbContent Committeégo
work with stafffrom the Office of theSuperintendent of Public Instructi@SPl)andPearson
Educational MeasureméRearsonfo develop théestitems which make up the assessments at
each grade leveEach Content Committaacluded20 to 25 persons frotroughoutthe
state, most of whom were classroom teachers and curriculualistpetith teaching
experience at or near the grades and in the content areas that were to be assessed.

The second step in the development procesatt@asngcommon agreement about the
meaning and interpretation of the EAlaRd identifying which EARscould be assessedan
statevide test. It was important that thentractor, the Content Committees &@P| staff
were in agreement about what students were expected to know and be able to do and how these
skills and knowledge would be assedeadmark indicators were combined in various ways
to create testin@grgets for which items would be written.

Next, test specifications were preparélkest specifications define the kinds and
numbes of items on the assessment, the blueanidiphysical out of the assessment, the
amount of time to be devoted to each content area, and the scores to be generated once the test
is administeredt was importanat this stage definethe goals of the assessment and the ways
in which the resultsill be usd to ensure thestructure of the testould support the intended
uses. The test gecifications are theuilding blocks to developquivalent test forms in
subsequent yeaend to creatmew items to supplement the item podihe finaltest
specificationdocument the following topics:

e purpose of th@ssessment
drands
itemtypes
generatonsiderations déstingime andstyle
testscoring
distribution oftestitems bytemtype

The WASLuses three types of items on Reading, Mathematiand Sciencests:
multiple choice, short answer, and extended respgémseach multiptehoice item, students
select the one best answer from among four choices protEdeld. multiplehoice item is
worth one point.These items are machgoanned anscored.

12
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The other twaopenended item types$ short answer and extended respénsguire
students tgroducetheir own response in words, numbers, or pictures (including graphs or
charts). Shortanswer items are worth two points (scored 0, 1, or 2) andeeixémponse
items are worth four points (scored 0, 1, 2, 3, &uent responses are assigned partial or full
credit based on carefully defined scoring rdllesse items cannot be scored by machine and
require handcoring by wettained professimal scorers Part7 provides further detail about
the hanescoring process and restdtsthe different subject area tests

For Writing, students are askeddmpleteawo writing promptsFor the Gade 7est
students write onexpositorypiece ande persuasive piecéhe writing prompts may require
students to write a letter requesting information, describe an important event or situation,
explain a procedure for completing a task or prdgact written piece is worth six points and
is hanescored for content, organization, and style (1, 2, 3, or 4 poinfs) medhanics and
spelling (0, 1, or 2 points).

Tablesb through 7representhe test blueprints for item content and item types for the
Grade7 Reading Writing,and Mathematics testsltem specifications were developed from
clarification of the EALRs and tlhest specifications. Item specifidgons provide sufficient
detail including sample items twlp item writersdevelopappropriate test items for each
assessment strandSepar@ specifications were produced for different itemmas and
different testing targetd he test andtem specifications documents are not only essential for
WASL test construction, bugoth are tools that teachecsin useto developtheir own
assessmé&n and administratorsan useto evaluatdnstructional programs.Test anditem
gpecifications are updatadnuallyas needetl The most recent versions of these specifications
are availabléhrough the web site for the Washington State Office of tlezirBaplent of
Public Instruction. (Seehttp://www.k12.wa.us/assessment/WASL/testspec.dspxest and
itemgpecifications in all subjects.)

11t is important to note that, as more is understood about how to develop high quality items that assess
the Washington State EALRS, item and test specifications must continually be refined.m@efsnbave been
made annually since 2000. These refinements are an important part of the test development process and reflect
what has been learned through ongoing studies of item level data from 1999 to the present and through external
r evi e we rauétions.t (8em the Rourth Grade Mathematics Study conducted by the Northwest Regional
Education Laboratory in 2000 and the Seventh and Tenth Grade Mathematics Study conducted by Stanford
Research Institute in 2005 for examples).

13
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Table 5. Grade7 Reading Test Design

No. of No. of
. : No. of Short
Text types/Strands No. of Rgadlng No. of Words Mulnple- Answer Extended
Selections Per Passage| Choice | Response
ltems tems ltems
Literarf‘ 12 36 1
Comprehensioﬁ 4 1-2 0
- 3 501000
Analysi£ 4 1-2 01
Thinking critically " 4 1-2 01
Informational 12 36 1
Comprehensioﬁ 4 1-2 0
A 3 3006900
Analysis 4 1-2 01
Thinking critically 4 1-2 01
Total 6 24002800 24 8 2

*\ Reading EALR 1: The student understands and uses dif#iieand strategies to read.
'f‘Reading EALR 2: The student understands the meaning of what is read.

AReading EALR 3: The student reads different materials for a variety of purposes

Table 6. Grade 7 Writing Test Design

Strands Scored 02 Points Scored 64 Points
Expository
COnent & Style 1
CONVentions & Mechanics 1
Persuasive
COnent & Style 1
CONVentions & Mechanics 1
Total Points 4 8

1Writing EALR 1: The student writes clearly and effectively (t&ndegpign, style [word choice, sentence
fluency, voice], and conventions).

2 Writing EALR 2: The student writes in a variety of forms for different audiences and purposes.

3 Writing EALR 3: The student understands andthiseseps of a writing process

14
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Table 7. Grade7 Mathematics Test Design

Strands Multiple Choice | Short Answer E)étseggr?sde

Number Sense 3-5 12 0
Measurement Concepts 35 1-2 0
Geometric Sense 3-5 12 0
Probability and Statistics Procedlres 35 1-2 0
Algebraic Sende 35 1-2 0
Solves Problems & Reasons Logitally 0-2 2-3 2-3
Communicates Understanding 0 1-2 1-2
Making Connections 2-4 1-2 0

Maximum Number of Items 27 11 4

Maximum Number of Points 27 22 16

'Mathematics EALR 1: Thiudent understands and applies the concepts and procedures of mathematics.

*Mathematics EALR 2: The student uses mathematics to define and solve problems and Mathematics EALR 3 The
student uses mathematical reasoning.

*Mathematics EALR 4: The student oumicates knowledge and understanding in mathematical and everyday
language.

*Mathematics EALR 5: The student makes mathematical connections.

15
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CONTENT REVIEWS & BIAS AND FAIRNESS REVIEWS

Usingtest andtem specifications, item writers prepare new i@maisscoringubrics
Item writers include committees of Washington teachers who participate in item writer
workshops for professional development opportunities, and Pearson Content Specialists.
Washington teacher itemmiters include novice and experezhitem writers, who all receive
focused training during Washington item writer workshops. Raw items are initially produced
during these workshops, -tmedstafi ch Comtent Specialistn e d |
professionals who have, on averageyehrs of classroom and pedagogical experience. All
Pearson item writers receival@pth training before actively working on a Pearson contract as
Content Specialists. Half of the Content Specialists assigned to the Washington contract have
advanced dgees in curriculum, instruction, assessment, or their subjspteiadty

Item writers develop items, passages, and scenarios that:

match the passage, scenario, and item specifications;
fulfill the test map specifications;

display content accuratetyd clearly;

are within the grade level reading range;

are free of bias;

are sensitive to students with special needs.

Before an item may lmloted it must bereviewedand approved bthe Content
Committeeand theBias andrairness Committeéd ContentCommitteé task is to review the
itemcontentand scoringubricto assure that each item:

e is an appropriate measure of the intended content (EALR);

« is appropriate in difficulty for the grade level of the examinees;

« has only one correct or best answee&eh multipkehoice item;

« has an appropriate and complete scoring guifielmgen response items

The Content Committeeanmakeone of three decisions abeaich item: approve the
item and scoringubric as presenteaonditionally approve theriteand scoring rubriwith
recommened changes or itemditsto improve the fit to the EALRs and theecifications, or
eliminate the item frofarther consideration

Based orontentreviews, itemsay baevised.Each test item is coded by content area
(EALR) andby item type (multiple choice, short answer, extended response) and presented to
the OSPI Assessment Specialist for final rexdad approvabeforepilot testing The final
review includesreview ofgraphics, art work, and pdagout

TheBias andrairness Committee reviews each item to identify language or content that
might be inappropriate or offensive to students, parents, or community members, or items
which might contaitstereotypig@or biased references to gender, ethnicity, arellte Bias
andFairness Committee reviews each item and accepts, edits, or rejecténtifempdets.

16
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ITEM PILOTS

Once an item has been approved for placement on a pilgltgstest formsare
constructed by the contractor andst beapproved byOSPI. Items are pilot tested with a
sample of students from across the sfailet Reading and Mathematitesns arencluded in
operationatestingsessios but do not contribute to reported scorBdot Science items were
previously adinistered in a staradone pilot testing program, but beginning in Spring 2006,
theywere also imbedded in the operational tBdbt items are presented in similar locations
across operational form&No more than 7 items ap#loted inany singletestform, so
student is administered more than 7 pilot it8ixe pilot itemare administered together with
operational testems studentsend tocomplete pilot items with the same level of motivation
and attention they give to the operational itests. The data for these pilot items are
considered tgrovide reasonable estimates to the item difficulty when the items become
operational A test form is defined by different sets of pilot items and a common set of
operational itemsPlacing pilottéms on the operational foandsystematically distributing the
pilot forms yieldsa statewide representative, randomly equivalent saingilelentsthat
respond to each pilot itemFor the Grade 7Writing program new pilot prompts were
administered ta volunteer sample in a stahohe pilot program iRall 2005 Further details
of sampling procedures, analyses, and results are provédeamary Report of the 2005 Fall
Grade 8 Writing Pilot for the WASL Grade 7 Writing Assessment

For each pilotdrm, at leastLl200student responses aeored Of the 1200scored
student responsa@sidas a function of the number of total pilot forms administered at a grade
leve] goproximately 10@esponses per pilot itesamefrom each of th@©SPldesignatedthric
groups (African American, Adi&acific Islander, Native American, and HispaAisjatewide
representative samplifrgmeworkd specified by geographic region, district density, building
enroliment type, grade level enroliment, proportion of etroupsgwithin grade level, and
percent of students receiving AFBG used to develop an intended samplingtpldistribute
the pilot forms. Further details about the sampling framework and annual pilot form
distribution plans are describe®lne DdRotation Documentation

17



FINAL

CALIBRATION, SCALING, AND ITEM ANALYSIS

After pilot administration, student responses are sassed thescoring rubrics
approved by the Content Committe8sitistical analysase completed usipgocedurebased
on classial test theory and modern item response theayaluatehe effectiveness of the
items and tempirically examine the presence of differential item functolitegn bias

Two types of item analyses are completeclfotens. Traditionalitem amlyss
statistics based ortlassicatest theoryinclude item means and itest correlations The
RaschPartialCreditModelis one classf mathematical models based on modern item response
theory used to estimateem location and item fit statsti A generalize@€ochranMantel
Haenszel ckquare and generalized Mantéhenszehlphaoddsratio are computefdr each
pilot itemto evaluate the preseraad directionalitpf differential item functioning @item
bia® for each pilot item. Differential item functioningg observed when examinees from
different demographic groups with saeneability perform differently on the same item.

