TECHNICAL REPORT
PART I - SUMMATIVE ASSESSMENT

Ohio English Language Proficiency Assessment —
Listening, Reading, Speaking, and Writing

Grades K-12

2021-2022 Administration

Submitted to:
Ohio Department of Education

Submitted by:
Cambium Assessment, Inc.
1000 Thomas Jefferson Street, NW
Washington, DC 20007

November 2022



OELPA 2021-2022 Technical Report

Chapter 1.
Chapter 2.

2.1
2.2
2.3
23.1
232
233

Chapter 3.

3.1
3.2
33
34
3.5
3.5.1

Chapter 4.
Chapter 5.

5.1
5.2
53

Chapter 6.

6.1
6.2
6.3
6.4
6.5

Chapter 7.

7.1
7.2

Chapter 8.

8.1
8.1.1
8.1.2
8.2

Chapter 9.

9.1

TABLE OF CONTENTS

INETOAUCTION 1.t et e e et e e eeaaeeeeeeanaeeeeenas 5

TeSt AdMINISTIALION ......c..veiiieiirieeeeeiee et eeeee e eeete e e eete e e e eeaeeeeeeaaeeeeeeneeeeeenes 7
TESTING WINDOW ....uvviiiuiieiiteeeeiteeeeeteeeeiteeeeeteeeeseeeeiseeeeseeeesseesesseeeesssesesseseesseeseseeesaseeenns 7
SUMMATIVE TESTS ....ittiieeeititee ettt ettt e e et e e s et e e e e saaeeeessabaeeessnsseaeesnnsaeeesssssseeeannns 8
TEST ADMINISTRATION MANUAL .....uuttiiiiieieiiieitiiieeeeeeeeeiitereeeeeeeeeeaarraseeeaeeeeeanssesenns 9
Directions for AdmINISIratiON..........ooievvuveiiiiiie e eeerre e e e e e eessrrrrereeeeeeeeennes 9
Training/PractiCe TeSES ......eeouiieiieiieeieeiie ettt ettt e s 9
SUMMEALIVE TESES...cciiiiriiiiiiiie ettt e e et e e e e e e s e eaat e e e e e e e s enanraaeeeas 10

SCOTINE .ottt ettt e ettt e et e esbeeebe e st e enseeseesnseenseesnseenseas 11
ESTIMATING STUDENT ABILITY FOR SUMMATIVE ASSESSMENTS .......ccooevvvverieeeeeennnns 11
SCORING RULES FOR SUMMATIVE ASSESSMENTS .....ccceiiiutiireeeeeeeeeicinrreeeeeeeeeeeennnnnenss 11
THETA TO SCALE SCORE TRANSFORMATION ......ccceiuriieeeiirrieeennrieeeesnseeeeesnsseeeessnneeeens 12
LOWEST/HIGHEST OBTAINABLE SCORES......ccciiiuiiiieiiiiieeeeiieeeeeeieeeeeeeareeeeeeiseeeeeennees 12
HANDSCORING......uutiiiieiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeiitteeeeeeeeeeettteeeaeeeeeeesasssseseaaeeeeaanssssassaesessensnes 12
Rules for HandSCOTING .........ccviiiiiiiiieiiieiie ettt 12

Standard SEttING .......cc.eeeiiiiiiecieee e 14

20212022 SUMIMATY ...vvieevieeeiieeeieeeeteeeseeeeseeeesssreesseeesseeessseesssseesssseesssseesssees 17
2021-2022 STUDENT PARTICIPATION ......cuviiieeiiiieeeeiiieeeeeireeeeeseeveeeeennseeeesnnseeesennnns 17
2021-2022 STUDENT SCALE SCORE AND PERFORMANCE SUMMARY ........cvvvveeeeeeennnns 24
2021-2022 TESTING TIME FOR ONLINE TESTS.....ccceiiiiiiieiiiiieeeeirieeeeireeeeeeiveeee e 33

REIADIIIEY ..ottt et e e en 35
INTERNAL CONSISTENCY ....uuttiiiieeeeeeeeiiiurteeeeeeeeeeaossreesseeeesessanssssssseseessssssssssssesessesnnnes 37
MARGINAL STANDARD ERROR OF MEASUREMENT .......uvviiiiiiiiiieeeeirieeeenineeeeensneeeenans 39
MARGINAL RELIABILITY AND CONDITIONAL STANDARD ERROR OF MEASUREMENT.. 40
CLASSIFICATION ACCURACY AND CONSISTENCY ...vvviiiieeeeieiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeiernrreeeeeeeeeeennnns 42
INTER-RATER ANALYSIS ...iiiiieiiieeeiiiteeeeeitteeeeeiteeeeeeetaeeeesabaeeeessnsaeeeenssseeesenssssesensssnes 53

ValIAIEY ...t ettt et ettt eta e e taeeraeeaaaens 56
DIMENSIONALITY ANALYSIS ...uvtiiiiiiitieeeiiieeeeesuteeeeeeetteeessssseeesesssseessssssesssssssseessssees 58
STUDENT ABILITIES VS. TEST DIFFICULTIES ....ccccceuvttteeeiteeeeeiireeeesiereeeeesnreeeesssneeeannns 58

REPOTEING ...ttt ettt ettt e et e e aeeeabeebaeeaaeesaesaaeens 59
CENTRALIZED REPORTING SYSTEM ....cccutiiieeiiiieeeeiiieeeeeiireeeesnseeeesssseeessnssseessssnseeeens 59
Types of Centralized Score REPOTtS .......cceviviviiieiiieeiiiecieeeee e 60
SUDZIOUP REPOTILS ..ottt et et e e et e e e e e s naeesnnee e e 63
PAPER REPORTS......utiiiiiiiiiie ettt ettt e ettt e e e e e e e siaaa e e e ennaeeeeennnaaeeennnnaas 65

QUALILY CONEIOL.....eiiiiiiiiciiieiie ettt ettt ettt eeaeesbeessaeebaesaaeens 67
QUALITY CONTROL IN TEST CONFIGURATION .....ccccuvviieeiirrieeenirieeeeeiareeeeenrneeeennneeeens 67




OELPA 2021-2022 Technical Report

9.1.1 PLatform REVIEW ...cc..eiiiiiiiieiiee ettt 67
9.1.2 User Acceptance Testing and Final ReVIEW ..........c.occvveiiiiiiiiiiniiieieicceeeeeee, 67
9.2 QUALITY ASSURANCE IN SCORING ....cccetviiieerurieeeeiiteeeeeitseeeesnseesesssseeesssssseeesssnseseens 68
9.2.1 Quality Assurance in Onling Data...........cccoeeviiiiiiieniiiecieecee e 69
9.2.2 Quality Assurance in HandSCOTING ........c.coviieiieriieiieiie ettt 69
9.2.3 Handscoring Quality Assurance Monitoring Reports .........ccccceeevieeecieeeiieeecieeennen. 72
9.2.4 Quality Control on FINal SCOTES ......cccuviiiiiiiiiieeieeeiie ettt 73
9.3 QUALITY ASSURANCE IN REPORTING ......cceeeiiuriieeeiiiiieeeeiiieeeeeireeeesenseeeesssneeeesnneneens 74
9.3.1 Online Report Quality ASSUTANCE.........eeeiiieeieieeeiiieciieeeieeeetee e e esveeeeeeeeaeeesaeeees 74
9.3.2 Paper Report Quality ASSUIANCE.........cceevuiiiiieriieiieeiieeie ettt eiee et e e ebeesveeneees 74
RETETEINCES. ...ttt ettt et sb et be et st e b eanes 76

il



OELPA 2021-2022 Technical Report

List of Tables

Table 2.1 Number of Items and Score Points—Online Summative ...........c.cccceveeverienienenienenn 8
Table 2.2 Number of Items and Score Points—Paper-Pencil Summative..............cccceevierirenennne. 8
Table 2.3 Number of Items and Score Points—Braille Summative ............cccceveeviiiinienenienene. 9
Table 3.2 Scaling Constants on the Reporting MEtric .........cceeevierieriiieniienieeieeie e 12
Table 4.1 ELPA21 Domain Cut Scores by Grade ..........ccccoevuieeiieiiieiiiieiienieeie e 15
Table 5.1 Student Participation by Test MOde.........c.ceoveiiieriiiiiieiieeieeieeeee et 19
Table 5.2 Student Participation by Subgroups in Each Test..........ccccecuieviiiiiiiiiiniieiiecieeieee 20
Table 5.3 Summary of Domain Exemptions and Non-Attempted............coeveevierciienienciieniennnene 25
Table 5.4 Scale Score Summary—Listening and Reading™............cccoocoeviiniiiiniiniienienieeieene 26
Table 5.5 Scale Score Summary—Speaking and Writing™ ............ccccoevieviieriiienieniieeieeeieeee e 27
Table 5.6 Scale Score Summary—Comprehension and Overall*..............cccccoovviiiiiiiiiniiinienis 28
Table 5.7 Percentage of Students by Performance Level-Listening and Reading* ..................... 29
Table 5.8 Percentage of Students by Performance Level-Speaking and Writing™ ...................... 30
Table 5.9 Percentage of Students by Overall Proficiency Level ...........ccccooeiviiiiiiiniiniiiinieei, 31
Table 5.10 Testing Time for the 2021-2022 Online Summative Tests.........ccceeverviererrereenennne. 34
Table 6.1 Cronbach’s AIPRa.......cccuieiiiiiiiiiiiiee et eeaaeens 38
Table 6.2 Marginal Reliability™...........cccooiiiiiiiiii et 41
Table 6.3 Summative Overall Classification Accuracy and Consistency for Domain Performance

