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1.Description of Alternate ACCESS for ELLs English Language
Proficiency Test

1.1. Purpose of Alternate ACCESS fdtLLs

The purpose of Alternate ACCESS for ELLs (hereafter, Alternate ACCESS) is to assess the
developing English language proficiency (ELP) of Englestguage learners (ELLs) with the most
significant cognitive disabilities in Gradeg1R in the states of the WIDA consortium. The

assessment is rooted in tAkernate English Language Development (ELD) Standards for English
Language Learners with Sigiwént Cognitive Disabilitie®f the WIDA Consortium. Alternate

ACCESS is a first of its kind attempt made by WIDA to assess ELP for ELLs with the most
significant cognitive disabilities. As such, the assessment continues to be refined to clarify the
constuct and to develop a test design that better reflects the diversity of student language use within
this population.

The WIDA ELD Standards amorrespondetb WIDA Consortium state academic content
standards and form the coacktoiostructinpand t¥tinD A Consor
academic English for ELLs with significant cognitive disabilities. Alternate ACCESS, which was
developed based on the WIDA ELD Standards, may thus be described as a staaskadsLP

test designed to measure proficiencyBdt s with the mossignificant cognitive disabilities. It

assesses social and instructional English as well as the language associated with Language Arts,
Mathematics, and Science within the school context across the four language domains of Listening,
Reading, Writing, and Speaking.

Major purposes of Alternate ACCESS incltide
1 To meetfederalaccountabilityrequirement$or assessmemracticefor ELLs and
students witithe most significantognitive disabilities as specified in The Every Student

Succeeds AC(ESSA; 2015) and the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA,;
2004)

1 To provide educators with a measure sensitive to ELP growth of ELLs with significant
cognitivedisabilities

1.2. Format of AlternateACCESS

1.2.1 Integration with the Standards
The design of Alternate ACCESS is built upon the foundational WIDA ELD Standards. The four
WIDA ELD Standards represented are:
Standard @ Social and Instructional Language
ELLs communicate in English faocial and instructional purposes inhte school
setting.

Standard @ Language of Language Arts

1 From the WIDA Alternate ACCESS websitgfps://wida.wisc.edu/assess/aticess
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ELLs communicate information, ideas, and concepts necessary for academic success in the
content area dfanguage Arts.

Standard 8 Language of Mathematics
ELLs communicate information, ideas, and cepts necessary for academic success in the
content area dflathematics.

Standard @ Language of Science
ELLs communicate information, ideas, and concepts necessary for academic success in the
content area dbcience.
For practical purposes, the fadtandards are abbreviated as follows in this report:
Social and Instructional language: Sl
Language of English Language Arts: LA
Language of Mathematics: MA Language
of Science: SC

The selected response items and performbiased tasks on Alternate ACCE&#get these four
Standards.

1.2.1. Grade-levelClusters

The WIDA ELD Standards describe developing ELP for five giadel clusters. These are Prak

1-2, 35, 68, and 912. A Kindergarten version of Alternate ACCESS, however, is not currently
available. hus, Alternate ACCESS is organized into the following giladel clusters: 22, 3-5,

6-8, and 9122

1.2.2. Language Domains

The Alternate ACCESS test includes individual sections to assess each of four language domains:
Listening, Reading, Speaking, and Whi.

2 The organization afradelevel clusters is based on the 2007 WIDA ELP Standards (WIDA, 2007).
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1.2.3. Language ProficiencyLevels

Alternate ACCESS assesses growth in ELP over six levels. These six levels include three newly
developed language proficiency levels and three levels derived from the WIDA ELD Standards for
thegenergpopul ati on. The most basic proficiency | e\
stage of | anguage proficiency described is P3:
ELD proficiency levels, A1 A3, are language proficiency antecet$aio the existing WIDA ELD

P1 that applies to the general student population. An important aspect of the Alternate ELD levels
(A171 A3) is that they represent small chunks of language growth within P1. A highlight of this
structure is that progress in tarage acquisition for students with significant cognitive disabilities

can be identified in smaller and narrower gradations. Figure 1.2.4A below presents a
conceptualization of the proficiency levels assessed in Alternate ACCESS. In this figure, PInhhas bee
stretched for illustrative purposes to display levelsi AN3.