IRT Analysis

TheRascHrartialCreditModelis aclass oftem Response Theory (IRTpdelsused to
placeall itemswith a common construon the samescale. Differencesbetweergrade level
development and subject area constfuetgientlynecessitatéhe development of separate
grade levesubjectareascales. Elementary grade level mathematics iteragaraule, are
typicallyon a separate scale from elementary grade level readingx@misee abilities and
item difficulty parameters share the same scale, and unlike traditional item means, IRT item
difficulty parameters are essentially sangepedent Stated another waan item difficulty
parameteis the same for differegtoupsof examineesEquations 1 and 2 specifieRasch
Partial Credit Modetfiefined byhe probability of persamscoringx on itemi as:

e)qiiz ¢i1-'[lj)

P =5
:E:(EXFiE: Gah'_ [lj)
k=0 j=0

Xn

(Equation 1)

where x=0,1,2,.. mo1;
B, = personparameter;
D, = item-categoryparameterand

m-1
> (B,-D,)=0 (Equation 2)
=0

Item difficulties and examinee abilities can be estimated farsangisis mathematicahodel

The item difficulty is thiecationon the ability scale where examinees have a 50/50 chance of
answering an item correctlyigurel illustrates the relationship betwegaminee ability and

item difficultyfrom two different tests

18
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Figure L Location of examineef; on two tests with different items
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Testscores can beonveyedn scaled scos@r number correct scoresn Figure labovean
examinee corrdgtanswered the first eight iteomMathenaticsTest 1 and the first six items
on MathematicsTest 2. This example illustrates how number correct scores for the same

examinee is a function of the particular set of items on a test. \Whatheathatickems £,
B2 B3, - - P) are placed alne same scal¢éhe examinéeability can be reported relative to an
underlying, common scéla value betweei (from Test 1) and (from Test 2).

Figure 2. Location of examineeBion t he same oOMat hematics Test
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Whena collection oftemsshares a construct, calibrating and scaling items with the Rasch
model places the items on the sao@de so that examinee test scores refl@chottation on
theunderlyingscale rather than the numbgitems answered corredaily a particular test

For polytomously scoredems,the RaschPartial Credit ldel estimatethe step
difficultiesfor eachitem-category For example, items wighpossiblecorepoints(0, 1, 2xan
have twostepcategorie The firststepis thelocationon the scalevhereexaminees with
abilities equal to that location have an equal chance of getting a score ©hé sedondtep
is the point on the scalehereexaminees with ab#is equal to that location hasgal
probabilityof earninga score of br 2.
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For dichotomously scored, multipleice items, the Rasch Partial Credit Model
becomes a special casthe Rasch orparameter model:

exp@, - D, )

= Equation 3
" 1+ expB,- D | (Eq )

where B, = person paragter;,
D, = item parameter.

Whenitem scores are placedascale, items are assessedtétisticafit to the Rasch model.
In order for itemsto be includedin the operationaitem pool,they must measure relevant
knowledge and skill, represent dddwcations on the ability scale, and fit the Rasch model.

IRT analyses ammpleted separately by grade fevedlachWASL content areaThe
adequacy of item fit dependsvamether the items in a scalemeasura similaiconstructor
whether thecaleis essentiallynidimensionalJust as height, weight, and body temperature are
different dimensions of the human body, so are Reading, Ventindathematics different
dimensions of achievement.

In order to placall grade level/content angiéot itemsfrom differenttest forms on the
same Rasch scaddl,testforms shared a common set of operational itefts Readingnd
Mathematics tests, the same set of operational items appelatest iormsbutdifferent sets
of pilot itemswere imledded in or appended to the operational sectfits items were then
calibrated and scaled to tjade level/content arsasale through the common operational
iterns.

Traditional Item Analysis

For multiplechoice items, item meamsp-valuesand iemtest correlationsr point
biserialsare computed These are the classical test theory equs/afeitém difficulties and
item discriminationsThe item p-valueis thepercenageof examineethat selectedhe correct
answer choi¢geandrangs from 0.0 to 1.0. The pointbiserialis an indexof the relationship
between performance an itemand overall perforamce on the tesPointbiserials can range
from -1.00 to 1.00Pointbiserial@areusuallygreater thaf.2Q but these values can be deda
when item content is unfamiliar to all examinees regardless of performance on therotal test
when the item does not distinguish between higher and lower test performance sufficiently well.
Option biserials areoxelations between incorrect ansalavicesand the overall test, and
typicallyexhibitnegative values.

Item meansfor shortanswer and extended response item tgflestthe average
earnedtemscore for examineegor two-point items, item means can range from O feog.
four-pointitems, item means can range from 0 tedn-test correlations fgolytomoustems
indicate the relationship between item performance\emdlltest performance.As with
multiplechoice items, itetest correlatiscan range frori.00 to 1.00.
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Unlike IRT item statisticsitem means and itetiest correlations are dependent on the
particular groupf examinees whtook the test When examineesire exceptionally well
schooled in the concepts and skills tested, item means will be fairly hightant tvél i
appear to be easwhenexaminees are not well schooled in the concepts and skills tested, item
means will be fairly low and items will appear to be difit¢ghnone grou® performance on
an item does not relate well to performance oresth@s a whole, the itéest correlation will
be artificiallylow. Since scald®T itemparametersan provide information about a pilot item
relative to a larger item pobbth Rasch and classical item statisticameutedto evaluate
the qualityof itemsand their inclusion in the larger item pool

Bias Analysis

The MantelHaenszestatistic is a clsiquarey?) statistic.Examinees are separated into
relevantsulgroups based on ethnicity or gendBxaminees in eaculgroup are ranked
relative tatheir totaltestscore. Examinees in the focal group (e.g., females) are conapared
examinees in the referergroup (e.g., males)ative taheir performance on individual items.
Multiple Z2 contingencyables are created for each igreach total test scoamd for every
demographic contrastThe Z2 contingencytables represemihie number of examinedsa
specific total test scoie eachsutgroup whocorrectly answered titem and the number of
examinees in each group vémswered incorrectlyrable8 is an exampleof a 2x2 tableof
performance on hypothetigalltiplec h o i teneX ofrl males andemales witfTotal Test
ScoreY, for a gender contras@mong these 200 examinees with total test sgahe Ytem
appears to bmore difficult for females than for malasd fewer examinees overall correctly
answered the item.

Table 8. Scor e s fooHExaninkes wittmn ToxabTest Score Yoy Gender
Number Responding Number Responding
ltem X
Correctly Incorrectly
Males (N = 100) 50 50
Females (N = 100) 30 70

Examnees with Total Test Score = Y

To computethe ManteHaenszel statistic, similar22ables are creatatkeverytotaltest score.

A 2 statistic is computed for eat® table and the sum of af statisticyieldsthe total bias
statistic for a single itemd generalized Mantelaenszel statistic is congulifor polytomous

itemsusing alitem scorgpoints. Items that demonstrate a hijly2 are flagged for potential

bias. Generally, a certain perageof items in any given pool of items will be flagged for item

bias by chance alon€areful review afems can help to identify whether some characteristic

of an item may cause the bias (e.g., the content or language is unfamiliar to girls) or whether the
biasflagislikelya result of statistical error.
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MantelHaenszel item statistics are computealfgpilot items and reviewed at Data
Review as part of the evaluation process for inclusion into the active item pook Mantel
Haenszel item statistics are not contpute operational items. Tal®lesummarizes the
percentage of items with statisticadjgisicant ManteHaenszel statistics from tR@07pilot.
The2007operational tests are comprised of items that were piloted in year2p0@mtbich
were reviewed and approved by Content Review, Bias and Fairness Review, and Data Review

Committees
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Table 9. Percent of Pilot2007ltems with Statistically Significant MantelHaenszel Statistics

MC pilot items SA pilot items ER pilot items
White | White | white | VNI 1 yale | white | white | white | W | vae | white | white | white | WP vae
. . . Native . . . Native . . . Native
Asian | Black | Hispanic Ameri Female| Asian Black | Hispanic . Female| Asian | Black | Hispanic ; Female
merican American American
S;Z%?Zg 14.8%) 24.6%| 36.1%| 13.1% | 26.2%) 28.6%| 14.3%| 35.7%| 7.1% |14.3% 33.3%| 0.0%| 33.3%| 0.0% |100.0%
# Pilot Iltems 61 14 3
Mai:waeorlr?;tio 15.8% 7.9% | 10.5%| 7.9% | 36.8%) 28.6%| 9.5% | 19.0%| 33.3% | 42.9%)| 50.0% 00% | 00% 0.0% |100.0%
# Pilot Items 38 21 2

The Grade 7 Writing Pilot was last administered in Fall 2005 to develop the current bank of operational préunpherairs

details about the pilot design, analysis procedures, and pilot results are pSawitedmn Report of the 2005 Fall Grade 8 Writing Pilot for the
WASL Grade 7 Writing Assessier@Grade 7 Writing prompts were piloted0d07
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DATA REVIEWS

After statistical analydes pilot items have be@ompletedData ReviewCommittees
review these resutts evaluatéem quality and appropriatenfssinclusion in the larger item
pool and candidacy for future operatiasal. Examples of Data Riew reports used by Data
Review Committees are provided in Appendix These committees include Washington
educators, curriculum specialists, and educational administrators widvejrade subject
matter expertise relevant to the specific data rgiaele levels. All committee members are
selected by OSPI from a recommendation pool of professional Washington education
organizations and from a pool of Washington educators who complete an application to
Participatein OSPI professional developmentivateds. OSPI content specialists, Pearson
content specialists, and Pearson psychometricians facilitate the Data Reviews. Pilot items and
scoring rubrics are-evaluated to confirm fit the EALRspilot item statisticare reviewed to
determine whethecontent or language may hawatributed to any significant D#atistics.
During these committee reviews, items are either accepted into or rejected from the active item
pool.

Data Review meetings are usually conducted in late autumn and eaityevaiteate
items piloted during the previous spring. The summary results from Data Review meetings are
not available until late winter or early sponthe following year. In 200Ba&a Review
meetings were convened for Reading and Mathematics$ amedsrabrade 7

ITEM SELECTION

Statistical review of items involves examining item ,nitasth item difficultieand
itemtest correlations to determine whether items are functioningSméBtical revievalso
requires examining thdequacyfdahe modefit to the data.ltems thatexhibitpoor fit to the
modelmay need tbe revised or removed from the item pdt@ms that function poorly (too
easy, too difficult, or have low or negative-iestcorrelationshayalsoneed tdbe revisedro
removed from the item pool. Finally, items that are flagged for bias agairstipaayeg
examined closely to decide whether they will be removed from the @ymrational test
forms are constructed with items from the active item pool.

TEST CONSTRUCTION

New operational forms are created for each test administration, usually sometime in the
spring after Data Review. Building an operational form is a complex puzzle. OSPI content
specialisisPearson content specialists, and psychometricidlysselact items according to
test build specifications and test blueprints. There are a number of factors that must be
considered during the test construction process. Operational test forms are constructed
according to the requirements outlined INMASL test blueprints, test specifications, and test
maps. Items are selected to satisfy the test map, meet target test difficulty, represent an overall
test with balanced context. A test development checklist is used to review the initial test pulled
during the test build. Test build is an iterative process to balance test content and its statistical
properties.
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Testspecifications guidéeitem selectioprocesso ensure that all relevant strands are
represented in eadperational form Representain of all gender and ethnic groudps
character names, topics of reading passages, amwrters 0 is reviewed to ensure that
Reading passages, and stimulus materials used in the Mathematics and Wnthgieests
balanced representations of gsou The WASL is a criterieneferencedassessment with
definedperformancdevel standard®n eachoperational testltems are selected ¢overa
range oflifficulty level®n each othe ReadingndMathematics scales.