Levels, by Grade and DOmain ............ccccuiieiiiieiiiieeciiceeiee e 47
Table 6.4 Classification Accuracy for Each Cut™...........cccooviiiiiiiiiiiie e 48
Table 6.5 Classification Consistency for Each Cut™ ...........cccciiiiiiiiiiiiiieceeceeeeeee e 50
Table 6.6 Summative Classification for Proficiency Levels .........ccccveeviiiiiiiieiiiieieecieeeieee 52
Table 6.7 Overall Inter-Rater ANalySiS.......cccciiieiiiieiiiieciiieciie e 55
Table 8.1 Types of Online Score Reports by Level of Aggregation ..........cccceeeeveeecieencieencnneenns 59
Table 8.2 TyPes Of SUDGIOUPS ...cc.uviiiieiieeiiieeiie ettt et e et e et eeeeveeetaeeesaeeeaaeessseeessneeenns 64

i



OELPA 2021-2022 Technical Report

List of Figures

Figure 5.1 Percentage of Students in Performance Levels™ ...........ccccooviviiiiinieniiiiieniceecieeee, 32
Figure 5.2 Percentage of Students in Proficiency Levels .........ccccovviiiiiiniienieniiieieieeeeeee, 33
Figure 6.1 Cronbach’s Alpha by Domain and Overall .............cccoviiiiiiiniiiinieiieieeeeeeee, 39
Figure 6.2 Ratio of Marginal Standard Error of Measurement to Standard Deviation of Estimated

Scale Scores by Grade and DOmain...........cccvieeiiiieiiiieeeiie et 40
Figure 6.3 Marginal Reliability by Test™..........ccoooiiiiiiiiieeee et 40
Figure 6.4 Domain Classification ACCUTACY™.........cccciiiiiiiieiiieeiie et e e sree e 49
Figure 6.5 Domain Classification COnsiStENCY™.........c.coiiiiiiiiieiiiieeiieeciee et 51
Figure 6.6 Proficiency ClassifiCation............cccueiiiiiriiiieiiiie e eeiee e esee e e e siveeeaaeesaeeesaee e 50
Figure 8.1 CRS Page for State Overall Performance............cccvevcuiieeiiieciieeciie e 61
Figure 8.2 CRS Page for District Overall Performance............ccccoveeeiiieniiiiiniieeiiecee e 62
Figure 8.3 CRS Page for District Domain Performance............ccoceevvivieriiieniieiiiieeieeeiee e 62
Figure 8.4 CRS Page for Student REPOTt........c.cooiiiiiiiiiiiie et 60
Figure 8.5 CRS Page for Subgroup Report..........cceeeiiiiiiiiieiieceece e 65
Figure 8.6 Mock-up for Individual Student Report ..........cc.cocviieiiiieiiiieieeee e 66

v



OELPA 2021-2022 Technical Report

Chapter 1. Introduction

The English Language Proficiency Assessment for the 21st Century (ELPA21) is a testing program
that supports educators as they implement the 2014 English Language Proficiency (ELP) standards
(Council of Chief State School Officers, 2014) and college- and career-readiness standards. The
ELPA21 Program, called the Program in this report, provides an assessment system that measures
growth based on the 2014 ELP Standards and provides valuable information to inform instruction
and facilitate the development of academic English proficiency so that all English learners (ELs)
leave high school prepared for college and career success. The assessment system includes tests
on listening, reading, speaking, and writing for students in kindergarten, grade 1, grades 2-3,
grades 4-5, grades 68, and grades 9—12. Ohio is a member of the ELPA21 Consortium, and the
assessment is called the Ohio English Language Proficiency Assessment (OELPA).

The Program conducted test development and item development for the summative ELP
assessment, as part of a U.S. Department of Education grant, commencing in 2013 and running
through the first operational administration of the assessment in 2016. As part of the development
process, Questar Assessment, Inc., built multiple fixed-length forms for each test. Items were field
tested in spring 2015, and the first operational administration of ELPA21 was in spring 2016.
Following this administration, the Center for Research on Evaluation, Standards, and Student
Testing (CRESST) conducted item analyses, held data review meetings, and performed item
calibration to obtain scoring parameters. Pacific Metrics, the organization contracted for standard
setting, held a standard-setting workshop in July 2016. Based on recommendations from the
workshop, the Program made decisions with respect to domain cut scores that further translated
into performance levels for each grade. Cambium Assessment, Inc. (CAI) used the final item
parameters, cut scores, and proficiency definitions to score and report the test results.

Details about test development, item development, field-test form building, item data review, item
calibration, and standard setting can be found in their respective reports provided by the Program
or the respective supporting vendors.

In 2017, the Program introduced the ELPA21 screener. The purpose of the screener is to determine
students’ eligibility for English language development services. It is an assessment of a student’s
English language proficiency in the required domains of listening, reading, writing, and speaking.
The screener test items are drawn from the same item pools and are based on the same ELP
Standards as the summative assessment. Ohio first administered the screener assessment in the
2018-2019 school year. The screener followed the same quality control procedures as the
summative. Ohio has its own rules to decide if a student needs to take the summative assessment.
All Ohio ELs who have not reached proficiency should take the OELPA.

This technical report focuses on the 2021-2022 test administration, test form reliability, validity,
scoring, reporting, and quality control. This technical report has two parts. Part I includes chapters
that delineate different aspects of the 2021-2022 administration of the summative assessment,
including:

e Chapter 1. Introduction
e Chapter 2. Test Administration
e Chapter 3. Scoring
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Chapter 4. Standard Setting

Chapter 5. 2021-2022 Summary

Chapter 6. Reliability

Chapter 7. Validity

Chapter 8. Reporting

Chapter 9. Quality Control

Appendix Part I: Analysis for Summative Assessment—2021-2022 Summary

Part II includes chapters that delineate different aspects of the 2021-2022 administration of the
screener assessment, including:

e Chapter 1. Introduction

e Chapter 2. Test Administration

Chapter 3. 2021-2022 Summary

Chapter 4. Reliability

Chapter 5. Validity

Chapter 6. Reporting

Appendix Part II: Analysis for Screener Assessment—2021-2022 Summary
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Chapter 2. Test Administration

The 2021-2022 OELPA assessments include summative tests and screener tests. The Ohio English
Language Proficiency Screener (OELPS) was used to identify students who qualify for English
language development services. Each of the summative and screener tests were administered to
students in kindergarten, grade 1, grades 2—3, grades 4-5, grades 6-8, and grades 9-12. The tests
for kindergarten and grade 1 are grade specific. The tests for grades 2 and above are grade-band
tests. The tests do not have a time limit.

Each form of both assessments involves four domain tests: reading, writing, listening, and
speaking. Students could be exempted from as many as three domain tests.

2.1 TESTING WINDOW

Due to the continued impact of the COVID-19 pandemic during 2021-2022, the Ohio
Department of Education (ODE) emphasized that districts and schools first and foremost should
be concerned about the safety of students and staff. Assessments should occur only if they can be
safely administered. Safety may be determined locally at the student, teacher, building, district,
or county level, depending on the circumstances. Parental determination relative to safety should
be considered and respected. In 2021-2022, all students should have been screened with
OELPS.

The OELPA is critical to the services schools must provide English learners (ELs). To support
schools in meeting their obligation of annually assessing all ELs’ English language proficiency
with the OELPA, the ODE announced some changes for this year’s administration:

e OELPA Testing Window Extension. The OELPA summative testing window was
extended by four weeks and took place January 31-March 25, 2022. For the OELPS
screener assessment, the 2021-2022 testing window was scheduled from August 23,
2021-June 30, 2022.

e Group Administration of the Speaking Test. ODE allowed districts to administer the
2022 OELPA speaking test to groups of students instead of requiring one-to-one
administration of that domain.

When scheduling administrations, districts should consider that students taking the
speaking test will speak their responses aloud. To maintain test validity and security, the
speaking test must be administered so that students cannot hear one another and that
recordings do not pick up others’ voices. Thus, districts should test students in large quiet
spaces and/or in groups as small as the testing window and scheduling allow. ODE
recommends that schools continue to administer the speaking test, if possible, one-to-one,
with one student and one test administrator (TA).

The Test Coordinator Manual (TCM) and Test Administration Manual (TAM) were updated to
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include the testing window extension and group administration of the speaking test. Additional

information about state testing this year is on ODE’s Reset and Restart Education page.

2.2 SUMMATIVE TESTS

The 2021-2022 summative assessment includes one online form, one paper-pencil form, and one
braille form. Each form has separate tests for the four language domains. There were no field-test
items in the 2021-2022 summative tests.

Table 2.1 through Table 2.3 list the number of operational items and score points in each online,
paper-pencil, and braille form. The tables show that listening and reading have comparable
numbers of items in each test. Writing and speaking have fewer but comparable numbers of items

in each test.

Table 2.1 Number of Iltems and Score Points—Online Summative

Grade/Grade Band

K 1 2-3 4-5 6-8 9-12
Domain ltems Scpre ltems chre Items Scpre Items chre ltems Scpre Items Scpr e
Points Points Points Points Points Points
Listening 28 28 24 24 24 26 27 30 33 36 24 27
Reading 23 23 30 30 29 34 25 27 26 31 34 35
Speaking 11 27 9 25 9 25 8 30 27 27
Writing 18 18 20 20 14 24 13 30 28 8 28
Total 80 96 83 99 76 109 73 117 74 122 73 117
Table 2.2 Number of Items and Score Points—Paper-Pencil Summative
Grade/Grade Band
K 1 2-3 4-5 6-8 9-12
Domain Items chre ltems Scpre Items chre Items chre Items chre Items Scpr e
Points Points Points Points Points Points
Listening 28 28 22 22 23 24 24 27 30 31 21 23
Reading 23 23 29 29 26 28 26 28 28 32 35 38
Speaking 11 27 25 9 25 8 30 7 27 27
Writing 11 18 16 10 20 10 27 8 28 8 28
Total 73 96 69 92 68 97 68 112 73 118 71 116
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Table 2.3 Number of Items and Score Points—Braille Summative

Grade/Grade Band

K 1 2-3 4-5 6-8 9-12
Domain Items chre Items chre Items chre Items chre Items chre Items chre
Points Points Points Points Points Points
Listening 17 19 21 21 20 20 23 26 22 23 19 21
Reading 13 13 22 22 23 25 23 23 25 29 34 37
Speaking 4 12 7 17 20 7 25 22 19
Writing 10 23 19 24 10 30 28 28
Total 44 67 57 79 60 89 63 104 61 102 66 105

2.3 TEST ADMINISTRATION MANUAL

2.3.1 Directions for Administration

For the 2021-2022 administrations, the TAM was developed to guide TAs in test administration

for the summative test. The TAM includes the following key points:

2.3.2 Training/Practice Tests

Overview of the OELPA summative assessment

TA qualifications

Preliminary planning

Materials required

Administrative considerations

Student preparation/guidance for practice tests

Detailed instructions for preparing and administering the training tests and summative

tests

Test security instructions

Contact information for user support

To help TAs and students familiarize themselves with the online registration system and the Test
Delivery System (TDS), training or practice tests were provided before and during the testing
windows. Training/practice tests can be accessed through a nonsecure or CAI Secure Browser.