ACCESS. In this figure, PL1 has been stretched for illustrative purposes to display levets3A1

Alternate ACCESS Proficiency Levels

3
Developing

A3
Engaging

A2

Exploring |
Al
Initiating

Figure 1.2.4A. Alternate ACCESS Proficiency Levels

These language proficiency levelg @inoroughly embedded in the WIDA ELD Standards in a two
pronged fashion.

First, they appear in thgerformance definitions. According to the WIDA ELD Standardihe

performance definitions provide a global overview of the stages of the language acgprsitess.

As such, they complement tdternate Model Performance Indicators (AMPIs) for each

language proficiency level (see the next paragraph for further description of the AMPIS).

The performance definitions are based on three criteria. Thefestis dent sdé i ncreasin
comprehension and production of the technical language required for success in the academic content
areas. The second criterion is studentsod demon
linguistic complexity. The finalriterion is the increasing development of phonological, syntactic,

and semantic understanding in receptive skills or control in usage in productive language skills.

Second, the language proficiency levels of the WIDA ELD Standards are fully embedded in the
accompanying AMPIs, which exemplify the Standards. The AMPIs describe the expectations for
ELLs with significant cognitive disabilities for each of the f@tandards,at the four different

grade-level clusters across foutanguage domainsand at eachfdhe language proficiency

levels The sequence of these five AMPIs together describes a logical progression and accumulation
of skills on the path from the lowest level of ELP to full proficiency for academic success. This
progression i06s called a Astrand.
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Each selectedesponse item or performanbased task on Alternate ACCESS is carefully developed,
reviewed, piloted, and field tested

1.3.Test Development

1.3.1. Item Development

Items developed for Alternate ACCESS were field tested on Form 100 and included on Form 101.
The initial item writing for Alternate ACCESS was daaepart of a U.S. Department of Education,
Enhanced Assessment Grahthe University oiVisconsin. The subsequent pool of items was then
refined by the CAL test development team. An internal review of the items was conducted, and
items were chosen for further development based on how well they fit the Standards and AMPIs.
The chosen items werefined by CAL staff before proceeding through further test development
activities.

Upon internal revision and development of test forms, CAL conducted the following test
development activities, each followed by further internal review and revisiorsaBthContent

Revi ews, Pilot Testing, and WI DA/ SEA6s Forms R
development cycle can be found in tléernate ACCESS for ELLs Technical Report for Form 100.

1.3.2. Field Test

Field testing of Alternate ACCESS Fort0 was conducted from March 12 to June 1, 2012. The
purpose of the field test was to collect data on items and tasks, to judge the strength of individual
items and tasks, to develop the Alternate ACCESS reporting scale, and to conduct the Standard
SettingStudy.

In total, 1,912 students in Graded 2 in 15 WIDA states participated in the field test. Participating
SEAs encouraged educators in their states to sign up for the field test through the regular ACCESS
for ELLs test ordering site provided BetriTech Inc. The administrations were labeled as an
operational field test, meaning states had the option of designating participation in the testing as a
field test activity or as the first operational testing opportunity of the Alternate ACCESS program.
For more details about the field test please refer tAttegnate ACCESS for ELLs Technical Report

for Form 100.

1.3.3. Scaling

Scaling is the process of developing a standard scale that maintains a consistent meaning across test
administrations. Reporting scaren such a scale allows users to interpret test scores.

For Alternate ACCESS, a threlygit scale score (910 to 960) was selected to aid in score

interpretation. The scale needed an interpretive center point across domains and composites, so the
centering value of 935 was chosen to represent the midpoint of the cut score between proficiency
levels A3 and P1 for the3gradel evel cluster (see ACreating the
page for more information about the composites). This i9goak to the ACCESS for ELLs scale,

where the score of 350 is set as the center value and represents the cut score between proficiency
levels P3 and P4 for Grade 5 (for more information see Kenyon, 2006).
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Because the test blueprints across giadel clugers by domain are the same and the Alternate PLs

and AMPIs for the test tasks across grilel clusters pose nearly identical linguistic challenges and
differ only in the topics presented, it is desirable to have common cut scores acrodevglade

clusters by domain. In order to derive these common cut scores, however, test scores from all grade
level clusters need to be placed on a common scale. A common Rasch logit scale was developed to
put the task parameters across griedel clusters on the sarseale, allowing test scores from all
gradelevel clusters to be placed on a common scale. Because the same scoring rules are used to
convert studentsodé original responses to raw sc
across all gradeevel clusters by domain. This was achieved by imposing the same threshold
parameters across the four graeeel clusters by domain. Through this scaling process, task

parameters as well as test scores across-fgadeclusters are put on the same scale. Theggoiure

for developing the reporting scale for Alternate ACCESS was complex, but involved a number of

basic steps. These were carried out separately for each domain until the last stage, when the separate
domain scales were combined to form the composdgeescThese steps, as conducted following the

field test administration, are briefly summarized here. For more details about the field test please refer
to theAlternate ACCESS for ELLs Technical Report for Form 100.