When anewoperational forns aeatedor eachtest administratigriest scoresiust be
equated tahe baseline scale to maintain interpretability over firhe. baseline scale is
determined whemperformance level standards are defined, typfodfying the first
operational test adnistration until performance level standards are revisited or redefined.
Each test hamrgetstatistical characteristassd criteria. Ae better the match to thesderia,
the better the equatirgcuracyf testscores betweadtifferent test admistrations The test
developes objectiveis to construct a new parallel operationaltest form for each
administration

The weightedneanRasch difficulty is use® tonstruct an operational test forntlof
same level of difficulfyom administratioto administrationThe mean item Rasch difficulty is
weighted by the maximum raw item score for each operational item as its weighted item Rasch
difficulty. The sum of weighted item Rasch difficulties is divided by the maximum total raw test
score to copute the weighted mean Rasch difficulty for the Tésweighted meaRasch
difficulty for an operational formshould approximate historical weighted mdaasch
difficultiesunless there is purposefuleffort to shift thetargeteddifficulty level of a test.
During the early years of a new assesqragram, theéarget weighted mean Rasch frequently
is nearzero (0) Over timehoweverjtem and test difficultigendto shift TablelOliststhe
empiricalveighted mean Rasvalues from 2000 thighu2007ReadingandMathematictests
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Table 10 Empirical Weighted Mean Rasch of 2000 2007Grade7 Reading& Mathematics Tests

Subject 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
Mean Rasch 0.10 0.23 0.21 0.16 0.13 0.20 0.17 -0.04
Reading CutScore |38out of51|350ut 0f48|340out of48| 34out 0of48| 37 out of 4§ 35 out of 4§ 350ut 0of48| 350ut 0f48
% Correct 74.% 72.% 70.8%0 70.8%0 77.2%6 72.% 72.% 72.9%
Mean Rascli  -0.04 -0.04 -0.20 -0.20 -0.12 -0.20 -0.23 -0.14
Mathematics |CutScore |41out of 70| 38out of 65| 420ut 0of 65|41 out of 65 39 out of 65 37 out of 65 36out of 65| 37out of 65
% Correct 58.60 58.%% 64.60 63.20 59.%% 56.96 55.4% 56.9%
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PART 3: vALIDITY

An important issue in test development is the degredith the achievement test
elicits the conceptual understanding and skillswiersledto measure.lf students must use
logical reasoning skills to respond to an famexamplewe need evidenteat the item elicits
logical reasoning student8responsesather than memorizationvalidity is an evaluative
judgment about the degree to which sestesrepresenthe intended construct. h@re are
severatlifferent strategig¢e obtainevidence for the validity test scores (Messick, 1989):

1. We can look at the content of the test in relation to the content of the domain of
reference;

2. We can probe the ways in which individuals respond to the items or tasks;

3. We can examine the relationships among responses to the tasks, itemsf or parts o
the test, that is, the internal structure of test responses;

4. We can survey relationships of test scores with other measures and background
variables, that is, the esixternal structure;

5. We can investigate differences in these test processsisuanaes over time,

across groups and settings, and in response to . . . interventions such as instructional
. . treatment and manipulation of content, task requirements, or motivational
conditions;

6. Finally, we can trace the social consequent#srpfeting and using test scores in
particular ways, scrutinizing not only the intended outcomes, but also the unintended
side effects. (p. 16)

Validity is a judgment alttothe relationships betweertest score and its context
(including the instructi@l practices and the examinee), the knowledge and skills it sepresent
the intended interpretations and uses, and the conseqokltsefterpretation and use.
Messick stated that multiple sources of evidence are needed to investigate the validity of
assessmexnt The following sections provide descriptions about available validity evidence for
the Grader WASL, pertaining to types of validity evidence 1~3 above. Concurrent, predictive,
and consequential validity evidence are not relevant to thiednteses of the criterion
referenced WASL tests. The evidence includes correlations among scores and strands within the
WASLand factor analysis studieexamine the construct validity of WASL.

CONTENT VALIDITY

Part 2 of this technical repodl est Developmeng, describes the processisedto
ensure validcontentrepresentation, alignmeand conformity to the defined conterea
domains. Test blueprints, test specifications, and test maps define the framework of all WASL
test development and ttesnstruction. Throughout the test development process, committees
of professional educatpontent area@xperts and professionally trained test developers all
provideon-going review, verification, ac@hfirmationto ensure content validity of teettent
is aligned with the EALRSs.
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CONSTRUCT VALIDITY

Content representation and item quality are important aspatéstdbut they do not
ensure the valid interpretatiohtest scoresTo evaluatdest scorevalidity, it is importarto
determie whether the internal structure of the ieesbnsistentand whethesubsets oftems
that purport to measure a particular construct dmrssistently and in conceffhis type of
evidenceepresents theonstruct validity of test scores.

Sudieswetre previouslyconducted to gather construct validitidence fothe Grader
WASL Reading, Writinggnd Mathematicsests. The WASL Technical Reports for Girate
1999 to 200provideconstruct validitynformationfor the 1998 through 2002 Gradedda.
The internal structure of tests waaluatedby examininghe correlations amomstyandscores
for the WASLcontent areatrands anty factor analyses of the strandres The relationship
of the WASL to @ernalmeasures has been studl@dugh correlatioal analysis oaiVASL
scoresand, in 2001 and 200&ith scores on théowa Test of Educational Develbdprirest
technical report, the internal structure of WABkevaluated through correlatbranalysis
between strand sco@s WASL contet area tests.

CorrelationsAmong WASL Strand Scores

Table 11 lists the intercorrelationsof strand scores between differ@d07 WASL
content area test$heseantercorrelationgere completed only usiting 71,714cases for which
all three Grade7 WASL content area scores were avaifablanalysis Scores for Reading
strands (Literary Comprehension, Literary Analysis, Literary Ti@nkicajly, Informational
Comprehension, Informational Analysis, Informational Thinking Critecddig)t correations
betweer0445and 067Q The Writing Content, Organization, & Sstlandscorecorrelated
0.490with the Writing Conventionstrandscore Interarrelationsof Mathematics concepts
strand score@Number Sense, Measurement, Geometric SensdyilRyohad Statistics, and
Algebraic Sense) range from96to 0632 Shavelson, Baxter, & Gao (1993) shawatl
students perform differently on mathematical tasks that tap diffleaémeématics skills
Intercorrelationsbetweenthe Mathematsc processscores (Solves Problems and Reasons
Logically, Communicates Understanding, and Makes Connections) are niogle(@fd2to
06649 suggesting that the skills requireth@se strandshare acommonconstruct Most
mathematics items in the processnsls, in fact, involve shamswer and extended response
item formats.

Intercorrelations between Mathematics corggandscores and Mathematics process
strandscores are informativ@rocess strandares for Solves Problems and Reasons Logically,
Communicates Understanding, and Makes Connections are moderately well correlated with
strandscores for aithercontentareastrandscoreg0.399to 0670.
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Table 11 2007Grade7 WASL Strand Score Intercorrelations

Strands| LC LA LT IC A IT COS |[CONV| NS ME GS PS AS SR CuU
LA | 0.506| 1

LT 0.467| 0.533| 1

IC 0.474| 0.545| 0.497| 1

A 0.483| 0.557| 0.513| 0.570| 1

T 0.445| 0.523| 0.451| 0.529| 0.536| 1

COS | 0.386| 0.478| 0.401| 0.462| 0.452| 0.475] 1
CONV | 0.355| 0.445| 0.411| 0.469| 0.465| 0.424| 0.490| 1

NS | 0.389| 0.405| 0.363| 0.449| 0.485| 0.454| 0.401| 0.390| 1

ME | 0.377| 0.407| 0.358| 0.442| 0.473| 0.456| 0.414| 0.390| 0.607| 1

GS | 0.353| 0.390| 0.359| 0.424| 0.447| 0.399| 0.379| 0.398| 0.514| 0.515| 1

PS | 0.387| 0.407| 0.372| 0.447| 0.479| 0.445| 0.403| 0.390| 0.584| 0.572| 0.496| 1

AS | 0.398| 0.426| 0.377| 0.468| 0.501| 0.475| 0.426| 0.416| 0.632| 0.611| 0.527| 0.599| 1

SR | 0.461| 0.502| 0.447| 0.533| 0.565| 0.533| 0.486| 0.47 | 0.643| 0.626| 0.552| 0.616| 0.670| 1

CU | 0.430| 0.482| 0.427| 0.514| 0.538| 0.517| 0.475| 0.462| 0.596| 0.589| 0.519| 0.569| 0.614| 0.664| 1
MC | 0.423| 0.438| 0.415| 0.483| 0.524| 0.448| 0.399| 0.426| 0.602| 0.572| 0.537| 0.567| 0.602| 0.649| 0.592

LC-Literary Comprehension

LA- Literary Analysis
LT -Literary Thinking Critically

IC-Informational Comprehension
IA-Informational Analysis
IT -Informational Thinking Critically

COSCortent, Organization, & Style

CON V-Writing Conventions

NS-Number Sense
ME -Measurement
GSGeometric Sense
PSProbability and Statistics
AS-Algebraic Sense
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Interaorrelations between Reading strand scores and Matheard&osstrand scores
are low to moderat@.853to 050]). Theintercorrelations between Reading strand scores and
Mathematics process strand scoresslaghbtly higher, butlso modest(0415 to 0565.
Intercorrelations between Writing strand scores and Mathematics strand saodestre
(0379t0 0486. Writing strand scoreme moderately correlateith Reading strand scores
(0355t0 0479. Theseintercorrelations suggest that, for Readivigting, and Mathematics
tests,writing skill, critical thinking, and synthesis are moderatatgd toperformance.To
further investigate the relationships betiReanling\Writing, andMathematicsan exploratory
factor analysis was complatedhecontent area strand scores.

Factor Analysis of Strand Scores

The relationships between thédS\ strand scores were investigated with a principal
components analysis, followed by a common factor model analydER@GFACTOR in
SAS v 9.1 The number of factors was defined using two ci@ericree plot, and a solution in
which at least 60epcent of the variance is explained. The eigenvalues suggestddcaothree
solution that explaines#l percent of the total variance. Talddisls the rotated factor pattern
for the thredactor solution. These patterns indicate distinct constoetigeeen the
Mathematics, Reading, and Writing strand sdeoeshese analyses, a scree plot exhibited two
prominent factors, and the presence of a third, less prominent factor. The first two factors alone
accourgdfor 5% of thetotalvariance.

Rotaton is a step in factor analysis that facilitates the identification of meaningful factor

descriptions, and for ease of interpretation, an orthogoimbxotation was used. Tab2 1
showshe rotatedactor pattern based threeretainedactors.

30



FINAL

Table12 2007Grade 7Rotated FactorPatternon WASL Tests forThree-Factor Solution

Variables Factor 1 | Factor 2 | Factor 3
Number Sense (Math) 0.77* 0.229 0.144
Algebraic Sense (Math) 0.768 0.238 0.19
Measurement (Math) 0.7% 0.208 0.190
Solves Problems & Reasons Logically (Math) 0.730 0.357 0.286
Probability & Statistics (Math) 0.727 0.249 0.14
Makes Connections (Math) 0.718 0.33 0.18
Communicates Understanding (Math) 0.670 0.326 0.304
Geometric Sense (Math) 0.646 0.2D 0.23®
Literary Comprehension (Reading) 0.274 0.7%* 0.04n
Literary Thinking Critically (Reading) 0.19% 0.732 0.201
Literary Analysis (Reading) 0.238 0.701 0.20
Informational Analysis (Reading) 0.40 0.612 0.238
Informational Comprehension (Regdlin 0.3¥ 0.603 0.344
Informational Thinking Critically (Reading) 0.34 0.53 0.358
Conventions (Writing) 0.266 0.244 0.7706
Content,Organization, &yle (Writing) 0.271 0.2 0.735

*Largestoadingwithin a common factor
ASmallestbadingwithin a conmon factor
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Examining Construct Validity Through Confirmatory Factor Analysis

It is assumed that each WASL test is unidimensional to measure a specific content
domain (e.g., mathematmsreading). Each WASL test is also designed to measure different
subareas or strands within a specific content domain. For example, the WASL mathematics test
includes Iitems designed to assess student si
(number sense, measurement, geometric sense, probability/stagisbicaic adense) and
mathematical process strands (solve problems, communicate understanding, make connections).
These content and process strands represent different mathematical knowledge and skills but are
correlated to some degree. Strand score ordi¢ator-) are reported to provide teachers,
parent s, and students more detailed infor ma
the test.

Traditional approaches to evaluate construct validity include examiniitgminter
correlations and conding exploratory factor analysis. These methods, however, offer limited
information to compare and test various str
Confirmatory factor analysis offers a method to compare and test models of constructs.