The summative training tests have two components, one for TAs to create and manage the
training/practice test sessions and the other for students to take an actual training/practice test.

The Practice Test Administration site introduces TAs to
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logging in;

starting a test session;

providing the session ID to the students signing in to the TA session;
monitoring students’ progress throughout their tests; and

stopping the test.

The Practice Tests site introduces students to

233

signing in;

verifying student information;

selecting a test;

waiting for the TA to check the test settings and approve participation;

starting the test (adjusting the audio sound, checking the microphone for recording
speaking responses, and reviewing test instructions);

taking the test; and

submitting the test.

Summative Tests

The instructions for summative tests include a brief direction for each domain test. They also
provide the detailed instructions for

logging in to the CAI Secure Browser;
starting a test session;
providing the session ID to the students;

approving student test sessions, including reviewing and editing students’ test settings
and accommodations;

monitoring students’ progress throughout their tests by checking their testing statuses; and
stopping the session and logging out.

10
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Chapter 3. Scoring

For summative tests, four domain scores and two composite scores were computed. The composite
scores included a comprehension score for listening and reading and an overall score that
comprises all four domains. However, Ohio does not use the overall composite score or the
comprehension score for any purpose.

3.1 ESTIMATING STUDENT ABILITY FOR SUMMATIVE ASSESSMENTS

The Ohio English Language Proficiency Assessment (OELPA) reported scale scores for each
domain test, the overall scores for the whole test that includes four domains, and the
comprehension scores for the partial test that includes reading and listening domains.
Multidimensional item response theory (MIRT) was used to estimate domain scores. The bi-factor
models were used to estimate the scores. The details of score estimations can be found in the
ELPA21 Scoring Specifications: School Year 2019-2020 (CRESST, 2019). The MIRT model
precludes one-to-one correspondence between domain raw and scale scores and allows the same
domain raw score to fall into different performance levels depending on performance on the off-
domain items.

In addition, business rules were established to specify rules about domain exemptions and
attemptedness at the item, domain, and test levels. The additional scoring rules for the 2021-2022
OELPA summative tests were outlined in the following section.

3.2 SCORING RULES FOR SUMMATIVE ASSESSMENTS

The scoring rules applied to the 2021-2022 OELPA scoring included the following:

1. A domain test was considered attempted when a student was presented with the first
operational item; it is not necessary for a student to actually respond to at least one item.

2. If a domain test was attempted, the items without responses in that domain were scored as
0.

3. If a domain test was not attempted and the student was not marked as exempt in that
domain, the domain score and performance level were set to N (domain not-attempted).

4. If any domain tests were exempted before a student takes his or her first test, they were left
out of the computation of the overall scores. If the exempted domain test was reading or
listening, the test was left out of the computation of the comprehension score. In this case,
the score and performance level were set to E (domain exempted). However, if a test in an
exempt domain was started in CAI’s Test Delivery System (TDS), the test was assumed to
not be exempt.

5. If one or more of the domains was exempted and the other domains were not attempted,
the overall score was set to N.

11
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3.3 THETA TO SCALE SCORE TRANSFORMATION

Students’ performance was summarized in an individual domain score for each domain, a
comprehension score that included listening and reading, and an overall score that included all
four domains. Each theta score, obtained from the MIRT scoring model, was linearly transformed
to the reporting scale using the formula SS = a * 8 + b, where a is the slope and b is the intercept.
There was one set of scaling constants for the domain scores and another set of constants for the
composite scores, as shown in Table 3.2. Scale scores were rounded to the nearest integer.

Table 3.4 Scaling Constants on the Reporting Metric

Subject Grade Slope (a) Intercept (b)
quain Scores (listening, reading, speaking, and K_12 80 550
writing)
Comprehension Scores K-12 600 5500
Overall Scores K-12 600 5500

3.4 LOWEST/HIGHEST OBTAINABLE SCORES

The English Language Proficiency Assessment for the 21st Century (ELPA21) used expected a
posteriori (EAP) scoring, which did not assign fixed minimum or maximum obtainable scale
scores. The observed minimums, means, maximums, and standard deviations of scale scores by
domain and by subgroup are presented in Section 3 of the Appendix Part I.

3.5 HANDSCORING

For the OELPA summative tests, all speaking items and some writing items were handscored.
Measurement Incorporated (MI) provided all handscoring except for screeners administered in
Ohio, which were scored locally. The ELPA21 Program provided the procedure for handscoring
items. Scoring rubrics and item content were reviewed by content experts as a part of the item
review meetings. Consistency in handscoring required that scoring rules be applied with fidelity
during scoring sessions.

3.5.1 Rules for Handscoring

The OELPA assessments contained constructed-response items that required handscoring. In the
speaking and writing domains, short-text items were scored on 1-, 2-, 3-, 4-, or 5-point rubrics.
The following procedures were employed to handscore these items: All constructed-response items
were assigned to a human rater for a first read (R1). The score assigned in this first read was the
item score of record and was used to compute scale scores. Twenty percent of constructed-response
items for the summative assessment were randomly selected for a second read (R2) (i.e., 20% of
student responses to any constructed-response item had both a first read and a second read). Ten
percent of the constructed-response items for the screener assessment were randomly selected for
a second read.

The scores from these two reads were used to compute rater consistency statistics (% exact
agreement, % adjacent agreement) included in CAI’s annual technical reports. CAI and MI used

12
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second reads to monitor rater performance and provide ongoing feedback and training, as needed.
Item scores from second reads were not used to compute scale scores.

First and second reads were performed by the same rater pool and occurred at approximately the
same time. Raters did not know whether they were providing the first or second read.

If scores assigned in first and second reads differed by two or more score points (or if first and
second raters differed in the selection of condition/scorability code), the student response was
assigned to a supervisor for a third read (R3). The supervisor knew he or she was conducting a
third read, had access to the results from the first and second reads, and would determine the
score/code that should have been assigned. Third reads were performed only for the summative
and not for the screener. CAI and used the results of the third read to provide ongoing feedback
and training, as needed.

Scores from all reads (first read, as well as second and third reads, if applicable) were included in
the item’s data file. CAI (presumably with MI’s help) included detailed descriptions of scoring
procedures in the annual technical report, including descriptions of ongoing feedback and training
that was provided within a program year. Table 3.3 presents nonscorable codes for handscored
items.

Table 3.3 Nonscorable Condition Codes for Handscored Items

DomAIN CoDE DESCRIPTION

Speaking A Blank

Speaking B Technological Issue

Writing A Blank

The following rules were adhered to when evaluating a potential nonscorable response in the
speaking domain:

1. When a student responded with a word or phrase that could be tied to the stimulus, the
response could receive a score point of “1.” The “0” score point responses followed the
bulleted list contained in the rubric.

2. If no words were spoken by the student, it was considered a blank.

3. A teacher voice was not necessarily interpreted as interference; if the teacher was heard
telling the student to speak but not telling them what to say, the scorer scored the
student’s response.

4. A student response of, “Yes, No, I don’t know,” was considered a refusal and should be
scored a “0.”

5. A nonscorable code of “B” should be given for responses with a technical difficulty (e.g.,
speaking too close to the microphone causing unintelligible speech or broken recording
with speech cut up).

13
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Chapter 4. Standard Setting

For the summative assessment, the domain cut scores and the overall proficiency levels were set
through a standard-setting meeting convened by the ELPA21 Program on July 19-22, 2016. Details
about the standard-setting process can be found in the ELPA21 standard-setting technical report
(CRESST & Pacific Metrics, 2016).

Five performance levels were established for each domain. The cut scores were set by grade, as
listed in Table 4.1. The four cut scores set for each domain sorted students into Performance Levels
1-5. If a student scored below the first cut (Cut 1), the student was classified as Performance Level
1. If a student scored at or above the first cut but below the second cut (Cut 2), the student was
classified as Performance Level 2. This approach continued for Performance Levels 3 and 4. If a
student scored at or above the fourth cut, the student was classified as Performance Level 5.

14
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Table 4.5 ELPA21 Domain Cut Scores by Grade

Grade Domain Cut1 | Cut2 | Cut3 | Cut4 | Grade Domain Cut1 | Cut2 | Cut3 | Cut4

Listening 467 507 613 645 Listening 413 455 498 581

K Reading 473 514 592 627 Reading 468 511 588 627
Speaking 487 535 598 625 ° Speaking 483 526 573 607

Writing 497 562 651 673 Writing 438 486 598 628
Listening 435 467 549 594 Listening 410 440 498 565
Reading 479 515 584 629 Reading 461 496 565 604

1 Speaking 528 577 593 619 ° Speaking 465 511 562 595
Writing 498 548 613 641 Writing 425 472 564 594
Listening 408 438 512 564 Listening 430 473 553 597
Reading 457 489 555 595 Reading 486 534 609 642

2 Speaking 490 529 555 588 ! Speaking 475 527 582 611
Writing 452 493 555 591 Writing 474 520 597 625
Listening 409 448 536 598 Listening 432 478 565 613
Reading 495 541 610 644 Reading 494 547 640 669

’ Speaking 500 538 572 612 ° Speaking 476 528 590 619
Writing 498 542 603 636 Writing 484 533 619 647
Listening 398 431 492 563 Listening 451 491 571 613
Reading 453 488 550 594 Reading 488 539 631 662

4 Speaking 462 506 544 584 12 Speaking 481 536 593 619
Writing 437 481 568 600 Writing 485 533 615 641

Overall proficiency, defined as proficiency determination, for a given student was established
based on a profile of domain performance levels across all four tested domains. There were three
proficiency determination levels: Emerging, Progressing, and Proficient. The following rules
determined a student’s overall proficiency (note that for the purpose of assigning overall
proficiency, nonexempt domains that were not attempted were treated as Performance Level 1):

e Students whose domain performance levels were 1 or 2 across all nonexempt domains
were identified as Emerging.