Scaling Design:The measurement modéktt formed the basis of the Alternate ACCESS scaling
analyses was the Rasch Rating Scale Model (Andrich, 1978), as this model is appropriate for
polytomously scored test tasks. For the initial Rasch calibration, the Rasch analyses were
conducted separately gradelevel cluster and domain; therefore, the parameters for each
gradelevel cluster and domain were expressed on a unique logit scale. In the later stages of the
psychometric analysis, the step or threshold parameters were constrained to beresgigrade

level clusters by domain through an anchoring process in order to put the task parameters across
gradelevel clusters by domain on the same logit scale. The Grad&ep or threshold parameters
were then used as the common step values, plyn@cause more Grade=33students participated in
the field test, therefore producing more stable parameters than otheteyr@ddusters. For each
domain, the Grades 32, 68, and 912 rating scale threshold parameters were anchored to the Grade
3-5 domain values using Winsteps. The difficulty parameters for Gra@e$-8, and 912 were
unanchored and thus were calibrated in the runs. All task parameters including the difficulty and
threshold parameters were placed on the same logit scale acubskeygehclusters by domain

through this process. The logit scales were then transformed to the common reporting scale.

Developing the Logit ScaleA calibration of the ability of the students and items using Rasch
procedures was applied to the scoredesttidesponses, putting the difficulty of the items or tasks
and the ability of the students onto one common interval linear scale. The units of this scale are
called logits, and by default the scale is usually centered at O (representing the average item
difficulty for the ACCESS for ELLs items being calibrated). Theoretically, the logit scale runs from
minus infinity to plus infinity, although in practice most tests run from akbldgits to +4 logits.

Transforming the Logit Scale to the Reporting ScaleThe logit scale has both negative numbers
and decimals, which makes it confusing for many users. Therefore, scores on the logit scale were
then transformed onto a reporting scale by means of a linear transformation of the Alternate
ACCESS score scale. Tigeis a separate scale for each of the four domains: Listening, Reading,
Writing, and Speaking.

WIDA ALTERNATE ACCESS Annual Tech Rpt 9 5 Series 502 (202Q021)



Creating the Composite ScoresThe scores on the four reporting scales were then combined, in
predetermined proportions, to create four composite scores: hhabgauage score (based on
performances in Listening and Speaking), a Literacy score (based on performances in Reading and
Writing), a Comprehension score (based on performances in Listening and Reading), and an Overall
score (based on performances iff@lir domains).

1.3.4. Standard Setting

The goal of the Standard Setting Study was to interpret performances on the Alternate ACCESS
operational field test form in terms of the WIDA ELD Standards, AMPIs, and the WIDA Alternate
ELP levels. As discussed in 1.3.Because the test blueprints across gtadel clusters by domain
are the same, and the Alternate ELP levels and AMPIs for the test tasks acrodsvgladdesters

pose nearly identical linguistic challenges and differ only in the topics presented, caunscores
were set across gradkevel clusters by domain. The study was held in Arlington, VA, on Octcber 9
10, 2012.

The Angoff Yes/Nonethodology was used for all four domains because this method is thought to
simplify the cognitive tasks that panésisre asked to perform (Cizek & Bunch, 2007). Having a
straightforward cognitive task was important in this study as panelists had to examine many tasks to
set four cut scores (A1/A2, A2/A3, A3/P1, and P1/P2) across the four domains (Listening, Speaking,
Reading, and Writing).

The Angoff Yes/Nonethod was designed for multiple choice and dichotomously scored tasks. This
method asks the panelists to consider a student currently functioning at the borderline between two
adjacent levels and then to review leggciestion on the test, judging each task as eith&esjhe
borderline student imore likely than not to meet expectations for this tagk b) No, the

borderline student igot more likely than not to meet expectations for this takknder this method,

t he aver age Yeddecisidnereppesentedn essmatddproportion of the target borderline
group who would correctly answer the task.