Two hypothetical constructs are statistically tested and compared to examine the
structure of the WASL tests

1. The WASL is strictly unidimensional where all items in a test measure a single knowledge
and skill. As illustrated in Figure Bjg is a singlfactor structural model in which all items
load on a general factorThis model presumes all modeled items contribute to the
estimation of a general ability factor.

Figure 3. Singlefactor Structural Model

General
Mathematics/Reading/Science
Ability

Item 1
ltem6

_,
—
—
—
—
—
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2. The second sictural model supports strand score reporting and hypothesizes that each
WASL test measures several distinct but correlated knowledge and skills. This is a multi
factor model where an item loads on the strand to which it corresponds. The strands are
corelated with each othas illustrated in Figure 4

Figure 4. Multi-factor Structural Model
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Parameter estimation was performed using the maximum likelihood (ML) method. This
procedure was implemented using LISREL 8.80asMlmes that the observed variables have a
multinormal Wishart distribution. Although dichotomous and categorical (ordinal) data like
those associated with the WASL tests rardlipita multinormal Wishart distribution, ML
estimation procedures areustbto nonnormality of data (Boomsma, 1983; Harlow, 1985).

To compare model fit to the data for each hypothesized model, several -gbditiness
indices were examinedlhe chisquare test of goodnexdit, when significant, indicates
significantly poofit of a model to data. This measure is, however, sensitive to sample size.
With large sample sizes, even afitigly model may produce a statistically significant chi
square value (Bentler & Bonnett, 1980). Model fit is therefore evaluatedgmpdtiess of fit
measures for each model. Thesqguiare statistic divided by its associated degrees of freedom,
the comparative fit index (CFIl; Bentler, 1988), and the root mean square error of approximation
(RMSEA) were also computed to assess mod€hétdifference between the-stpiare values
for nested models is itself distributed as-aqelare statistic. This index is used to evaluate the
improvement of model fit with changes in parameters for related models. In this analysis, the
correlateemultifactor model is tested against the more parsimonioudasitayienodel.
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Following are the general criteria to assess the indices of fit in this analysis:
1. CFI statistics range from 0 to 1, and CFI greateiOtB@rns indicative of a model with
good fit (Bentler, 1990; Cole, 1987).

2. Chisquare divided by associated degrees of freedom less than 2.0 indicates acceptable

model fit (Arbuckle, 1997).

3. For RMSEA, a value less than 0.05 indicates a good fit, a value between 0.05 and 0.10

indicates a reasdma fit, and a value above 0.10 indicates poor fit.

4. If the x2 value of the more complex model (more parameters to be estimated) is

significantly smaller than tl@ value of the more parsimonious model, the more

complex model will be considered a better fitting model and thus better represents the

data.

Due to tre large number of cases analyzed, thexjcare statistics were all artificially
inflated. However, the other fit statistics (CFl and RMS&Aithin acceptable ranges
good model fit Since the singlactor model fits reasonably well to the fitatall of the grade
levelsubject tests, the unidimensionality assumption and tHea$Bd ability estimation are
both supported.

When comparing the correlatedltifactor to the singlactor model, the WASL tests
show significantly better fit for theultifactor strandbased structural moddlhis supports the
multifactor structure of WASAnd offers a competing model with better fit than the single
factor model. While good model fit supports the cupetice of ngorting strand score

indicatorsthe modest intestrand correlations suggest caution in the separate interpretation of

these strand scores when they are interdependent.

Table 13 Model Goodnessof-fit Statistics

Grade Model a df | x2/df | CFl | RMSEA

Singlefactor 9433.52 527 |17.90 ]0.97 |0.0390.040

7 Readin{Multi-factor (Strandbased) |8697.09 512 |16.99 |0.97 |0.0380.039
Comparison 736.43 15

Singlefactor 5540.20 819 |6.76 0.99 |0.0230.024

7 Math |Multi-factor (Strantha®d) 5672.42 791 |7.17 0.99 0.0230.025
Comparison -132.22 28
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PERFORMANCE IN DIFFERENT POPULATIONS

The validity of the WASL assessments lies primarily in the content tested, which is based
on a statewide curriculum intended to be taught to alhtstudéhe WASL tests, therefore, are
neither more nor less valid for any specific population.

Part 8 of this technical reporhcludessummaries of examingerformanceon the
WASL according tparticular categorigatograms Title | Reading, Title | Maematics, LAP
Reading, LAP Mathematics, Special Education, Highly Capable SudéBisigual and
Title | Migrant. These data can be examined to determine whether patterns of performance are
consistent witlexpetationbased on examinéspecial neds. Sudents identified ahighly
capabl@ for examplearelikelyto outperform all other groups on all te§sidents who are in
Title | Migrant and&ELL/Bilingual programdrequentlyhave difficulty witlieading and writing
performance Femaleoutperformmalesn Reading, Writing, and Mathematidhile females
and males perform similarly in Mathematics, a higher propmrfemales than maleseet
standard ifReading and Writing

SUMMARY

The results of these analyses provide evidénalidity based on test content and
content area constructs of @@ 7Grade AWASL. Althoughachievement in one subject area
is generally related to achievement in other subjectaresamination of WASL strand scores
suggest thaReading, Writingand Mathematiceomprisedifferent underlying dimensions of
academic achievement and performandke WASL tests.
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PART 4: RELIABILITY

The reliability of test scores is a measure of the degree to which the scores on the test are
a otrued measure of the examin@asowledge and skill relevant to the tested knowledge and
skills. In Clasgial Test Theorygliability is the proportion of observed score \@igmat is
true score variance.

There are severahethodsto estimatescore reliability: tesgtest, alternate forms,
internal consistency, and generalizability analysimangthe most common. Testretest
estimates require administration of the sameatesto different times.Alternate forms
reliability estimates require administration of two parallel Testse tests must be created in
such a way that we have confidencg theasure the same domain of knowledge and skills
using different itemsBoth testretest and alternate formediabilityestimates require significant
examinegesting time and are generally avoided when tlperengial impact fronfatigue or
loss ofmotivation

The WASL is aystem ofigorous measws¢hat requires significant concentration on
the part of students for a sustained period of time. For this reason, it was determined that test
retest and alternate forms reliability methods were utdikedld accurate estimates of score
reliability. Internal consistency measures were used to estimate score reliability farfeading
Mathematics tests.

INTERNAL CONSISTENCY

Internal consistency reliability is an indication of how similarly stpeléotsn across
items measuring the same knowledge and $lolig consisteht does each examinee perform
on all of the items within a t@dinternal consistency can be estimhygtironbacks coefficient
alpha. When a test is composed entirelydichotomously scoredhultiplechoiceitems, a
modification of Cronbaéh alpha can be used B). Whena test includes polytomously
scoreditems,the internal consistency estimate is computécrdnback coefficientalpha
There arevto requirements tosimatescore reliability

1. the number of items should be sufficient to obtain stable estimates of &Gtudents
achievementand

2. all test items should be homogeneosimi(ar in format andaneasurevery similar
knowledge and 4lsi).

The WASL tests areomplexmeasurge that combinenultiplechoice, shofanswer, and
extended response itenitie ReadingndMathematicgests measudfferentstrands thadre
components of the Reading dldthematicg€ontent domains Examinee performance may
differ markedly &m one item to another dueitteractions witlprior knowledge, educational
experiencegndexposure to similar contemtitem format. The heterogeneity of items in the
ReadingandMathematics testsay tend to undegstimate the reliability of tesbras estimated
by Cronbachos When @dmb are heteragenemudorgemtaand formats they
are in the WASL, it is generally believed that the true score reliability is higher than the estimate
comput ed b goeffiersalpiaa c h 6 s
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The WASL Writingestconsists ofwo essaysThere are four scores for the tast©S
and a CONV score for each e}sthe items measure essentially the sameatilighare the
same item formatFor the Grad& Writing test, each essagasredndependeriy byreaders
for a maximum total score d2 points. The number of total score points and test structure
may be barely sufficient to justify the
consistency estimate of reliability, but a more meédmsgmate of internal consistency may be
obtained through applications of generalizability theory.

Cr onb ac h 0 alphasaepredented bye n t

_(_N 2 |
r. _(N _1)(1— 5 j (Equation 4)

S
where Zsz = sum of all of the item Kiances

s’ = observed score variance, and

N = the number of items on the test
Cr o n b eoefflrtingalphas for each of tH007Grade7 WASL tests arbstedin
Tableld4. The2007WASL sores fromReadingitndMathematics, as Wwak the shorter Writing

testall exhibit relatively higloefficient alphas to support the expectation items within a content
area test work in concert to measure a similar construct.
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Table 14 2007Grade7 WASL Test & ContentStrand Reliability Estimates

Strand Alpha Coefficient Raw S(':\jl’;z SSL}?ennC:iLdt Error of
Reading 0.87 270
LC 0.44 1.20
LA 0.57 1.18
LT 0.54 0.75
IC 0.53 1.10
1A 0.60 0.95
IT 0.45 1.56
Writing 0.73 0.94
COS 0.65 0.71
CONV 0.66 0.52
Mathematics 0.92 3.96
NS 0.60 1.26
ME 0.59 1.22
GS 0.51 1.19
PS 0.52 1.18
AS 0.62 1.17
SR 0.67 2.07
cU 0.62 1.73
MC 0.59 1.02

LC-Literary Comprehension

LA- Literary Analysis

LT -Literary Thinking Critically
IC-Informational Comprehension
IA-Informational Analysis

IT -Informational Thinking Critically
COSContent, Organization, & Style
CONV-Writing Conventions

NS-Number Sense

ME -Measurement

GSGeometricSense

PSProbability and Statistics

AS-Algebraic Sense

SR Solves Problems & Reasons Logically
CU-Communicates Understanding
MC-Makes Connections
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STANDARD ERROR OF MEASUREMENT

One way to interpret the reliability of test scongghighe conditionaltandarderror of
measuremense.m. Thes.e.mis an estimate of the standardized distribofienror around
aparticulaiscore.An observed scotmunded by one s.e.m. represaB® percenprobability
that, over repeated observationgxamine® true scorestimate fallwithin the band A two-
s.e.m.boundary represents 5 percentprobability that over repeated observations, an
examine® true scorestimate falls within the barldnder dassical'est Theory and traditional

item analysisve obtain the.e.mfrom:
sem=s,/ 1. (Equation 5)

where: s, is the observed score standard deviation, and
r. is the reliability estimatealpha coefficient.

Tables 19 and 20 list the 2007Grade7 conditionalstandard errgrof measurement for
the WASL ReadingndMathematictestson the scaled score metri@ble 2Jalsoincludeghe
2007Grade7 conditionaktandard errgiof measurement for the WASL Writiegton the raw
score metric

INTERJUDGE AGREEMENT

Part7 describes aspects about polytomous item scoring. eBegastsucted response
items are scored by trained human reaidéesrater agreemeig another importantacet of
the consistent application of scoring standardg¢h@slibsequent reliability of test scores.
When two trained judgewlependently agsi the same score tatadens item responsehis
is evidence of the consistent application of a scoring stafith&avidence is strengthened
when it can be replicated with increasing
responses, andmges of item score points. The quality ofiater reliability can be evaluated
empirically in three ways:

1. percent agreement between two readers
2. validity paper hit rates or percent agreement for a reader on validity paper sets
3. kappacoefficient

Perent agreemeriietween two readers is frequently defined as the percent of exact
score and adjacent score agreement. Percent of exact score agreement is a stringent criterion
which tends to decrease with increasing numbers of item score points. The fiwescore
points, the fewer degrees of freedom on which two readers can vary, and the higher the percent
of agreement. WASL scores must be scored to satisfgedimed level of exact + adjacent
score agreement.

Validity paperare student papetkat, according to a panel of trained content and
scoring professionals, represent specific item score points. Validity sets represent the full range
of item score points as well as a range of performance within a given item score point (e.g.,
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O hi gpoiébn t2 p ap e-post papers, and dnidre Doint papers to reflect the full
range of a 026 item score point). These va
scoring process to monitor rater drift to provide rater intervention amdngtoa recalibration

as necessary.