¢ Students whose domain performance levels were 4 or 5 across all nonexempt domains
were identified as Proficient. Students could not be proficient if any domains were

untested in the absence of a valid exemption or invalidated.

¢ Students with domain performance levels that did not fit with Emerging or Proficient (as
defined previously) were identified as Progressing.

15



OELPA 2021-2022 Technical Report

See details in the Appendix B (Overall Proficiency Determination Look-up Tables) in the ELPA21
Scoring Specification: School Year 2019—2020 (CRESST, 2019).
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Chapter 5. 2021-2022 Summary

The 2021-2022 student participation and performance statistics for the OELPA summative
assessment are presented in this chapter and in Sections 1-5 of the Appendix Part I. The figures
and tables included in Sections 1-5 are listed here:

e Section 1. Summative Assessment—Raw Score Summary

o Tables S1.1-S1.13 present the number of students, minimum, maximum,
average, and standard deviation of domain raw scores by each performance
level in each grade. Tables S1.1-S1.13 also present the number of students,
minimum, maximum, average, and standard deviation of the overall raw
scores by each proficiency level in each grade.

e Section 2. Summative Assessment—Raw Score Distributions

o Figures S2.1-S2.65 present the frequency of raw score distributions by
performance level for each domain in each grade, and the frequency of
overall raw score distributions by proficiency level in each grade.

e Section 3. Summative Assessment—Scale Score Summary

o Tables S3.1-S3.13 present the number of students, minimum, maximum,
average, and standard deviation of domain, overall, and comprehension
scores by subgroups in each grade (K-12).

e Section 4. Summative Assessment—Percentage of Students by Domain
Performance Level

o Tables S4.1-S4.13 show the total number of students taking each domain
test and the percentage of students in each performance level by domain test
and by subgroups.

e Section 5. Summative Assessment—Percentage of Students by Overall Proficiency
Level

o Tables S5.1-S5.13 show the total number of students who are categorized
in each of the overall proficiency levels by subgroup: Emerging,
Progressing, or Proficient.

5.1 2021-2022 STUDENT PARTICIPATION

Table 5.1 summarizes student participation in each mode of testing. One student tested with a
braille form, 218 students tested with paper-pencil forms, and all other students tested with online
forms. Table 5.2 shows student participation overall and by subgroups. It shows the number of
students in each subgroup who took a particular test. Participation was up by about 14.4%
compared to 2020-2021 due to the decreasing impact of the pandemic. Instruction had recovered
for a full year by the time the OELPA was given in 2022. Although some districts were still on
remote or hybrid instruction during the 2022 OELPA administration window, more and more
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parents were willing to send their children to school even when in-person instruction was available.
Generally, the number of students who participated in the 2021— 2022 OELPA administration
decreased as the grade level increased. More male students than female students took the test.

By test, the greatest number of students were in the Hispanic or Latino group (32.8%—40.7%),
followed by African American students (18.2%—-23.8%) and Asian students (13.4%-23.0%). The
percentage of students who had Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) increased from 5.8%
to 21.8% between kindergarten and middle school, and dropped to 15.2% in high school. Between
kindergarten and middle school, the percentages of students with specific learning disabilities
increased from 0.3% to 13.2% and dropped to 9.4% in high school. Most students identified as
having a speech or language impairment were in kindergarten (2.3%), grade 1 (2.3%), and grades
2-3 (2.4%), while more students were identified as having a specific learning disability in upper
grades, including 3.0% in grade band 2-3, 10.3% in grade band 4-5, 13.2% in middle school, and
9.4% in high school.
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Table 5.6 Student Participation by Test Mode

Braille Online

Grade Total

K 10,239 0 0.00 10,188 99.50 51 0.50
1 9,387 0 0.00 9,333 99.42 54 0.58
2 8,537 0 0.00 8,504 99.61 33 0.39
3 6,584 0 0.00 6,557 99.59 27 0.41
4 5,322 0 0.00 5,306 99.70 16 0.30
5 4,654 0 0.00 4,648 99.87 6 0.13
6 3,722 0 0.00 3,719 99.92 3 0.08
7 3,612 0 0.00 3,600 99.67 12 0.33
8 3,490 0 0.00 3,479 99.68 11 0.32
9 4,782 0 0.00 4,781 99.98 1 0.02
10 3,551 0 0.00 3,549 99.94 2 0.06
11 3,108 1 0.03 3,107 99.97 0 0.00
12 2,514 0 0.00 2,512 99.92 2 0.08
Total 69,502 1 0.00 69,283 99.68 218 0.31
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Table 5.7 Student Participation by Subgroups in Each Test
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Subgroup Status
Total 10,239 100.0 9,387 100.0 15,121 100.0 9,976 100.0 10,824 100.0 13,955 100.0
K 10,239 100.0
1 9,387 100.0
2 8,537 56.5
3 6,584 43.5
4 5,322 53.3
5 4,654 46.7
Grade 6 3,722 344
7 3,612 334
8 3,490 32.2
9 4,782 34.3
10 3,551 25.4
11 3,108 223
12 2,514 18.0
Female 4,816 47.0 4,491 47.8 7,070 46.8 4,409 442 4,783 442 6,061 43.4
Gender
Male 5,269 51.5 4,770 50.8 7,908 52.3 5,489 55.0 5,949 55.0 7,750 55.5
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Subgroup Status
Missing 154 15 126 1.3 143 0.9 78 0.8 92 0.8 144 1.0
American
Indian or 35 03 3 04 4 03 2 02 30 03 40 03
Alaskan
Native
Asian 2,247 219 2,155  23.0 2,948 195 1524 153 1446 134 1882 135
Black or
African 1,859  18.2 1,808 19.3 2,908 192 2,048 205 2,240 207 3,320 238
American
o EEEET  gam g 3,081 328 5482 363 3,897  39.1 4404 407 5,600  40.1
Ethnicity Latino
Native
Hawaiian or
Othor Pasific 53 0.5 47 0.5 69 0.5 48 0.5 63 0.6 90 0.6
Islander
Lo el Ll 931 9.1 878 9.4 1632 10.8 1,194 120 1,361 12.6 1521 10.9
Races
White 1516  14.8 1,352 14.4 2,008 133 1,225  12.3 1,265  11.7 1,483  10.6
Other/Unknown 46 0.4 30 0.3 33 0.2 18 0.2 15 0.1 19 0.1
Gifted 8 0.1 6 0.1 69 0.5 47 0.5 23 0.2 19 0.1
Other IEP 598 5.8 631 6.7 1,533 10.1 1,830  18.3 2357 218 2115 152
Migrant 13 0.1 23 0.2 46 0.3 36 0.4 42 0.4 57 0.4
Autism 199 1.9 185 2.0 299 2.0 189 1.9 191 1.8 120 0.9
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Subgroup Status

Developmenta

7 01 8 01 12 0.1 14 0.1 25 02 3 03
| delay
Emotional
gmotional 4 00 3 00 18 0.1 25 03 44 04 33 02
Hearing 7 041 10 01 18 0.1 22 0.2 20 03 28 0.2
Impaired
Ll Ll 19 02 24 03 89 06 106 1.1 179 17 164 12
Disability : : : : : :
Multiple
Multipl 32 03 33 04 71 05 73 07 79 07 92 07
disabilities
Orthopedic
ER. et 5 00 8 01 14 0.1 7 041 12 0.1 11 0.1
Disability
Other health 55 05 86 0.9 203 1.3 230 2.3 304 28 276 20
impairment
Specific
learning 31 03 60 06 447 30 1,031 10.3 1426 132 1309 94
disability
Speech or
language 233 23 212 23 356 24 98 10 60 06 28 02
impairment
Traumatic 300 300 300 7 0.1 15 0.1 24 02
brain injury
Visual 100 100 4 00 5 01 8 01 10 0.1
impairment
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5.22021-2022 STUDENT SCALE SCORE AND PERFORMANCE SUMMARY

Student performance in the 2021-2022 OELPA administration is summarized for the entire
population and by subgroup. Table 5.3 shows the number and percentage of students who had
domain exemption or not-attempted in each domain and grade. Table 5.4-Table 5.6 show the
number of students, minimum, maximum, mean, and standard deviation of scale scores in each
grade and domain. The tests are not vertically linked across all grades. Scale scores can be
compared only within grade bands (grades 2-3, 4-5, 68, and 9-12). In general, the mean scale
scores increased as grades increased within each grade band. A disaggregated summary based on
scale scores by gender, ethnicity, and other subgroups is also available in Section 3 of Appendix
Part I. In addition, students’ raw score summary and distributions for each domain and overall by
grade are also available in Sections 1 and 2 of Appendix Part 1.

Table 5.7 and Table 5.8 display the percentage of students in each performance level in each grade
and domain (see Section 4 of Appendix Part I for a disaggregated summary). In addition, Table
5.9 shows the percentage of students in each overall proficiency level in each grade. The
percentages of students by performance level on each domain test and by overall proficiency level
are also plotted in Figures 5.1 and 5.2, respectively. Section 5 of Appendix Part I displays the
percentage of students by proficiency level by gender, ethnicity, and other subgroups.

For both reading and writing, Figure 5.1 shows that most students were in Performance Level 3
except for kindergarten and grade 1 writing and grade 1 reading tests. More middle school and
high school students earned Performance Levels 1 or 2 than Performance Levels 4 or 5 in reading
and writing, while more grade 2—8 students earned Performance Levels 4 or 5 than Performance
Levels 1 or 2 in listening and speaking.