Some modifications were made to the typkagoff Yes/Nonethodology. First, for the twiasks in
Writing Part C, which are scored using a rubric, panelists were shown various writing samples from
all score points and asked to make the decision wh¥tgethe borderline student is more likely

than not to have produced this sampleNo, theborderline student isot more likely than not to

have produced this samplghis approach to addressing the two rusgored tasks meant that the
same judging procedures that the panelists used on all other tasks could also be used for these two
tasks.The second modification was that tfies/Ngudgment data collected from the panelists was
analyzed using a logistic regression procedure to determine cuts. Logistic regression is a statistical
technique for relating a continuous variable (i.e., the dilycof the assessment tasks) to a
dichotomous outcome (i.e., tifes/Nadecisions made by the panelists). This approach was used to
avoid limitations in the traditional summation approach of calculating final cut scores with the
Angoff Yes/Nonethod, whib systematically makes lower cuts easier and higher cuts more difficult
as compared to the typical Angoff method.
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Standards were set on Writing Parts A and B and Speaking using the following procedure. Starting

with a student at the lowest borderline withine WIDA Alternate ELP levels (i.e., between Al and

A2), panelists independently indicated whether that borderline student would be more likely than not

to meet the expectation for the task. If their decision M@ganelists then went on to consider a

borderline student at the next higher borderline on that same task (i.e., between A2 and A3). This
process was continued, considering students at progressively higher levels of proficiency until they
reached the highest borderline OR until they indicXtesithat the borderline student would be

more likely than not able to meet expectations for that task. Once a deci¥iesnais made, then

all higher borderlines would also necessarilyylesand did not need to be individually considered.

This aspectof he procedure greatly simplified the pan

After panelists considered the borderlines for one task, they then examined the next task and began
again by considering a student at the lowest borderline. This process continued until panelists had
considered all the borderlines on all the tasks. The test tasks were considered in the same order as
they are presented in the Alternate ACCESS test booklets. Each panelist completed these evaluations
independently. After the first round of evaluationsptessfor each task were tallied, allowing the
panelists to see the 6averaged borderline stud
task to be more likely than not be answered correctly.

Writing Part C consisted of two writing tasksat were scored usingafaeoi nt rubri c (6N
Response, 86 6Approaches, 86 6Meets 1,06 OMeets 2,60
different approach. Sample student responses to the two writing tasks were presented to panelists.
Panelists war asked to determine whether a student at each borderline would be more likely than

not able to have produced each writing sample.

For Listening and Reading, the prompts for the assessment tasks are repeated to students with
increasing levels of supportlaving students multiple opportunities to respond. The repeated

prompts are labeled as: CUE A: Initial Prompt; CUE B: Simplified Prompt: CUE C: Simplified

Prompt & Answer. A response meeting expectations at CUE A (i.e., with minimal support) is

interpretel as demonstrating a higher level of proficiency than a response meeting expectations at
CUE B, and a response meeting expectations at CUE B exhibits higher proficiency than one at CUE
C. For Listening and Readi ng, ritmglPertspad®Rdnd st s 6 t
Speaking, except that before moving on to the next task they first considered all borderlines on the
first task at CUE A, then all borderlines on that task at CUE B, and, finally, all borderlines on that

task at CUE C.

For all task across all four domains, panelists provided/Nadecisions in a twaound process. In

Round 1, panelists independently made their decisions. Staff members then typed the decisions into
a specially prepared Excel spreadsheet which tallied the resulie bytal number of esandNo
responses. The talliedes/Nadecisions across panelists in the group were then revealed to all
panelists on a screen with an LCD projector, at which point the panelists had the opportunity to
comment on the tallies. Follomg this discussion, empirical data on student performances on the
tasks were presented to the panelists. Using the results from the first round and this new information,
the panelists then made a second round of indepeldsiiadecisions. The Rourldecisions

were again entered and shared with the entire group. A brief opportunity was given to anyone who
wanted to comment on the group results before moving on to the next language domain. At the
conclusion of the study, researchers used the percentagsadcisions across panelists from

Round 2 to derive the cstores.
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To derive the final cut scores by domain, a series of logistic regression analyses were conducted. A
logistic regression analysis was conducted for each cut for each domain (e.@/Rheciét for

Li stening) usYesiMgdectsibns acmpss test tasks andgdade clusters in that domain.
The logistic function was used to find the location along the underlying ability continuum at which
50% of the panelists thought that thedmgtine student is more likely than not to meet the task
expectations. This point became the cut point between the two adjacent proficiency levels being
analyzed.