The kappacoefficientis an index of inteiater reliability that incorporates a correction
for the rate of chance agreement. Kappa is computed by:

k=" R (Equation 6)
1- pe

where p, = overall proportion of exact agreement

m
p, = overall proportion of chance agreemenzzp, R , for item score poinigo m
i=1
At the time of this report preparation, the necessary data file eotspeare not available for
analysis.

DECISION CONSISTENCY AND ACCURACY

Analyses were performed to estimate the accuracy and consistency of decisions about
meeting standard on the WASL. The methods described by Livingston and Lewis (1995), and
Young ad Yoon (1998) were applied to complete these analyses.

Every discrete test administration will result in some error in the classification of
examinees. When an assessment uses performance classifications as the primary method to
report test results, acacy and consistency of decisions become important indicators about the
quality of the assessmefihis section includes the results of decision consistency and accuracy
analyses for the WASL tests administered in Spring 2007.

The accuraoy decisionss represented by the agreement between the classifications
based on studentsd observed scores on the a
have been made based on studentsd true scor e
not aknown entity. They can, however, be estimated based on the expected values of test
scores over all possible forms of the test. A false positive decision results when a true score
corresponds to a classificatimeetbetawdar dp):t
observed score corresponds to a Omeets st al
results when a true score Omeets standardo
meet standar do ccbnsisngyithe ageeameint between twb-Boerlappingo n
and equally difficult forms of the test. This index is estimated using response data from the
actual test form and a hypothetical alterna
reliability.
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For eachVASL testthe decision consistency and accuracy tables include the proportion
of:
overall accurate classifications
overall false positives
overall false negatives
overall consistent classifications
accuracy around csrtiatnidaald 6c wts . p didmte s( inmod e t
consistency around critical cut point (0n

A classification accuracy table is a-tabssation of the true score vs. observed score
classifications. A classificationsistency table is a crdgbulation of the observed score vs.
hypothetical alternate form score classifications.

The proportion of overall accuracy and consistency classifications is computed as the
sum of the diagonal cell entries (agreement betweetveobs®: true score decisions for
accuracy; agreement between observed & hypothetical alternate form score decisions for
consistency).

Accuracy and consistency classifications
standardd6 vs. 0 d)oise ssmilanyocompumezl doy collspsiagnatl eassification
decisions into a dichotomized distribution around the critical cut point. For WASL assessments,
Obel ow basicd6 and oObasicdé performance | evel s
opfrioci ent 6 and o6advancedo6 performance | evels

Figure 5. Accuracy or Consistency Around Critical Cut Point

Accuracy or Consistenc\A + B
Below Basicl Basic Proficient Advanced Total

B I

Below Basic | I

1 A |

) 1 I

Basic : :

Proficient I I

| B 1

1 I

Advanced : :
Total .‘-

Results for Spring 2007 administration are provided inl3akDecision accuracy,
based on errorless true score classification, is typically higher than decision congisténcy, whi
based on two types of test scores that both contain measurement error.
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Table 15 Summary Decision Consistency & Accuracy Index

Subject | Grade N Overall ?:ngae” ?:V;I;Z” Overall P((:)lijr:t P((:)lijrgt
Accuracy Positive | Negative Consistency Accuracy | Consistency
Reading 7 72998 | 0.72 0.12 0.16 0.62 0.91 0.88
Writing 7 72616 | 0.62 0.25 0.13 0.52 0.85 0.79
Math 7 73082 0.78 0.11 0.11 0.70 0.92 0.89
SUMMARY

Interrater data indicate that scorers applied consistengystandards defined by the
scoring rubricsThe alpha coefficients for overall content area tests and by content area strands
reveal acceptable levels of internal consistency, supporting the intention for selected item sets to
measure a related condtru®ecision accuracy indices around the criticgdotuit for all
Grade 7 tests ar e |withdorhegpondingdieci8idh@&msistemcy ihdweg O .
inthe highd . 7086 s t ®he bonditibnal 8t@ndasd.errors of measurement, hoaever,
sufficiently large to warrant judicious interpretation when evaluating test scores and making
decisions about individual student scores.

Reference

Livingston, S. A., & Lewis, C. (19963timating the consistency and accuracy of classifications
ba®d on test scoredournal of Educational Measurghvéit 32.

Young, M. J., & Yoon, B. (1998). Estimating the consistency and accuracy of classification in a
standardseferenced assessment. CSE Technical Report 475. UCLA Center for the Study
of Evaluation: Los Angeles, CA.
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PART 5: SCALING AND EQUATING

The 2007Grade7 ReadingWriting, and Mathematid&ASLitem data and test scores
were scaled to the results from2B64standardsevisiting. Although very few adjustments to
the standards weerecommended, adopting those recommendations redefined the baseline scale
from the initial 1999 definition to the scale define@(d ffom standards revisiting.

All WASL tests are scaled so that a scaled score of 400 is the cut score for Level 3 or
ohrfi cienté and a scal ed scor e of 375 i s t h
standard, 6 students must either be Level 3 (

SCALED SCOREDEVELOPMENT

Scores on the WASL are reportedcated scose Tabled9 and 20 provide the2007
Grade7 number correct tecaled scoseconversions for each testhe Rasch model and
Maste@® (1982 artialCreditModelproducein an equal interval scataich like a ruler marked
in inches or centimetefer each tedor which items and student scores can be reportesl.
Partial Credit Model (PCM)accommodatepolytomously scored constructedponsdtems.
Calibrating a test witthe PCMproduces estimated parametersitim difficulty and the
difficulty of item score pots or steps.The scaled scorangefor each tesis sufficient to
describe levels of performance from the lowest possible seatedl scoreo the highest
possible earnestaled scor&cross all content areas tested

Item Responsérheory (IRT)usesmathematicainodes to describe the probability of
choosing a response category as a function of a latent trait and item pail&heaterdels
canbe specified bthreeitem parameters: itedifficulty, item discriminatipmnda O guessi ng
parameterThe Rasch and PCM modate one class of IRT models thiabspecifiesheta )
for examine® Rasch modeldo not explicitly parameterizeem discriminatiomr guessing
parameterd al t hough empirical item discriminatic
characteristics of Rasch fit statistidd)is means that, unlike more @iisatediRT models,
there is a one to one relationship between the number correct score on a te@tsantttba
the test.

Once6 scores arestimatedit is general practice linearly transforrd to a positive,
whole number scal@helinear trasformation preserves the original shape of the distribution,
facilitates groufevel computations, and conveys information about an ability scale that is
intuitively more clear and accessible tetecimical audiences.

Because thecaled scoseare on aequal interval scale, it is possible to compare score
performance at different points on the scilech like a yarstick, differences are constant at
different measurement pointsor example, a difference of 2 inches between 12 and 14 inches
is the ame differences as a difference of 2 inches between 30 and 3Z7wehheshes is two
inches. Similarly, for equal interval achievement scales, a differ@dcgcaed scorpoints
between 360 and 380 means the same difference in achievemdetersca dif 400 and 420,
except that the difference is in degree of achievement rather than length.
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One limitation of scaled scoseis that they are not well suited to making score
interpretab ns beyond 0 h owhowmmuhlesstddmieistrat@spatents, and
students ask\What score is good enoughH®w do we compare with other schools like ours?
Is a 40 point difference between our school and arsthédr o o | a meaniForgf ul d
this reasonscaled scoseare usually interpreted bging performance standards or by
converting them to percentile ranks.

Based on the content of the WASL, committees set the performance standards for each
content aregest that would represent acceptable performance for a well taught, hard working
Grade7 student. Sandard setting committees also identifiedpréormance levels below
standard (Level 1 = Below Basic; Level 2 = Basit)one above standafidevel 4 =
Advancedj.

The standard setting procedudesitifiedthe 6 values associated withreeco mmi t t ee 0 s
recommended cutscore (i.e., theo Bel ow BasioB@/lséBad iodamdo f i ci e

OProficient 0). 6ThAeded aatuesdetinéd the dintear transformation system to

derive scaled scoreBo maintain the raw score@igelationship,rsy two points on the scale
can be fixed tany two specified scaled sstwalefine thdineartransformation.

Following the standard settingnd the standard revisiting process, a linear
transfornation was defined to convettie 6 scores to a whole mier scaled scoreFor all
tests,th® scoref r om basel i ne associwasfigedto aZwWASkscalede v e | 3
scoreof 400. The) score identified dse v e | 2washxBdtcs aWABL scaled score of
375. All6 scoresare translated wralel scoredy specific linear transformatiequations for

eachgrade levelontent areatestTheL evel 4 O0Advancedod scaled sc
The general formof a linear equatiaof 0 to scaled scotis:
a*0 + b = scaled score (Equaton 7)
wherea isthe slopeandb isthe intercept of the linear transformation to scaled scores.

2 Following are the gera descriptions of the performance levels established VoASie

Level 40 Advanced This level represents superior performance, notably above that required for meeting the
standard abrade 7

Level 3- Proficient This level represents solidderaic performance f@rade 7 Students reaching this level
have demonstrated proficiency over challenging content, includingnsatbgedinowledge, application of such
knowledge to real world situations, and analytical skills appropriate for thendrgeade level.

Level 2-- Basic This level denotes partial accomplishment of the knowledge and skills that are fundamental for
meeting the standardGitade 7

Level 1-- BelowBasic This level denotes little or no demonstration of the preiteduiewledge and skills that
are fundamental for meeting the standa@tade 7

In all content areas, the standard (Level 3) reflects what a well taught, hard working student should know and be able t

45



FINAL

Because two points define any line, the linear transformation equation is defined by
simultaneously solving the system of two equations for coastadks

a*@associated with b=d0Del

. . (Equation 8)
a*@associ ated wi thh=3I5ev el
Tablel6l i sts the theta values at Level 2 OFE
applicable baseline yeaedto define thed to scaledcorelinear transformation equatidos

each content area. Becalises equated to the baseline yeascale, the same linear
transformation is used from year to year until existing standards are revisited or new standards
are set.

Table 16 Theta to Scaled Score Linear Transformation Equations

0 at Level 2 0 at Level 3
Content Area 0OBasicl oOProfic 6 to Scaled Score Equation
(Scaled Score 374 (Scaled Score 40
Reading -0.045 1.092 Scaled Score21.98769 + 375.9894
Writing A NA
Mathematics -0.397 0.200 Scaled Score41.8760% + 391.6248

AWriting results are reported on the total raw score metric.

In ReadingandMathematicscaled scosebelow 375a@s si gned t o t he Le
Basi coO6 per f ogomdbcakeescoadetweeiB75and39% inclusiveareassigned
to the L evcatégory2ScoaB aesdi csocor e ranges assigned
category and Level 4 O0Advancedo6 category val
Table17 below.

Table 17 Scaled Score Ranges for Performance Level Categories

Content Area | - Level 1 !_eveI2 _ . Level 3 . . Level 4
0OBel ow 0Basi g 0OProfi g 0Advancd
Reading 275374 375399 400417 418475
WritingA 0-6 7-8 9-10 11-12
Mathematics 125374 375399 400431 43-575

AWriting results are reported on the total raw score metric.
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CUT POINTS FOR CONTENT STRANDS

Cut points for ontent strandgn Readingand Mathematicsre defined relative to the

total content &a scale using the following stey&iting tests are not equated from year to
year, and strand scores are not provided for Writing.

1.
2.

3.

Content area operational items are scaled and calibrated.

All candidate anchor items on the operational test are sutgjextadbility analysis to
determine the final anchor item set in thetpeggar common item equating.
Operational items are calibrated with the final anchor item set.

[Further detail about Steps3 hbove are described in the annual equating ré&gags,
Grade-8 Reading 2007 Equating Study Technjeadd®ep&it Grade-8 Mathematics 2007
Equating Study TechnicalReport

4.

ope
y ea
points.