Figure 5.2 and Table 5.9 show that most students were in the Progressing category in all grades
(69.2% to 78.5%). The percentage of students who were proficient increased from kindergarten to
grade 2, then consistently decreased until grade 9, and slightly increased to grade 12. The percentage
of students in the Emerging category decreased from kindergarten to grade 3, then increased
(except for grade 6) until grade 9, and then consistently decreased to grade 12.
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Table 5.8 Summary of Domain Exemptions and Non-Attempted

Listening Reading Speaking Writing

2L Atte"::rt:ted 2L Atte"::rt:ted 2L Atte"::rt:ted 2L Atte"::rt:ted
K 10,239  4(0.0%)  11(0.1%) 84 (0.8%) 33 (0.3%) 98 (1.0%) 65 (0.6%) 90 (0.9%) 48 (0.5%)
1 9,387 2 (0.0%) 9 (0.1%) 89 (0.9%) 30 (0.3%) 87 (0.9%) 39 (0.4%) 92 (1.0%)  32(0.3%)
2 8,537 5(0.1%) 10 (0.1%) 80 (0.9%) 30 (0.4%) 78 (0.9%) 35 (0.4%) 87 (1.0%) 37 (0.4%)
3 6,584 4(0.1%) 9 (0.1%) 103 (1.6%) 30 (0.5%) 78 (12%) 32 (0.5%) 92 (1.4%)  32(0.5%)
4 5,322 2(0.0%)  5(0.1%) 88 (1.7%) 27 (0.5%) 62 (1.2%) 25 (0.5%) 83 (1.6%) 26 (0.5%)
5 4,654 3(0.1%)  7(0.2%) 107 (2.3%) 28 (0.6%) 63 (1.4%) 34 (0.7%) 100 (2.1%) 33 (0.7%)
6 3,722 7(02%) 17 (0.5%) 69 (1.9%)  31(0.8%) 52 (1.4%) 32 (0.9%) 63 (1.7%) 35 (0.9%)
7 3,612 4(01%) 13 (0.4%) 77 (21%)  31(0.9%) 52 (1.4%)  33(0.9%) 66 (1.8%) 34 (0.9%)
8 3,490 3(0.1%) 14 (0.4%) 61 (1.7%) 37 (1.1%) 44 (1.3%) 36 (1.0%) 54 (1.5%) 43 (1.2%)
9 4,782 6(0.1%) 60 (1.3%) 34 (0.7%) 76 (1.6%) 26 (0.5%) 89 (1.9%) 30 (0.6%) 84 (1.8%)
10 3,551 8(0.2%) 28 (0.8%) 38 (1.1%)  31(0.9%) 24 (0.7%) 62 (1.7%) 35(1.0%) 46 (1.3%)
1 3,108 7(0.2%) 19 (0.6%) 34 (1.1%)  31(1.0%) 31 (1.0%)  41(1.3%) 37 (1.2%) 44 (1.4%)
12 2,514 2(0.1%) 23 (0.9%) 31(1.2%) 33 (1.3%) 21(0.8%) 56 (2.2%) 31(12%) 42 (1.7%)
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Table 5.9 Scale Score Summary-Listening and Reading*

Listening Reading
Min Mean Max SD Min Mean Max
K 10,224 237 5457 775 774 10,122 247 5491 770 73.9
1 9,376 239 547.1 712 75.4 9,268 241 538.6 744 80.4
2 8,522 229 5282 742 72.2 8,427 228 5133 766 72.4
3 6,571 229 550.0 742 754 6,451 228 543.8 766 75.6
4 5315 213 5135 715 74.3 5,207 228 5104 712 676
5 4,644 213 523.8 725 78.8 4,519 228 526.8 736 7.7
6 3,698 232 5107 680  69.6 3,622 247 5122 716 625
7 3,695 253 5189 734 76.4 3,504 272 5254 744 67.9
8 3,473 232 5321 717 855 3,392 247 539.3 732 77.8
9 4,716 253 5122 721 79.8 4,672 258 513.9 740 714
10 3,515 253 5358 735 77.2 3,482 258 536.2 749 73.3
11 3,082 253 5459 746 76.8 3,043 258 5451 760 73.3
12 2,489 294 553.6 758 73.7 2,450 206 553.6 762 71.1

* Scale scores cannot be compared across grade bands.
* Domain tests with Exemption or Not-Attempted are excluded.
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Table 5.10 Scale Score Summary—Speaking and Writing*

Speaking Writing
Min Mean Max Min Mean Max
K 10,076 291 558.6 756 85.1 10,101 309 523.6 727 75.3
1 9,261 265 566.5 736 77.2 9,263 245 530.2 733 88.8
2 8,424 252 5426 747 73.3 8,413 235 508.3 765 76.6
3 6,474 252 564.8 747 75.7 6,460 235 5414 765 77.4
4 5,235 237 5404 736 79.8 5213 221 506.7 719 75.0
5 4,557 237 547.0 758 83.6 4,521 221 522.6 730 79.2
6 3,638 268 535.6 728 73.1 3,624 243 505.7 686 72.2
7 3,527 283 5434 731 78.4 3,512 285 516.9 733 78.1
8 3,410 268 551.1 740 87.5 3,393 243 528.0 733 87.8
9 4,667 297 5287 701 81.5 4,668 263 503.6 713 86.2
10 3,465 297 554.6 729 71.4 3,470 263 528.9 733 80.0
11 3,036 297 565.1 722 67.1 3,027 263 540.2 749 75.7
12 2,437 329 5722 718 64.6 2,441 292 5484 767 70.8

* Scale scores cannot be compared across grade bands.
* Domain tests with Exemption or Not-Attempted are excluded.
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Table 5.11 Scale Score Summary—Comprehension and Overall*

Comprehension Overall
Min Mean Max SD Min Mean Max
K 10,229 3377 5481.8 6865 553.3 10,239 3185 54415 7178 575.6
1 9,385 3428 5449.8 6633 527.9 9,387 3021 5460.6 6998 615.1
2 8,524 3300 5290.9 6729 526.0 8,537 2968 5272.7 7156 570.3
3 6,580 3300 54734 6729 551.2 6,584 2968 54912 7156 592.3
4 5319 3298 52164 6776 515.0 5,322 2892 52321 6861 575.3
5 4,650 3298 5313.1 6878 552.7 4,654 2892 53299 6881 609.8
6 3,711 3361 5216.6 6825 483.7 3,722 3052 52199 6608 535.0
7 3,607 3361 5292.8 6938 532.9 3,612 3314 5298.7 6952 586.9
8 3,483 3361 5398.8 6835 601.5 3,490 3052 53947 6838 661.0
9 4,747 3505 52437 7012 5433 4,782 3235 5216.8 6676 618.8
10 3,538 3505 5406.5 7148 558.3 3,551 3235 54103 6907 583.9
11 3,094 3505 54722 7148 566.9 3,108 3235 5490.5 6873 566.7
12 2,501 3747 55294 7148 555.0 2,514 3560 5549.8 6956 542.2

* Scale scores cannot be compared across grade bands.
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Table 5.12 Percentage of Students by Performance Level-Listening and Reading*

Listening Reading

K 10,224 16.1 14.4 49.9 9.4 10.3 10,122 15.5 16.1 39.7 13.5 15.2
1 9,376 8.1 7.6 30.9 245 28.9 9,268 26.5 18.6 26.1 12.0 16.8
2 8,622 6.9 4.7 255 28.8 341 8,427 259 15.9 27.2 16.0 15.0
3 6,571 6.5 4.6 242 36.1 28.6 6,451 284 16.2 34.2 13.1 8.1
4 5,315 8.1 6.3 20.3 38.2 271 5207 213 16.6 32.7 17.6 11.8
5 4,644 11.0 8.5 13.4 41.8 254 4,519 229 171 37.8 14.5 7.6
6 3,698 9.9 6.9 22.0 37.9 234 3,622 215 20.2 37.8 121 8.4
7 3,595 15.0 121 34.1 23.2 15.6 3,504 294 24.9 34.1 7.3 43
8 3,473 17.0 9.4 31.3 243 18.0 3,392 29.9 22.8 371 6.2 4.0
9 4,716 273 11.2 34.3 16.9 10.3 4,672 383 23.9 32.4 3.3 21
10 3,615 17.3 11.8 33.7 20.2 17.0 3,482 28.8 21.6 38.7 6.7 4.2
11 3,082 13.8 12.4 31.0 204 22.5 3,043 255 21.5 39.0 8.4 5.7
12 2,489 104 111 32.7 22.2 235 2,450 20.3 22.3 41.8 9.4 6.2
Total 69,220 12.2 9.0 30.6 25.7 225 68,159 25.0 18.8 34.1 11.8 10.3

* Domain tests with Exemption or Not-Attempted are excluded.
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Table 5.13 Percentage of Students by Performance Level-Speaking and Writing™*

Speaking Writing
2 3
K 10,076 18.7 13.5 30.5 14.8 225 10,101 445 256 225 3.6 3.8
1 9,261 249 245 10.0 16.0 246 9,263 35.0 19.4 26.8 7.5 11.2
2 8,424 18.1 17.5 15.7 21.4 27.3 8,413 252 15.3 29.0 15.9 14.6
3 6,474 14.2 12.0 20.3 271 26.4 6,460 26.6 17.2 33.9 14.4 8.0
4 5,235 14.2 10.9 16.9 26.5 31.6 5213 184 12.9 48.4 121 8.1
5 4,557 17.5 1.7 257 22.0 23.2 4,521 161 11.0 57.7 9.6 5.6
6 3,638 14.2 12.8 32.0 221 18.9 3,624 14.0 11.5 54.4 12.5 7.6
7 3,627 17.3 13.3 34.2 19.0 16.2 3,612 235 19.3 44.9 7.6 4.6
8 3,410 18.0 11.6 31.1 18.3 20.9 3,393 256 18.1 43.8 7.5 5.1
9 4,667 26.6 16.3 35.0 12.5 9.6 4,668 35.3 19.4 38.6 4.7 1.9
10 3,465 15.4 16.1 36.0 15.9 16.6 3,470 25.1 18.5 44.9 6.9 4.7
11 3,036 11.0 16.0 35.1 17.3 20.7 3,027 218 19.1 43.0 9.9 6.2
12 2,437 8.3 14.1 35.7 19.5 225 2,441 16.1 214 45.5 9.9 7.1
Total 68,207 17.9 15.3 24.8 19.3 22.6 68,106 27.9 18.1 37.2 9.3 7.4

* Domain tests with Exemption or Not-Attempted are excluded.
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Table 5.14 Percentage of Students by Overall Proficiency Level