For more details regarding the Standard Setting Study, please refeAttetinate ACCESSf
ELLs Standard Setting Study: Technical B{@AL, 2012a).

1.4. Reporting ofResults

1.4.1. ScaleScores

Alternate ACCESS scores are reported as both scale scores and proficiency level scores. Scores are
given for all four language domains. In addition, four contpaores are given: Oral Language

(based on performances in Listening and Speaking), Literacy (based on performances in Reading
and Writing), Comprehension (based on performances in Listening and Reading), and Overall
(based on performances in all foundains).

Raw scores are converted to scale scores through processes called scaling (see section 1.3.3 for
details). These processes allow scores to be reported on a standard scale that is familiar to test users
and that remains constant across test formdsgaadelevel clusters. Scale scores range from 910 to

960.

In determining the Oral Language and Literacy composite scores, equal weight is given to each
domain. However, in determining the Comprehension and Overall composite scores, more weight
is givento literacy skills than to oral skills. The scores are weighted as follows:

Comprehension = 70% Reading + 30% Listening
Overall = 35% Reading + 35% Writing + 15% Listening + 15% Speaking

1.4.2. Language Proficiency LeveScores

In addition to the scale scores, users of Alternate ACCESS also receive proficiency level scores.

These scores ameterpretive t hat i s, they interpret a student
the Standard Setting Study. The cut scores betwexitipncy levels are presented in Table

1.4.2A.
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Table 1.4.2A

Cut Scores by Domain and Composite

Domain Al/A2 A2/A3  A3/P1 P1/P2
Listening 925 932 937 942
Reading 924 932 937 942
Speaking 925 930 939 945
Writing 923 931 938 947
Oral Composite 925 931 938 944
Literacy Composite 924 932 938 945
Comprehension Composite 924 932 937 942
Overall Composite 924 931 938 944
WIDA ALTERNATE ACCESS Annual Tech Rpt 9 9
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1.5. TestAdministration

1.5.1. Test Administrator Training

Test administrators for Alternate ACCESS are required to take the appropriate steps to prepare
themselves for test administration. The training steps included reading throughetimai|t
ACCESS Test Administration Manual (TAM) (WIDA, 2012a) and the Alternate ACCESS Test
Administration Tutorial (available on the WIDA website). Test administrators are instructed to
internalize the Writing and Speaking rubrics which are essentiahgstent scoring across test
administrations. For the Writing section, in addition to these materials, the Writing Scoring
Guidance document provides sample student papers that help calibrate scoring for the Writing
Section.

1.5.2. TestSecurity

Every effort is made to keep the test secure at all levels of development and administration. CAL
and Data Recognition Corporation (DRC) follow policies and procedures regarding the security of
the test, and every individual involved in the administratibthe test from the district to the
classroom level is trained in issues of test security.

1.5.3. TestAccommodations

Alternate ACCESS was designed for a population of students with a wide range of physical and
cognitive disabilities. As such, the test desigd &ayout reflect buitin features that aim to provide
accessibility and are included as available accommodations on standardized tests for the general
population. However, there are many situations where test administrators would need to modify the
testadministration in order to accommodate stuesgrecific needs. In such cases, the criteria for
implementation of any accommodation is determined primarily by the following: guidance in a
studentoés I ndividual Educat i ®3 an®theaWIDA(QuUideIPgs, st a
for appropriate test accommodations specified in the Alternate ACCESS TAM.