Item parameter estimates resulting from Step 3, above, are used to score operational
items specific to each content stranklis $tep produces a raw seoré table for each

content strand.

Strandscores gr eat er than or e uupointt(scalet Stcme L e v e
400) from the bd@selointenyeat rianndt ket o ploi nt

Table 18 lists the strand sedrand strand ranges, and the raw cut points that
rati onal iczoen ttemd e Writidg testustnot gogoaied from year to
r on a scale score metricd0 aman ttehnetr eds torreae
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Table 18. Content Strand CutPoints

Strand 0 Range S‘L\f;r)l(dR;xre 0-6 Str| ot6 Str
LC -3.662 ~ 3.68 8 065 608
LA -4.591 ~ 3.12 10 007 8010
-g LT -4.510 ~ 2.15 6 065 606
§ IC -3.448 ~ 3.43 8 065 608
IA -3.583 ~ 3.24 7 065 607
IT -2.345 ~ 4.37 9 004 509
NS -3.716 ~ 2.71 7 063 407
ME -3.119 ~ 3.41 7 063 487
N GS -4.297 ~ 2.36 7 004 507
g PS -4.366 ~ 3.15 7 003 407
% AS -3.431 ~ 3.18 7 003 407
= SR -4.042 ~ 3.27 14 087 8014
CuU -2.182 ~ 3.46 10 004 5810
MC -4.371~1.81 6 004 506

Figure6 is a hypothetical distribution of item difficulties for Mathematics steans
illustrating howhe range of item difficultiesan differfor each strand.What may be less
apparent is that the number of items below and above va&ie of0.200 (the 6 for
Mat hematics Level 3 03®4, standas revisiting) can alsonaarybbg s e |
strand. This example highlights diffeeenibetween strand difficulties and a caution when
interpreting strantkvel results based on a limited sample of items from a strand domain.
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Figure 6. Hypothetical Range of Mathematics Strand Item Difficulties )
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The Writingtestincludes two strands from eadhwo writing prompts Relatively few
total score points on the total test limit the utility of explicitly equating test scores from year to
year. Al scaling wasompleted in the baselireayon the raw score scalerformance level
results on the raw score scale are applied to scored results from year to year.

Following standard setting in the baseline y#tacars for the twoWriting strands
weredefined using a contrasting gupethod. Total Writing scores were divided into two
groupsdt hose that oOMeets Standarddé and those th
frequency distributions fariting Content, Organization, and S{@©S)and for Writing
Mechanic§CONV) were examined. Strand scarepoints werelefined as the point with
minimaloverlap between the distributionshaf two groups (see Figuje
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Figure 7. Sample Score Distribution of Contrasting Groupd COS Strand

Belov
Standar

At or Above
Standar

Score Poin 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

EQUATING

Readingand Mathematicdests were equated using similar designs and procedures.
Multiplechoice, shoranswer, and extendexbponse itemis the first operational yeaere
calibrated anscaled usintpe PCM to define tHeaseline scale.

To equate thesecond yeaoperational tedio the first year operational test and the
baseline scalananchoritenrs et was wused to | ink tests betw
refers to the set of operational items administereltl stu@dents that contribute to reported
scores. The anchor item set is first subjected to a stability analysis before proceeding with
anchor item equating. This procedure enables equating operational test scores from year to year
and enables initial ¢cmhtion and scaling of imbedded pilot items to the baseline scale. This
general design and procedure is replicated from year to year to equate current test scores to the
baseline scale.

The equating isompleted on a sample 0fG;00Cavailable scorexdtudentrecords for
each content area test. Logistic, operational processing, and score reporting schedules
necessitate the completion of equating on a sample of the statewide population before the
completion of scoring. OSPI and Pearson initiated a twhedfort in 2006 to enhance
consistent statewide representation in the equating sample from year to year. Geographic
region, population density, building enrollment type, grade level enrollments, ethnic minority
composition, and past WASL achievemerd meluded in the statewide sampling framework.
Several equivalent samples of school rosters were developed from the statewide sampling
framework for annual use on a rotating basis. The intention is to prioritize processing and
scoring of identified sobls on an annual earbturn roster for inclusion in the final equating
sample.

Further details are described inWh&SL 2007 Grade&8Equating Study TechnicalReport
and previous annual equating study technical reports.
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Equating the Writing Test

For Writing, writing mmpts were selected for tBB07WASL hat were of similar
difficulty andpurpose as those from the 2001 WASLhese prompt characteristics were
evaluated from a staatbne pilot administration from which Writing prompt pairsedeeted
and reserved for future operational Udee Grader Writing Pilot wa last administered in Fall
2005to develop the current bank of operational prompt pairs. Further details about the pilot
design, analysis procedures, and pilot resultsacegrimSummary Report of theF2ll0Brade
8 Writing Pilot for the WASL Gratleiting Assessment
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NUMBER CORRECT SCORES TO SCALED SCORES

The raw scorto scaled scomelationshippn each WASL test varies from year to year as
a function of the p#cular operational items that comprise a t€se underlying scale and
scaled score interpretations are the same from year to year until standards are revisited or new
standards are defined.

Tables 19 and 20 includethe raw score(Raw)to scaled scorésS) relatiohgp for the
2007Grade7 ReadingandMathematics testBecause the Writing test
the raw score metric, there is no raw score to SS relatiohahip. 21lists the conditional
standard errors of measurement at eatmg\raw score point.

Table 19 2007Grade 7Reading Raw Score (Raw) to Scaled Scores (88h Conditional
Standard Errors of Measurement (s.e.m.)

Raw | Reading SS| Conditional s.e.m. Raw | Reading SS| Conditional s.e.m.
0 252 40479 25 378 6.816
1 280 22.603 26 381 6.816
2 296 16.403 27 383 6.838
3 306 13.720 28 385 6.838
4 314 12.159 39 387 6.882
5 320 11.104 30 389 6.926
6 325 10.334 31 391 6.992
7 330 9.741 32 394 7.058
8 334 9.279 33 396 7.168
9 338 8.883 34 400 7.278

10 341 8.553 35 401 7.410
11 344 8.289 36 403 7.586
12 347 8.047 37 406 7.784
13 350 7.850 38 409 8.026
14 353 7.674 49 412 8.333
15 356 7.520 40 415 8.685
16 358 7.388 41 419 9.147
17 361 7.278 42 423 9.741
18 363 7.168 43 427 10.532
19 365 7.080 44 433 11.610
20 368 7.014 45 440 13.215
21 370 6.948 46 449 15.963
22 372 6.904 47 465 22.274
23 375 6.860 48 492 40.303
24 376 6.838
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Table 20. 2007Grade7 Mathematics Raw Score (Raw) to Stad Scores (SS)ith
Conditional Standard Errors of Measurement (s.e.m.)

Mathematics Conditional Mathematics Conditional
Raw SS s.e.m. Raw SS s.e.m.

0 148 77.052 33 391 10.176
1 200 42.923 34 393 10.176
2 231 31.072 35 396 10.134
3 251 25.879 36 400 10.134
4 265 22.822 37 401 10.134
5 276 20.771 38 403 10.134
6 285 19.221 39 406 10.134
7 294 18.007 40 408 10.176
8 301 17.044 41 411 10.218
9 308 16.248 42 413 10.260
10 314 15.536 43 416 10.343
11 319 14.908 44 418 10.427
12 324 14.33 45 421 10.553
13 329 13.903 46 424 10.720
14 333 13.442 47 426 10.888
15 338 13.065 48 429 11.097
16 342 12.688 49 432 11.307
17 345 12.353 50 435 11.600
18 349 12.060 51 439 11.893
19 352 11.809 52 442 12.270
20 356 11.558 53 446 12.7®

21 359 11.348 54 450 13.233
22 362 11.181 55 454 13.777
23 365 11.013 56 459 14.489
24 368 10.846 57 464 15.285
25 370 10.720 58 470 16.290
26 375 10.595 59 477 17.504
27 376 10.511 60 485 19.095
28 378 10.427 61 495 21.231
29 381 10.343 62 507 24.456
30 383 10.302 63 524 29.816
31 386 10.260 64 554 42.002
32 388 10.218 65 604 76.508
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Table 21 2007Grade7 Writing Raw Scores (Raw) with Conditional Standard Errors of
Measurement (s.e.m.)

Raw Conditional s.e.m.

1.381

0.919

0.740

0.653

0.642

0.732

0.920

0.743

0.677

OIO|N| OO B WN|F O

0.775

10 1.244

11 0.975

12 1.370

Reference
Masters, G. N. (1982). A Rasch model for partial credit sBsyngomedrid7), 149174.
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PART 6: ESTABLISHING AND REVISITING STANDARDS

Standard setting for the GradeNASL in Reading Writing, andMathematics was
conducted irBummer 1998 Standargetting for theGrades 8 and 10 WASIn Sciencetook
placein July2003. Standareetting forScience wasonpleted afteoperational Spring 2003
test administration of tlig&rades 8 and 10 assessments and after the operational Spring 2004 test
administration foiGrade5. Details of the standard setting procedures usdgedaling,
Mathematics, and¥riting can bdéound in the 1999 through 200&shington Assessment of Student
Learnin@rade Technical Repditetails of the standard setting procedures usé&atrdides 8
and 10 Science can be found in the 2888hington Assessment of StudenGradenii®
Technical Reporhe details of the standard setting procedures usedafte 5 Science can be
found in the 200¥ashington Assessment of Studer®iasbeieghnical Repor

It is recommended in the research literature that standards shoukitdawer time
andrevised if necessargiven thetenure of theassessments over a number of years, a history
of educatiorreformin the state, the requirements of the 2001 No Child Left Behind Act, and
the introduction othigh schoolgraduation requiments OSPI elected to revisitl of the
standards for the existiRgadingWriting, and Mthematicsests The revisiting of standards
for Grades 4, 7, and0ReadingWriting, and Mthematiceccurred in FebruagndMarchof
2004. The 2004Vashingh Assessment of Student IGrachéh@echnical Répoovides details
and results from the standard revisiting process

The defined performandevelsresultingfrom theinitial standard setting asthndards
revisitingwere based oariterionrefereced definitions andnterpretatios of content area
performance Following standards revisiting,aticulation committemmprised of all WASL
content areas and grade levetsidereall content/grade levpkerformance levels descriptors,
performancdevel cut pointsand impact datan a total assessment system. Based on the
standards revisiting recommendations and the articulation codmétemn, subsequent
changes to the initial standard setting results were very némdiag further credee and
validation of the existing standards and assessment system.
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PART 7: SCORING THE WASL OPEN-ENDED ITEMS

During item developmenitemspecific scoring rubricare written. During item
reviewsscoring rubricare reviewed along witm content A central aspect of the validity of
test scores is the degree to whadring rubricare related to the appropriate learning tasgets
EALRs A keyaspect of reliability is whether scoring rules are applied faithfully during scoring
sessionsThe fdlowing procedures are used to score the WASL items and apply to all content
areas that include opended questions calling for stuemmtstructed responsesThese
procedures are used for the full pool of items that were pilot tested as well apdoatibaal
tests.

QUALIFICATIONS OF SCORERS

Highly-qualified, experienced readers (scorers) are essential to achieving and maintaining
consistency and reliability when scoring stwdestructed (opeended) responsefReaders
selectedo scorehe WASL testsare required tpossess the following qualifications.

A A minimum of a bache®@r degree in an appropriate academic discipiihe
priority to EnglishEnglish Education, Math, NtaEducation,Science, Science
Education, or related fields

A Denonstrable ability in flermance assessment scoring.

A Teaching experience, especially at the elementary or secondary level, is preferred.