Emerging Progressing Proficient

K 10,239 20.9 74.3 4.8
1 9,387 13.2 71.5 156.3
2 8,537 10.9 65.3 23.8
3 6,584 10.7 72.9 16.4
4 5,322 13.4 69.0 17.6
5 4,654 17.2 70.5 12.3
6 3,722 15.2 72.3 12.5
7 3,612 22.7 70.7 6.7
8 3,490 23.3 69.8 6.9
9 4,782 35.0 62.1 29
10 3,551 25.0 68.9 6.1
11 3,108 22.2 69.2 8.5
12 2,514 171 73.3 9.6
Total 69,502 17.9 701 12.0

31



OELPA 2021-2022 Technical Report

Figure 5.1 Percentage of Students in Performance Levels*
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* Domain tests with Exemption or Not-Attempted are excluded.
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Figure 5.2 Percentage of Students in Proficiency Levels
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5.32021-2022 TESTING TIME FOR ONLINE TESTS

Table 5.10 shows testing time per each grade or grade band. In general, higher-grade tests showed
longer testing times than the lower grade. Testing time was computed based on page time for each
item, which indicates the time a student spent on each item. The sum of the page time was used
for testing time. In this analysis, only students who took online tests and had valid scores on all
items were included.
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Table 5.15 Testing Time for the 2021-2022 Online Summative Tests

Testing Time (Minutes)

Grade/Grade
Band A
P10 P25 P50 P75 P90 Max
K 9,955 80 4.8 40.0 46.0 54.6 66.5 80.1 2147 58.1 17.6
1 9,146 83 4.6 41.9 47.8 55.7 66.5 79.2 187.9 58.7 16.1
2-3 14,696 76 11.6 50.1 58.9 71.2 87.2 107.0 398.4 75.9 25.5
4-5 9,635 73 3.5 55.7 66.2 809 1011 126.7 401.7 871 311
6-8 10,336 74 26 63.9 80.5 1059 1417 189.8 696.5 118.6 56.3
9-12 13,337 73 4.0 65.2 86.7 1194 1629 2128 6511 1321 64.7
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Chapter 6. RELIABILITY

Reliability can be defined as the degree to which individuals’ deviation scores remain relatively
consistent over repeated administrations of the same test or alternate test forms (Crocker & Algina,
1986). For example, if a person takes the same or parallel tests repeatedly, he or she should receive
consistent results. The reliability coefficient refers to the ratio of true score variance to observed
score variance:

2
Pxx = —-

X

There are various approaches for estimating the reliability of scores. The conventional approaches
used are characterized as follows:

e The fest-retest method measures stability over time. With this method, the same test is
administered twice to the same group at two different points in time. If test scores from the
two administrations are highly correlated, then the test scores are deemed to have a high
level of stability. For example, if the result is highly stable, those who scored high on the
first administration tend to obtain a high score on the second administration. The critical
factor, however, is the time interval. The time interval should not be too long, which could
allow for changes in the test takers’ true scores. Likewise, it should not be too short, in
which case memory and practice may confound the results. The test-retest method is most
effective for measuring constructs that are stable over time, such as intelligence or
personality traits.

o The parallel-forms method is used for measuring equivalence. With this design, two
parallel forms of the test are administered to the same group. This method requires two
similar forms of a test. However, it is very difficult to create two strictly parallel forms.
When this method is applied, the effects of memory or practice can be eliminated or
reduced, since the tests are not purely identical as with the test-retest method. The
reliability coefficient from this method indicates the degree to which the two tests are
measuring the same construct. While there are a wide variety of possible items to
administer to measure any particular construct, it is only feasible to administer a sample of
items on any given test. If there is a high correlation between the scores of the two tests,
then inferences regarding high reliability of scores can be substantiated. This method is
commonly used to estimate the reliability of achievement or aptitude tests.

e The split-half method uses one test divided into two halves within a single test
administration. It is crucial to make the two half-tests as parallel as possible, as the
correlation between the two half-tests is used to estimate reliability of the whole test. In
general, this method produces a coefficient that underestimates the reliability for the full
test. To correct the estimate, the Spearman-Brown prophecy formula (Brown, 1910;
Spearman, 1910) can be applied. While this method is convenient, varying splits of the
items may yield different reliability estimates.

The internal consistency method can be employed when it is not possible to conduct repeated
test administrations. Whereas other methods often compute the correlation between two
separate tests, this method considers each item within a test to be a one-item test. Internal
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consistency assesses the correlation/covariance between multiple items in a test that are
intended to measure the same construct. There are several other statistical methods based
on this idea: Coefficient alpha (Cronbach & Shavelson, 2004), Kuder-Richardson Formula
20 (Kuder & Richardson, 1937), Kuder-Richardson Formula 21 (Kuder & Richardson,
1937), stratified coefficient alpha (Qualls, 1995), and Feldt-Raju coefficient (Feldt &
Qualls, 1996; Feldt & Brennan, 1989).

o [nter-rater reliability is the extent to which two or more individuals (coders or raters) agree.
Inter-rater reliability addresses the consistency of the implementation of a rating system.

Another way to view reliability is to consider its relationship with the standard error of
measurement (SEM)—the smaller the standard error, the higher the precision of the test scores.
For example, classical test theory assumes that an observed score (X) of each individual can be
expressed as a true score (7) plus some error (E), X = T + E. The variance of X can be shown to
be the sum of two orthogonal variance components:

0% = 0% + of.

Returning to the definition of reliability as the ratio of true score variance to observed score
variance, the following formula can be determined:

of __of_oi-of_ _of
Pxx = Z 7T 2~ =Z2~""=2 ~“L1——=
ot +0f 0% oy ox

As the fraction of error variance to observed score variance approaches 0, the reliability approaches
1.

In contrast to the homoscedastic (uniform) errors assumed in Classical Testing Theory (CTT), the
SEMs in item response theory (IRT) vary over the ability continuum. These heterogeneous errors
are a function of a test information function (TIF) that provides different information about test
takers depending on their estimated abilities. Often, the TIF is maximized over an important
performance cut, such as the proficient cut score.

Because the TIF indicates the amount of information provided by the test at different points along
the ability scale, its inverse indicates the “lack” of information at different points along the ability
scale. This lack of information is the uncertainty, or the SEM, of the score at various score points.
Conventionally, fixed-form tests are maximized near the middle of the score distribution, or near
an important classification cut, and have less information at the tails of the score distribution.

In this chapter, test reliability for the OELPA summative tests was provided using
e Cronbach’s alpha;
e marginal SEM;
e marginal reliability;
e conditional standard error of measurement (CSEM);

e classification accuracy and consistency; and
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e inter-rater analysis.

The following sections describe the methods used in the computation. The results for the 2021—
2022 OELPA summative assessment were provided in this chapter and Sections 6—8 of Appendix
Part .

e Section 6. Summative Assessment—Marginal Reliability

o Figure S6.1 presents the marginal reliability by gender for each domain test
across grades.

o Figure S6.2 presents the marginal reliability by ethnicity for each domain
test across grades.

o Figures S6.3 and S6.4 present the marginal reliability by Individualized
Education Program (IEP) and primary disability for each domain test across
grades, respectively.

e Section 7. Summative Assessment—CSEM

o Figures S7.1-S7.13 show the CSEM plots for each domain, overall, and
comprehension tests for each grade.

e Section 8. Summative Assessment—Inter-Rater Analysis

o Tables S8.1-S8.6 display the inter-rater analysis result for each handscored
item in each grade or grade band.

6.1 INTERNAL CONSISTENCY

Cronbach’s alpha (Cronbach & Shavelson, 2004) is used to access the internal consistency of items
in each test for each domain. In other words, Cronbach’s alpha refers to the extent to which it is a
consistent measure of a concept, in this case, each domain. A high Cronbach’s alpha coefficient
indicates that the items in the domain measure the same underlying concept (i.e., listening, reading,
writing, and speaking).

The paper-pencil and braille forms are excluded from the analysis due to their small size.

Table 6.1 and Figure 6.1 show the result of analysis on Cronbach’s alpha for each domain test.
The Cronbach’s alpha value for each domain was computed using the items from that domain. The
reading domain in kindergarten has the lowest alpha coefficient, 0.77. According to Nunnally
(1978), 0.7 is the minimum acceptable alpha coefficient, so all domain tests meet the minimum
acceptable requirement.
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Table 6.16 Cronbach’s Alpha

Grade Listening Reading Speaking Writing

1 .83 .87 .84 .94 .95
2 .84 .84 .82 .86 .94
3 .86 .85 .83 .86 .94
4 .85 .83 .87 .87 .94
5 .86 .85 .88 .87 .94
6 .90 .80 .85 .89 .94
7 91 .83 .87 .90 .95
8 93 86 .88 91 96
9 89 81 91 90 95
10 .88 .84 .87 .88 .95
11 .88 .85 .86 .86 .95
12 .87 .85 .84 .84 .94
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Figure 6.3 Cronbach’s Alpha by Domain and Overall
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6.2 MARGINAL STANDARD ERROR OF MEASUREMENT

Another way to examine score reliability is with the marginal standard error of measurement
(MSEM) (or G5or).- MSEM is computed as the square root of Gg-o, Which is the average of the
squared standard errors measurement of the IRT-based scale scores obtained by applying the
ELPAZ21 scoring procedures. Smaller values of MSEM indicate that the estimated test scores have

=2
Oerror

greater precision, on average. The marginal reliability p = 1 — ——, (see Section 6.3 on the
total

following page), and the test MSEM are inversely related. The ratio of MSEM and the standard
deviation of scale scores (i.¢., signal-noise ratio) can also indicate the measurement errors. In other

error

words, it shows the ratio of the error and total score (Z—). The analysis for the ratio is displayed
total

in Figure 6.2.
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Figure 6.4 Ratio of Marginal Standard Error of Measurement to Standard Deviation of Estimated
Scale Scores by Grade and Domain
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6.3 MARGINAL RELIABILITY AND CONDITIONAL STANDARD ERROR OF
MEASUREMENT

Marginal reliability (Sireci, Thissen, & Wainer, 1991) assesses scoring precision. It is based on
the average of the CSEMs for the estimated theta scores. By definition, marginal reliability is the
proportion of true score variance among the observed score variances. While Cronbach’s alpha
was computed using item-level scores, marginal reliability was estimated by using expected a
posteriori (EAP) estimates, which were used to estimate the domain scores. EAP is the estimate of
true score, but its variance underestimates the true score variance, so the marginal reliability within

domain can be estimated by
— < O—L%AP > Eezrror
p el el 1 —_——

2 2
Gtotal Gtotal

where G2..oy is the average error variance (variance of the measurement error), 62,4 = 0Z4p +
2o, and 2 4p is the variance of the EAP estimate.
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The maximum value for the marginal reliability is 1. A higher reliability coefficient indicates
greater scoring precision. The marginal reliability for the 2021-2022 OELPA summative tests is
presented in Table 6.2 and Figure 6.3. The marginal reliabilities by domain were obtained using
the domain scores based on the MIRT models, and the overall/comprehension marginal reliabilities
were obtained using the overall/comprehension scores based on the bi-factor models. The results
show that the listening tests at grades 1-3 have the lowest reliabilities, followed by the speaking
tests. The reliability for the speaking domain in the middle and high school tests are lower than the
other domains. All the reliability indices are above 0.8, except for the listening tests in grade 1. In
addition, Section 6 of Appendix Part I presents marginal reliability by gender, ethnicity, IEP, and
primary disability, and Section 5 displays CSEM plots by grades. Groups with fewer than 50
students were excluded from the plots of marginal reliability by groups.

Table 6.17 Marginal Reliability*

N Listening Reading Speaking Writing Comprehension Overall

K 10,050 .87 .84 .90 .89 .81 .82
1 9,227 .79 91 .83 91 .71 .85
2 8,386 .84 91 .85 91 .79 .88
3 6,412 .83 91 .84 91 .79 .88
4 5,186 .87 .90 .87 91 .82 .89
5 4,491 .88 .90 .88 91 .83 .90
6 3,581 .90 .88 .87 91 .84 .88
7 3,471 91 .89 .88 91 .85 .89
8 3,350 .92 91 .90 .93 .88 91
9 4,590 .92 91 91 .93 .89 91
10 3,416 91 91 .88 91 .88 .90
11 2,996 91 91 .86 91 .88 .89
12 2,407 .90 .90 .85 .89 .87 .88

* Domain tests with Exemption or Not-Attempted are excluded.
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Figure 6.5 Marginal Reliability by Test*
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6.4 CLASSIFICATION ACCURACY AND CONSISTENCY

When student performance is reported in terms of achievement levels, a reliability of achievement
classification is computed in terms of the probabilities of consistent classification of students as
specified in Standard 2.16 in the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (American
Educational Research Association [AERA], American Psychological Association [APA], &
National Council on Measurement in Education [NCME], 2014).

Classification accuracy (CA) analysis investigates how accurately students are classified into each
performance level. The accuracy of proficiency classifications indicates the extent to which the
proficiency classifications exactly agree with the classifications that might be made on test takers’
true scores. The accuracy index is based on an estimated joint distribution of reported scores on
the current form of the exam and the scores based on an all-forms average (true score).

Classification consistency (CC) analysis investigates how consistently students are classified into
each performance level across two independent administrations of equivalent forms. The
consistency of proficiency classifications indicates the extent to which the proficiency
classifications agree exactly with the classification that might be made on an alternate version of
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the exam. The consistency index is based on an estimated joint distribution of scores on the
specified form of the exam and the scores on an alternate (parallel) form of the exam. Since
obtaining test scores from two independent administrations is not feasible due to issues such as
logistics and cost constraints, the CC index is computed with the assumption that the same test is
independently administered twice to the same group of students. Classification consistency rates
can be lower than classification accuracy because consistency is based on two tests with
measurement errors, while accuracy is based on one test with a measurement error and the true
score. The accuracy and consistency rates for each performance level are higher for the levels with
smaller standard error.

For OELPA, since the overall proficiency is based on domain performance level, the CA and CC
are examined at each cut score in each domain test. Five performance levels divided by four cut
scores, cuts 1-4, are established for each domain test. Forms with an n count fewer than 50 are
excluded from the analysis; for this reason, the paper-pencil and braille forms are excluded.

In general, the CA and CC can be estimated using the following approach.

At domain Level 1, the marginal posterior distribution of student i can be approximated as a normal
distribution with mean equal to the estimated 8; and standard deviation of SEM se(@i). That is,

—~

6,~N (Hi,se(gi)). Let p;; be the probability of the true score at Performance Level 1 for the i
student, and p;; for student i can be estimated as follows:

Cl-1— gi 0; — gi € — ai) <§i —q ai -0, ai - Cl—1>
o= <0, <) = <l .« — | = — < ——< —
Pu=pla-s<bi<a) p( se(8;) ~ se(8;) se(H;) se(6;) se(6;) — se(6;)

For Level 1, ¢, = —oo, and for Level L, ¢; = oo. If scaled score is to be used, the formula provided
can be used based on the scale score distribution.

For proficiency categories, the probability of a particular profile is obtained by integrating over
the posterior distribution of the assessed domains. Similar to the case provided for individual
domains, this posterior can be approximated as a multivariate normal distribution with means equal
to the vector of score estimates §S, and covariance equal to the error variance-covariance matrix
%(SS,), the diagonal of which provides the squared SEMs for the estimated scores:

P(SS|y,)~MVN(SS,%(S5S))),

where y; is the pattern of item responses across all domains. The 4 X 1 vector of score estimates
0, and the 4 x 4 error covariance matrix X(0,) may be obtained from the scoring output from
software capable of performing multidimensional IRT scoring; §S, and Z(§S,) may, in turn, be
obtained by applying the transformations described earlier. The probability of a specific
performance profile is obtained by integrating over the multivariate posterior distribution over the
ranges of scores defining the performance level in each domain. For most students (those without
exemptions), the computation is as follows:
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Pi(ef.9.0)
Cut(e41),listening CUL(f+1) listening CUL(g+1) listening CUL(h+1)listening
= j j f j p (Sslyl) dSSlistening dSSreadingdSSspeakingdSSwriting'
Cute listening CUL{ listening Cutg listening Cutp listening

where e, f, g, and h are the performance levels for listening, reading, speaking, and writing,
respectively. Additionally, cut; 4 = —“and cutg 4 = <©.

The probability of a particular overall determination, given the response pattern y; can be
estimated by adding up the probabilities associated with each profile receiving that determination:

Di = Z1e3pPie.f.g.h)

where 3, is the set of performance-level profiles that are assigned the overall determination D, as
described in Chapter 3.

To compute CA and CC for domain performance levels, let p;; be the probability of the true score
at Performance Level | for the i student, and define the following matrix based on L performance

levels (L X L matrix)
(nall nalm)
Ngir " Nam

where n,;,, is the sum of the probabilities for each expected performance level at each observed
performance level (the level actually assigned). In the matrix, the row represents the observed
level, and the column represents the expected level.

Based on the previous matrix, the CA forthecut¢; ({ = 1,---,L — 1) is

l L
. Dkm=1Nakm + 2k m=1+1Nakm

CA., = N
where N is the total number of students.
The overall classification accuracy is computed as
CA = ZiziTait
N

The CA for a single cut, for example, the CA at cut 2, is the sum of the ng,, values in blue
(Zfam:l Naem) assigned in the levels equal to or below cut 2 at both expected and observed levels
and in green (Zi'mzl +1Makm) assigned in the levels above cut 2 at both expected and observed
levels divided by the total number of students.
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Ng11 Ng12 Ng13 = NgiL
Ng21 Ng22 Ng23 -+ NgoL
Ng31 MNg32 Ng33 *** Ng3L
Ngs51 Ngs52 Ngs3 **° NgsL

For CC using p,;, similar to CA, a similar L X L table is constructed by assuming the test is
administered twice independently to the same student group,

(nc.ll nq1L>
Nepr o0 NeLr
where ng, =YV, D;P;y,> Which is the sum of the probabilities multiplied by each paired

combination of performance. p, can be computed based on the same equation for p;; described
previously.

The CC forthecut¢; (I =1,--,L — 1) is:

l L
Zk,m:l Negm + Zk,m=l+1 Nckm
cC,, = 5 :

Similarly, CC can be estimated for a single cut. The overall classification consistency is computed

as:

L
_ 2Zii=1"kii

CC=
N

The computation of CA and CC for overall proficiency categories follows the same procedure as
that for domain performance levels, as described previously.

The CA and CC indices are affected by the interaction of the magnitude of se (6), the distance
between adjacent cuts, the location of the cuts on the ability scale, and the proportion of students
around a cut point. The larger the se(8), the closer the two adjacent cuts, and the greater the
proportion of students around a cut point, the lower the indices.

Table 6.3 shows overall classification accuracy and consistency for domain performance levels,
and the analysis results for each cut are presented in Table 6.4 and Figure 6.4 as well as Table 6.5
and Figure 6.5. CC rates can be lower than CA because CC is based on two tests with measurement
errors, while CA is based on one test with a measurement error and the estimated true score. The
CA and CC rates for each performance level are higher for the levels with a smaller standard error.
Also, the CA and CC indices for the overall proficiency categories are lower than that of each
performance level due to multiple cuts. For each cut, all CAs are above 0.84 and all CCs are above
0.78. In listening and speaking, both indices for cut 3 and/or cut 4 are relatively lower in elementary
grades, which indicates lack of difficult items.