In 2007 Washington teachers were involved in the scoring of therapehresponses.
Teachers who wish to score eequired to meet the same standards for selection and training
criteria aprofessionally trainestorers hired by the test contractakolvement of teachers in
the scoring of the WASL assessments is seen as a means to increase the knowledge of
Washngton teachers in the assessment of studeBdsne special education teachers are
involved in the scoring as well. The number of teachers inurolgedring continues to
increaseach year.

Teamleaders or scoring supervisamg table leadergsponible for supervising small
groups of scorers, are selected on the basis of demonstrated expertise in all facets of the scoring
process including strong organizational abilities, leadership, and interpersonal communication
skills.
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RANGE-FINDING AND ANCHOR PAPERS

The thoughtful selection of papers for raingging and the subsequent compilation of
anchor papers and other training materials are the essential first steps to ensure that scoring is
conducted consistently, reliably, and equitably.

In the rangdinding proces)SPI facilitatorgperformance assessment and curriculum
specialists working with team aallle leaderand teachers from Washingtal become
thoroughly familiar with and reach consensus on the scoring rules (rubrics) approved by the
Content Committees for each oerded item.The Performance Scoring Center (PSC) staff is
responsible for preparing all training materials in consultation with and subject to approval from
OSPI. These rangknding teams begin work with random selestafrstudent responses for
each item.They review these responses, select an appropriate range of responses, and placed
them into packets, numbered for easy referentlee packets of responses are read
independently by members of a tednthe most expénced scorers.Following these
independent readings and tentative ratings of the papers, the range finding group discusses both
the common and divergent scor&som this work, they assemble tentative sets of example
responses for each prompt.

The prinary task of the rangimding committee then is the identification of anchor
paper8 exemplars that clearly and unambiguously represented the solid center of a score point
as described in tlseoring rubric Those exemplary anchor papers form the basisniyoof
scorer training, but of subsequent rdimgigng discussions as well.

Discussion is ongoing with the goal of identifying a sufficient pool of additional student
responses for which consensus scores can be achieved and that illustratedntye ddill r
student performance in response to the prompt or it€hs pool of responseincludes
borderline responsénes that appeareddtvaddle adjacent score poimtsch thereforean
present decisiemaking problesthattrainedscorers need teeable toresolve.
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TRAINING MATERIALS

Following the ranginding sessions, the performance assessment specialists and team
leaders finalize the anchor sets and other training materials, as identified infthdingnge
meetings. The final anchor paps are chosen for their clarity in exemplifying the criteria
defined in the scoring rubrics.

The anchor set for eactpdint question consists of a minimum of thirteen papers, three
examples for each of the four score points and one example ctcmble paper.The
anchor set for eachpdint question consists of a minimum of seven papers, three examples of
each of each score point and one example of-aconwable paperScore point exemplars
consist of one low, one solid mahge, and one highaemple at each score point.

Additional training sets and qualifying sets of responses are selected to be used in scorer
training. One training set consists of responses that arewlea@amples of each score point;
the second set consists of responkeser to the borderline between two score poifite.
training sets give scorers an introduction to the variety of responses they will encounter while
scoring, as well as allowing them to develop their denakarg capability for scoring
responses thao not fall clearly into one of the scoring lev@#dibration/validity papers to be
circulated during scoring are also identified at this time, as are scorer qualifying sets.

After all training materials have been compiled, OSPI content specthléstsigned
Pearson representatives document approval of all training materials to be used during the
currenty ear s scoring process.

Washington teachers and Pearsonds profes
standards to which they are traimea consistent manner in order to qualify for scofiagle
22lists the 2007 items scored by Washington teachers and by Pearson professiofdlescorers.
remainder of constructed response items in each test that are not designated for teacher scoring
are scored by Pearson professional scorers.

Table 22 2007 Grade 7 WASL Items Scored by WA Teachers & Pearson

Subject Item Type Item Trait
Reading NA
Writing Expository Prompt chg/r(]atr?tri]ct)ns
#9 0 ER 4-pt
Mathematics #200 SA 2-pt
#40- SA 2-pt
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INTER -RATER RELIABILITY AND RATER CONSISTENCY

Scorer training for each prompt is led by performance assessment specialists and team
leaders. The primary purpose of the training is to help the scorers understand the decisions
made by the rangmding committeeTrainingalsohelps scorers internalize the scoring rubrics,
so that they can effectively and consistently apply them.

Scorer training sessions include an introduction to the assessmercasaié are
informed ofthe parameters or context within which the stuGlpet®rmance was elicited.
This gives scorers a better understanding of what types of responses can be expected, given such
parameters as grade level, instruction or time limitaBaosers next reiwe a description of
the scoring rules that apply to the responses for each item.

The scoring rubrigare always presented in conjunction with the anchor paAffiers.
presentation and discussion of the anchor papers, each scorer is given a tamsisisgiof
ten papers.The scorers score the papers independewlyen all scorers have scored the
training set, their preliminary scores are collected for reference.

Group discussion of the scores assigned is the next step, allowing the segers to
guestions about the application of the scoring rubric and giving them a context for those
guestions. The purpose of the discussion among the scorers in training is to establish a
consensus to ensure consistency of scores between feeearsfterscorers qualify for the
scoring, training continues throughout the scoring of all responses to maintain -hagid inter
intrarater reliability. Therefore, training is a continuous process and scorers are consistently
given feedback as they score.

Frequent reliability checks are used to closely monitor the consistency of eagh scorer
performance over timeThe primary method of monitoring scodgrsrformances is by a
process calledbackreading In backreading, each table leader rereads and slcecks on
an average of five to ten percent of each &warerk each day, with a higher percentage early
in the scoringlf a scorer is consistently assigning scores other than those the table leader would
assign, the team leader and performancenassespecialist, together, retrain that scorer, using
the original anchor papers and training materitgs continuous, ethespot checking
provides an effective guard agabrester driftd (beginning to score higher or lower than the
anchor paper soes). Scorers are replaced if they are unable to score consistently with the
rubric and the anchor papers after significant training.

Tables 23 through25 providethe rater agreement informationtfoe operended items
in the2007Grade AWASL. Two types of rater agreement were calculateddpproximately
5 percent of the examinees randomly selected from the stuekpudsase booklets: score
agreement for individual items and score agreement across the total score foetiteadpen
item set for eactontent areaFor itemby-item interjudge agreement in Reading, the range of
exact agreement wa®b to 94 and the range of exact and adjacent agreemed8w&s
100% For interjudge agreement in Writing, the range of exact agreeng&n2was 894%
and the exact and adjacent agreementbetagen 98% and 100% For itemby-item
interjudge agreement in Mathematics, the range of exact agreemiBit tw&s% and the
range of exact and the range of exact and adjacent agree®@®nttava60%
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Table23 2007Grade7 Readingd Interrater PercentAgreement

Points Number of % Exact % Adjacent+ ¥ Non-
Item Possible | Papers Scored Agreement Exact Adjacent
Agreement Agreement
2 2 8,160 91 100 0
5 2 8,160 94 100 0
8 2 8,160 91 100 0
11 2 8,160 91 100 0
16 4 8,158 85 99 1
19 2 8,158 91 100 0
21 2 8,160 91 100 0
23 2 8,160 88 100 0
29 4 8,160 72 o8 2
33 2 8,160 84 100 0
Table 24. 2007Grade 7 Writing 0 Interrater Percent Agreement
, % Adjacent+ % Non-
Points Number of % Exact .
Item Possible |Papers Score( Agreement Exact Adjacent
Agreement | Agreement
Expository
Content (COS 15912 85.2 99.8 0.2
Expository
Mechanics 15912 87.9 100.0 0.0
(CONV)
Persuasive
Content (COS 15912 87.3 100.0 0.0
Pesuasive
Mechanics 15912 89.4 100.0 0.0
(CONV)
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Table 25 2007Grade 7 Mathematics d Interrater Percent Agreement

. 0 i + 0 n-
ltem PPom_ts Number of % Exact & Aélgﬁnt A/gljgge nt
ossible | Papers Scored Agreement Agreement Agreement
3 2 8198 96 100 0
4 2 8198 97 100 0
9 4 8198 79 94 6
12 2 8198 89 100 0
14 2 8198 90 100 0
15 4 8196 83 96 4
18 2 8196 93 100 0
20 2 8198 93 100 0
28 2 8196 94 100 0
29 2 8198 95 100 0
31 4 8182 75 97 3
36 2 8198 89 100 0
40 2 8198 88 100 0
42 4 8198 83 98 2
44 2 8194 94 100 0
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ADDITIONAL CONDITIONS FOR SCORING WRITING

Althoughtrainindo score Wting is the same as described above, various approaches
can be usetb evaluate the quality Wfriting. For the WASL, afocused holigtd approach
was selectedFocused holistic scoring, or general impression scoring, assesses relative writing
fluency and measures the degree to which a writer has connected to the scorer of a paper.
When a paper is scored holistically, a scorer certideverall effectiveness of the piece of
writing and assigns a score that reflects the&aomeression of the pag@eoverall qualityln
a focused holistic approach, the scorer also takes into account all of the elements that make up a
successfupiece of writing, for example content, organization, style, and mechanies.
WASL Writingtest, Content, Organization, and Style are scored togetherpmmnt stale
(score points-4) and Wriing Mechanics are scored orpoidit scaléscore poits 0-2).
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PART 8: PERFORMANCE OF 2007GRADE 7 STUDENTS

The summarydata presented ihables26 to 46 are descriptive ofGrade7 student
performanceon the2007WASL. Included argaw scoreneansand standard deviations for
strand scores and the Writtegt, scaled score means and standard deviations for othét Grade
WASL testsand numbersf Grade7 studentdested and disaggregated by a variety of groups
Means and standard deviations were calculated relative to the number of students tested, rather
than number of students in the populatidable26 provides the stateéde mean scorefor
Grade7 studentsvho took the WASL tests in Sprid@07 The columnoMaximumScaled
Scord liststhe highest repoetd scaled scongointsfor eachof the2007teds. Actual calculated
maximum scaled score point values are listed in T@bles$20in Part 5 of this repartThe
next two columns contain the messaled scorand scaled scorstandard deviatisrfor
students tested staide Table?27 liststhe 2007 Grade7 statewidesummary statistics for
contentstrandsn each WASL tesh a raw score metric

Table 26. 2007Grade 7Means & Standard Deviations (SD)est Scores

Maximqm Scaled Mean Scaled
Test Number Tested| Score”or Raw | Score”Aor Raw SD
Score* Score*
Readingd 72998 475 406.8 21.8
Writing* 72616 12 9.2 1.8
Mathematics 73082 575 402.5 42.9

AScaled Scores computed and reported for Reading and Mathematics tests.
*The Writing test is reported on the raw scoreanatid Scaled Scores are computed or reported for this test.
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Table 27. 2007Grade7 Raw Test Score Summaries, Percent Students with Strength in
Strand

Strand Number | Points | <% | g | Shrangih in
Mean Strand

Reading 72998 48 35.8 7.5

Literacy Text Comprehension 72998 8 5.7 15 60.7
Literacy Text Analyze/Interpret 72998 10 8.0 1.8 67.9
Literacy Text Critical Thinking 72998 6 5.2 1.0 50.9
Informational Text Comprehension | 72998 8 6.0 1.6 68.7
Informational Text Analyze/Interpret| 72998 7 5.3 15 55.5
Informational Text Critical Thinking | 72998 9 5.3 2.0 65.6
Writing 72616 12 9.2 1.8

Writing Content, Organization Style | 72616 8 5.8 1.2 62.4
Writing Conventions 72616 4 3.4 0.9 82.4
Mathematics 7302 65 37.2 | 13.9

Number Sense 73082 7 4.0 1.9 57.4
Measurement 73082 7 3.4 1.8 46.8
Geometric Sense 73082 7 4.6 1.7 56.0
Probability & Statistics 73082 7 4.0 1.6 59.9
Algebraic Sense 73082 7 3.9 1.9 56.8
Solves Problems/ Reasons Logically 73082 14 7.8 3.6 54.6
Communicates Understanding 73082 10 4.9 2.8 54.8
Makes Connections 73082 6 4.2 1.6 52.8