The classification accuracy and consistency results for overall proficiency levels are summarized
in Table 6.6 and Figure 6.6. All CAs and CCs are above 0.85 for overall and above 0.89 for each
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proficiency level cut. The CA indices for proficiency cut 1 are higher than those for cut 2 in all
grades except for grades K, 9, and 10. The CC indices for proficiency cut 1 are higher than those
for cut 2 in all grades except for grades K, 9, and 10.
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Table 6.18 Summative Overall Classification Accuracy and Consistency for Domain
Performance Levels, by Grade and Domain

Accuracy Consistency

Listening Reading Speaking Writing Listening Reading Speaking Writing

1 64 73 58 .73 54 64 51 65
2 70 72 58 72 60 63 50 63
3 69 72 58 .70 58 63 49 61
4 .73 .71 .63 .75 .62 .61 .54 .67
5 72 73 62 .79 63 64 52 71
6 76 70 62 .76 67 60 52 68
7 73 74 64 .74 64 65 54 66
8 74 77 67 .76 65 69 58 68
9 76 80 70 .78 67 72 61 70
10 .73 a7 .66 .75 .64 .69 .56 .67
11 .73 .76 .65 .72 .63 .67 .55 .64
12 72 .74 .64 .71 .63 .65 .54 .62
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Table 6.19 Classification Accuracy for Each Cut*

Listening Reading Speaking Writing

Cut Cut Cut Cut Cut Cut  Cut Cut Cut Cut

2 3 2 3 2 3
K 95 91 90 .93 94 90 .88 .91 96 92 88 .89 91 94 95 .96
1 97 94 B85 85 92 93 94 94 90 85 84 86 95 91 91 93
2 98 96 .88 .86 93 93 92 93 92 87 85 .86 94 93 91 .93
3 98 97 88 85 95 92 90 .94 95 89 84 85 94 91 90 .93
4 .97 .96 91 .88 .93 .92 91 .94 .96 .92 .87 .85 .96 .93 .90 .94
5 .97 .95 .92 .88 .95 .92 91 .94 .95 91 .85 .87 .97 .95 91 .95
6 98 96 .92 .90 92 90 92 .96 96 91 85 .88 97 94 90 94
7 97 95 89 91 92 91 94 97 96 90 .86 .89 95 90 92 .96
8 98 96 .89 .90 94 92 94 96 96 92 87 .89 95 91 93 .96
9 .95 .94 .92 .94 .93 .92 .97 .98 .95 91 .89 .92 .95 91 .95 .97
10 96 95 90 .91 93 92 94 97 96 91 87 .89 95 91 93 .96
11 96 95 91 .90 93 92 93 .96 96 91 86 .88 94 91 91 94
12 97 95 90 .90 94 92 93 95 97 92 85 .87 94 90 91 94

* Domain tests with Exemption or Not-Attempted are excluded.
* Cuts 1 to 4 fall between Performance Levels 1 and 2, 2 and 3, 3 and 4, and 4 and 5, respectively.
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Figure 6.6 Domain Classification Accuracy™
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* Domain tests with Exemption or Not-Attempted are excluded.
* Cuts 1 to 4 fall between Performance Levels 1 and 2, 2 and 3, 3 and 4, and 4 and 5, respectively.
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Table 6.20 Classification Consistency for Each Cut*

Listening Reading Speaking Writing

Cut Cut Cut Cut Cut Cut  Cut Cut Cut Cut

2 3 2 3 2 3
K .92 .88 .87 .90 .92 .86 .84 .87 .94 .89 .84 .85 .87 .92 .94 .95
1 95 91 79 79 89 900 91 91 85 78 .78 .80 93 87 .88 .90
2 97 95 83 .81 90 90 .89 .91 89 82 79 .81 92 90 .88 .90
3 .97 .96 .83 .79 .92 .89 .86 91 .92 .84 .78 .79 .92 .88 .86 91
4 .96 .94 .87 .84 91 .89 .88 .92 .94 .89 .81 .80 .95 .90 .87 .92
5 96 93 88 .84 92 89 88 .92 93 87 80 .82 96 .92 87 .93
6 97 95 89 .86 .88 86 .89 .94 94 86 .79 84 96 91 86 .92
7 96 93 85 .87 89 87 91 95 94 86 .80 .84 93 86 .89 94
8 97 95 85 .86 91 89 91 95 95 89 82 84 93 87 90 94
9 .94 .92 .88 91 .90 .88 .95 .97 .93 .87 .84 .89 .92 .87 .92 .96
10 .94 .92 .87 .88 91 .88 .92 .95 .94 .87 .82 .85 .92 .87 .90 .94
11 .94 .93 .88 .86 91 .89 91 .94 .95 .88 .81 .83 .92 .87 .88 .92
12 95 93 86 .86 91 88 90 .93 96 .88 79 .82 92 86 .87 .91

* Domain tests with Exemption or Not-Attempted are excluded.
* Cuts 1 to 4 fall between Performance Levels 1 and 2, 2 and 3, 3 and 4, and 4 and 5, respectively.
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Figure 6.7 Domain Classification Consistency™
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* Domain tests with Exemption or Not-Attempted are excluded.
* Cuts 1 to 4 fall between Performance Levels 1 and 2, 2 and 3, 3 and 4, and 4 and 5, respectively.
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Table 6.21 Summative Classification for Proficiency Levels

Accuracy Consistency

Between Between Between Between
Emerging Progressing Emerging Progressing
and and and and
Progressing Proficient Progressing Proficient

1 88 95 .93 85 94 91
2 88 97 91 85 96 89
3 89 98 .92 86 97 90
4 .89 .97 .92 .86 .96 .90
5 90 97 .93 87 96 91
6 91 97 .94 88 96 92
7 92 96 .96 89 95 95
8 92 97 .96 90 96 95
9 93 96 .98 91 94 97
10 91 .95 .96 .89 .94 .95
11 .90 .95 .95 .87 .94 .93
12 .90 .96 .94 .87 .94 .92
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Figure 6.8 Proficiency Classification
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6.5 INTER-RATER ANALYSIS

The fidelity of handscoring was monitored by having a subset of student responses independently
scored by two raters. Each student response was scored holistically by a trained and qualified rater
using the scoring criteria developed and approved by ELPA21, with a second read conducted on
20% of responses for the summative test for each task type. Responses were selected randomly for
second readings and scored by raters who were not aware of the score assigned by the first rater or
even that the response had been scored previously. The rater pool consisted of teachers, test
administrators (TAs), school administrators, or other qualified school staff. The detailed
information of handscoring QA, including scorer qualifications, is described in Section 9.2.2.

In the 2021-2022 OELPA summative assessment, 11 handscored items in kindergarten, nine
handscored items in grade 1, and 13 handscored items in each of the other grade-band online tests
were scored by second raters. Twenty percent of handscores were monitored by second raters. For
the screener assessment, OELPS used local TAs for scoring, and therefore, there were no second
rater scores.

Handscorer score reliability was examined using Cohen’s quadratic weighted Kappa coefficient.
The coefficient is a measure of agreement corrected for chance and allows differential weighting
of disagreement. In addition, the frequencies and percentages of the exact match between first rater
and second rater, the exact match plus +1/-1 score differences, and +2/-2 and above differences
were computed. Handscored items on paper and braille forms were not included in the results.

Table 6.7 contains the summary of Kappa coefficients for each test. The table shows that 55.4%—
94.8% of handscores were consistent between the first rater and the second rater, and 0.2%—5.2%
of handscores were off by two or more points across the six tests. Agreement tended to decrease
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as the number of possible score points increased. The weighted Kappa coefficients ranged from
0.68 to 0.93.

The inter-rater consistencies were also assessed by item and are summarized in Section 8 of
Appendix Part I.
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Table 6.22 Overall Inter-Rater Analysis

Weighted % Exact % within 1 % Not within 1
Grade/Grade Score Number Kappa Agreement Agreement Agreement
Band Points of Items

Min Max Min Max Min Max Min Max
2 6 .706 .825 73.2 91.7 96.3 99.0 1.0 3.7

K
3 5 .79 .837 66.7 75.9 98.4 99.3 0.7 1.6
2 5 .680 .861 81.0 94.8 98.1 99.8 0.2 1.9
3 2 .703 .880 68.3 82.9 98.0 99.0 1.0 2.0

1

4 1 .766 .766 64.9 64.9 96.8 96.8 3.2 3.2
5 1 .854 .854 57.0 57.0 96.7 96.7 3.3 3.3
2 5 .684 773 84.0 91.8 98.9 99.8 0.2 1.1
3 4 784 .886 67.0 80.7 98.5 98.8 1.2 1.5

2-3
4 3 .861 .872 70.6 73.3 95.0 99.4 0.6 5.0
5 1 .824 .824 59.3 59.3 96.5 96.5 3.5 3.5
3 8 .688 .930 64.9 92.7 97.9 99.5 0.5 21
4-5 4 1 .788 .788 59.0 59.0 96.1 96.1 3.9 3.9
5 4 779 .857 56.6 70.8 94.6 97.0 3.0 5.4
3 8 741 .893 62.5 81.4 97.0 99.7 0.3 3.0

6-8
5 5 .826 877 59.5 73.4 96.9 98.5 1.5 3.1
3 8 .766 .869 65.5 79.8 97.8 99.4 0.6 2.2

9-12
5 5 .836 .900 55.4 73.2 94.8 98.9 1.1 52
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Chapter 7. Validity

Validity refers to the degree to which “evidence and theory support the interpretations of test scores
entailed by proposed uses of tests” (AERA, APA, & NCME, 2014). Messick (1989) defines
validity as “an integrated evaluative judgment of the degree to which empirical evidence and
theoretical rationales supports the adequacy and appropriateness of inferences and actions based
on test scores and other modes of assessment.” Both definitions emphasize evidence and theory to
support inferences and interpretations of test scores. The Standards (AERA, APA, & NCME,
2014) suggests five sources of validity evidence that can be used in evaluating a proposed
interpretation of test scores. When validating test scores, these sources of evidence should be
carefully considered.

The first source of evidence for validity is the relationship between the test content and the intended
test construct. For test score inferences to support a validity claim, the items should be
representative of the content domain, and the content domain should be relevant to the proposed
interpretation of test scores. To determine content representativeness, diverse panels of content
experts conduct alignment studies, in which experts review individual items and rate them based
on how well they match the test specifications or cognitive skills required for a particular construct
(discussions about test development, form construction, scaling, equating, and standard setting can
be found in related ELPA21 documents).

Test scores can be used to support an intended validity claim when they contain minimal construct-
irrelevant variance. For example, a mathematics item targeting a specific mathematics skill that
requires advanced reading proficiency and vocabulary has a high level of construct-irrelevant
variance. Thus, the intended construct of measurement is confounded, which impedes the validity
of the test scores. Statistical analyses, such as factor analysis or multidimensional scaling of
relevance, are also used to evaluate content relevance. Evidence based on test content is a crucial
component of validity because construct underrepresentation or irrelevancy could result in unfair
advantages or disadvantages to one or more groups of test takers (see Section 7.1, Dimensionality
Analysis).

The second source of evidence for validity is based on “the fit between the construct and the
detailed nature of performance or response