Tables28 through36 summarize the number of students tested, the mean scaled score,
and scaled score standard deviation by various demographic aridataiezgrams for each
WASL test.
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Table 28 2007Grade7 Readingd Scaled Score Means & Standard Deviations (SD) by
Gender

Gender Number Tested Mean SD
Males 36922 403.6 22.3
Females 36069 410.0 20.9

Table 29 2007Grade 7Readingd Scaled Score Means & Standard Deviations (SD) by
Ethnic Group

Ethnic Group Number Tested Mean SD
Alaska Native/Native American 1861 398.2 21.5
Asian 5982 411.3 21.9
African American/Black 4137 398.6 21.9
Latino/Hispanic 10227 397.0 22.5
White/Caucasian 49200 409.3 20.8
Pacific Islander 183 399.3 23.4
Multi-Racial 992 406.9 22.1

65



Table 30. 2007Grade7 Writing d Scaled Score Means & Standard Deviations (SD) by

FINAL

Gender

Gender Number Tested Mean SD
Males 36602 8.8 1.9
Females 36009 9.6 1.6

Table 31 2007Grade 7Writing & Scaled Score Means & Standard Deviations (SD) by

Ethnic Group

Ethnic Group Number Tested Mean SD
Alaska Native/Native American 1846 8.5 1.9
Asian 5962 9.6 1.6
African American/Black 4094 8.7 1.8
Latino/Hispanic 10178 8.4 1.9
White/Caucasian 48961 9.4 1.7
Pacific Islander 183 8.9 1.8
Multi-Racial 983 9.3 1.7
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Table 32 2007Grade 7Mathematics 8 Scaled Score Mans & Standard Deviations (SD)
by Gender

Gender Number Tested Mean SD
Males 37002 401.2 43.6
Females 36075 403.8 42.2

Table 33 2007Grade7 Mathematics 8 Scaled Score Means & Standard Deviations (SD)
by Ethnic Group

Ethnic Group Number Tested Mean SD
Alaska Native/Native American 1869 383.7 40.0
Asian 5988 414.7 45.1
African American/Black 4128 377.5 40.2
Latino/Hispanic 10262 379.4 40.2
White/Caucasian 49245 408.7 40.7
Pacific Islander 185 385.2 46.1
Multi-Racial 994 400.5 42.2
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Table 34 2007Grade7 Readingd Scaled Score Means & Standard Deviations (SD) by
Categorical Program

Categorical Program Number Tested Mean SD
LAP Read 3189 391.0 18.5
LAP Math 3760 393.1 18.8
Title | Read 7248 400.3 22.3
Title | Math 6194 400.5 22.5
Gifted 3865 425.9 16.3
Speciakd 5970 380.6 23.5
Migrant 1483 391.9 23.1
ELL/Bilingual 3640 380.6 20.6

Table 35 2007Grade 7Writing 8 Raw Score Means & Standard Deviations (SD) by
Categorical Program

Categorical Program Number Tested Mean SD
LAP Read 3166 8.0 1.8
LAP Math 3742 8.2 1.7
Title | Read 7206 8.7 1.8
Title | Math 6157 8.7 1.8
Gifted 3860 10.5 1.1
Speciakd 5850 7.1 2.0
Migrant 1478 8.0 1.9
ELL/Bilingual 3606 7.2 1.9
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Table 36 2007Grade 7Mathematicsd Scaled Score Means & Standard Deviations (SD)
by Categorical Program

Categorical Program Number Tested Mean SD
LAP Read 3184 369.1 35.2
LAP Math 3768 368.8 32.7
Title | Read 7235 3891 43.8
Title | Math 6216 390.9 44.2
Gifted 3865 452.3 33.3
Speciakd 6006 352.5 394
Migrant 1500 370.7 39.2
ELL/Bilingual 3676 353.3 35.2
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PERCENT MEETING STANDARD

Tables37 through4s5 list the percent of students in each gender, ethnic, t@gdrazal
program group whdid or did noimeetstandardor each content area.

Following are general descriptions of the performancadewizrd$or the WASL

L e v e Advadcedo This level represents superior performance, notably above thad require
for meeting the standardGtade 7

Level 30Proficiené*: This level represents solid academic performanGeade7. Students
reaching this level have demonstrated proficiency over challenging content, including
subjectmatter knowledge, applicatiof such knowledge to real world situations, and
analytical skills appropri&e the content and grade level.

L e v eBasié This level denotes partial accomplishment of the knowledge and skills that are
fundamental for meeting the standa@ratle?.

Level 10Below Basié: This level denotes little or no demonstration of the prerequisite
knowledge and skills that are fundamental for meeting the staGtadkat

* In all content ara@sficiehteflects what a well taught, hard werkisgaiidiknow and be able to
do.

For al |l WHRe&ets Standaddt s ,s daefined by Level 3 OF
OAdvanceiddBel dvwanawl?ocBa slonotmeestandard.

As noted ireach of Table37 to 45, thepercentage ents@re based dhe number of
students within a particular subgroup or program categoryPer f or mance Level
in these tables includes students who attempted the WASL but receivedfoousexeused
absence, missing booklet, incompletrdecefusal to test, invalidated testesting with an
out of grade | evel test . ONot rettsetbasid 6f cons
limited English proficienciEP), medicatondition excused absence, partial enrollment during
the testing window, exemptions due to previously passing tested comesmption due to
participation inthe alternate assessment portfolio (WAAS) orthen Developmentally
Appropriate WASL (DAW)I n t he f ol | owExergpbiseasodsetad,Ped Remd e n
Not T easd refldgtiie percent of total grade level enroliment that participated in the
WAAS or DAW programsWi t hi n each row of the foll owing
Not Meet Standard, 6 and sorRPtelo0®e nt Not Testedd
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Table 37. 2007Grade 7 Readingd Percent Meeting Standards by Gender

Does Not Meet
Meets Standard Standard peNrgtent
Group Number of | Percent | Percent | Percent | Percent| toq1eq |Percent
Students | Level4 | Level3 | Level 2 | Level 1 Exempt
All Students| 74999 36.2 32.3 22.5 7.6 14 0.8
Females 36862 41.8 32.1 19.7 53 11 0.6
Males 38122 30.8 325 25.3 9.7 1.7 1.0

Table 38 2007Grade7 Readingd Percent Meeting Standards by Ethnic Group

Does Not Meet
Meets Standard Standard Percent
Not
Number Tested
Ethnic Group of Percent| Percent| Percent| Percent Percent
Studentg Level 4| Level 3| Level 2| Level 1 Exempt
Alaska Native/Native
American 1936 20.3 31.7 33.0 12.9 2.1 1.0
Asian 6096 447 30.6 18.2 54 1.1 0.7
African American/Black| 4286 22.1 32.4 30.8 13.1 1.6 1.0
Latino/Hispanic 10494 21.3 30.0 32.6 14.6 1.5 0.7
White/Caucasian 50490 40.2 33.1 19.8 5.6 1.3 0.8
Pacific Islander 189 24.9 31.7 27.0 14.3 2.1 1.1
Multi-Racial 1030 36.8 29.3 24.3 7.3 2.3 1.3
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Table 39 2007Grade 7Writing d Percent Meeting Standards by Gender

Does Not Meet
Meets Standard Standard PeNrgtent
Grou Number of | Percent | Percent | Percent | Percent Tested Percent
P Students | Level4 | Level3 | Level 2 | Level 1 Exempt
All Students 74936 21.8 46.2 21.3 9.2 15 0.8
Females 36882 29.0 48.5 16.2 5.2 1.1 0.6
Males 38039 14.9 44.1 26.2 13.0 1.8 1.0
Table 40 2007Grade 7 Writing 6 Percent Meeting Standards by Ethnic Group
Does Not Meet
Meets Sandard Standard Percent
Not
Number Tested
Ethnic Group of Percent| Percent| Percent| Percent Percent
Studentg Level 4| Level 3| Level 2| Level 1 Exempt
Alaska Native/Native
American 1943 10.0 42.6 28.8 16.3 2.3 1.0
Asian 6096 295 48.0 16.0 5.2 1.3 0.7
African American/Black| 4277 13.4 42 .9 28.2 13.7 1.8 1.0
Latino/Hispanic 10494 9.7 41.7 31.0 16.0 1.6 0.7
White/Caucasian 50430 24.6 47.5 19.1 7.5 1.3 0.8
Pacific Islander 189 15.3 47.1 25.4 10.6 1.6 1.1
Multi-Racial 1029 23.5 46.5 17.9 9.7 24 1.3
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Table 41 2007Grade 7Mathematics d Percent Meeting Standards by Gender

Does Not Meet
Meets Standard Standard peNrgtent
Group Number of | Percent | Percent | Percent | Percent| t.q1eq |Percent
Students | Level 4 | Level3 | Level 2 | Levell Exempt
All Students| 74998 24.7 30.3 20.0 23.6 14 0.8
Females 36844 25.1 30.8 20.5 22.5 11 0.6
Males 38139 24.4 29.7 19.5 24.7 1.7 1.0

Table 42 2007Grade 7 Mathematics 8 Percent Meeting Standards by Ethnic Grap

Does Not Meet
Meets Standard Standard Percent
Not
Number Tested
Ethnic Group of Percent| Percent| Percent| Percent Percent
Studentg Level 4| Level 3| Level 2| Level 1 Exempt
Alaska Native/Native
American 1944 10.9 25.1 23.7 38.1 2.2 1.1
Asian 6099 35.6 29.8 16.5 16.9 1.2 0.7
African American/Black| 4263 9.1 21.9 22.3 45.0 1.7 1.0
Latino/Hispanic 10511 9.5 23.1 23.8 42.1 15 0.7
White/Caucasian 50484 28.5 32.8 194 18.1 1.2 0.8
Pacific Islander 189 13.2 28.0 19.6 37.6 1.6 1.1
Multi-Racial 1033 22.8 289 21.0 24.8 2.5 1.3
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Table 43 2007Grade7 Reading d Percent Meeting Standards by Categorical Program

Meets Standard

Does Not Meet

Standard Percent
. Number Tglsottad
Categorical of Percent| Percent | Percent| Percent Percent
Program Students| Level 4| Level 3| Level 2| Level 1 Exempt
LAP Read 3245 8.5 28.5 46.1 16.3 0.6 0.2
LAP Math 3822 11.3 30.8 42.9 14.4 0.6 0.1
Title | Read 7406 25.5 31.8 30.5 10.8 1.4 0.6
Title I Math 6345 26.1 31.7 29.5 11.1 1.6 0.8
Gifted 3881 77.0 20.1 2.4 0.4 0.1 0.1
Speciakd 6854 5.2 15.8 36.3 33.0 9.7 8.6
Migrant 1523 15.2 23.3 37.6 19.5 1.4 1.0
ELL/Bilingual 3740 3.6 15.8 45.8 33.6 1.2 0.4

Table 44 2007Grade7 Writing & Percent Meeting Standards by Categoricalr®gram

Meets Standard

Does Not Meet

Standard Percent
Not
: Number Tested
Categorical of Percent| Percent| Percent| Percent Percent
Program Students| Level 4 | Level 3| Level 2| Level 1 Exempt
LAP Read 3243 5.2 34.6 40.1 19.3 0.8 0.2
LAP Math 3822 5.3 39.3 37.6 17.0 0.8 0.1
Title | Read 7387 12.8 44.2 28.7 12.9 1.4 0.6
Title I Math 6342 13.8 445 27.1 128 18 0.8
Gifted 3878 50.3 44.9 4.0 0.6 0.2 0.1
Speciakd 6808 2.8 18.6 33.2 35.5 9.9 8.8
Migrant 1521 5.8 35.2 37.1 20.6 1.3 1.1
ELL/Bilingual 3733 2.0 23.2 41.2 32.2 1.4 0.3
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