1.6. Scoring

All domains (Listening, Reading, Writing and Speaking) are scored locally by test administrators in
individual Student Respon&moklets. Test administrators must prepare for the scoriagabf of

the sections by following guidance provided in the TAM. Additional materials for ensuring that test
administrators understand the correct scoring guidelines include the Alternate ACESISS
Administration Video Tutorial and Writing Scoring Guidance document available through the
WIDA website & http://www.wida.wisc.eduOnce a school has finished testing, all test booklets are
returned to DRC, where they are electronically scanned and recorded in an electronic database in
preparation for datanalysis.
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1.6.1. Listening and Reading

As with all sections of the Alternate ACCESS test, the Listening and Reading sections are scored by
the test administrator. The Listening and Reading tests are identical in administration procedures and
consist of selectetesponsdtems that provide students with multiple opportunities to demonstrate

their knowledge. It is helpful to understand the administration guidelines for the Listening and
Reading tasks in order to understand the scoring procedures. The following stepd &we use

administer each task in the Listening and the Reading sections:

1. Administer CUE A (initial prompt and question for thsk).

2. If the student does not respond, the test administrator must repeat CUE Aasgain,
indicated inthetest d mi ni sdripgtat or 6 s

3. If the student answers incorrectly or does not respond to CUE A, tadneisistrator
will read CUE B. CUE B simplifies the initial prompt and asks the queagaim.

4. If the student responds incorrectly, or does not respontiaiteal the test administrator
reads CUE B, the test administrator will administer CUE C. This cue provides the answer to
the question, restates the prompt, and asks the quagaon

Based on these administration guidelines for Listening and Readitigdent has a maximum of

four opportunities to respond to each task (CUEA CUE Bi 1, CUE Ci 1). If a student

responds correctly to the task at CUE A (including if the teacher repeated CUE A) the test
administrator will score the task @orrect at CUE A. If after the two possible attempts at CUE A

the test administrator moves on to CUE B and the student answers correctly, they will be scored as
Correct at CUE B. Likewise, if the student has reached CUE C and answers correctly, they will be
scored aforrect at CUE C. Finally, if after the four possible chances to answer the task the
student has not selected the correct answer, the teacher will mark theltaskrast. If the

student did not respond to any of the four opportunities, the task willdbe k eNb Rasponse 6

Test administrators record all student responses in a Student ReBpokiss.

1.6.2. Writing

As mentioned earlier, the Writing section is also scored by locally by the test administrator. It is
important to understand the desigmd administration procedures of the Writing test in order to
understand the scoring procedures.

The Writing section has three thematic folders, Parts A, B, and C.

1 Part A of the Writing section has tasks at levels RIL
1 Part B of the Writingsection has tasks at levels PR1.

1 Part C provides the student with tasks at Levels P3; a student is ongdministered
Part C if s/ he scores OMeets® on seven of the
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In Parts A and B of the Writing section, the scripdesigned for the test administrator to model

each task for the student. This provides students the opportunity to observe the test administrator
perform the task before trying it. For example, in the first task of the Writing section, the test
administrato 6 s scri pt wi || instruct the test adminis
asking the student to do the same. Similar to the Speaking section, each task in the Writing section
provides the student with multiple opportunities for the studeptdduce a response. If the student
produces a response that is appropriate for the task, a sdénd ef eig assi@ned, and if the student

does not produce a response that meets task expectations, a scér@qgd r o & askignedolf

the studentdoesot respond duri ngNd hRe ¢ [aaskigneddbnhe tagsk.st r at i
The TAM instructs teachers to score the Writing section using scoring guidance provided in a
column of the Writing score sheetsAandB,thed t he 0
OExpectd box provides the test administrator w
task expectations (e.g., copy or write a word related to the task). The scoring guidelines in the
OExpectd boxes par alablenlthe TAMandWe $tudenhResponselBooklet. a v
Part C is scored based on the Writing rubric.
O6Meets 2,06 OMeets 3,06 OApproaches,d or O6No Res
performances described in the Writing rubric for PL 1, 2, or 3. Test administrators are trained to
follow the W DA Consortiumbés Writing Rubric fo
training materials through the WIDA website (www.wida.wisc.edu). @a%.2A presents the

Writing Rubric.

Table 1.6.2A
Writing Rubric for Alternate ACCESS
Level Text Features

One or more simple and expanded sentences. Words in the
sentence(s) may be original or adapted from model or source
3-Developing text. Generally comprehensible. Comprehensibility may be
impeded from time by errors when text becomes more
complex. Text is related to the task.

One or more simple phrases. Text is original or adapted from
model or source text. Comprehensible wiestt is adapted
from model or source text. Comprehensibility may be impede
by errors in original text. Text is related to the task.
One or more general content words. Text is original or adapts
from the model or source text. Generally compnsiitde when
1-Entering text is adapted from model or source text. Comprehensibility
may be significantly impeded in original text. Text is related t
the task.

Single words and numbers. All or part of text is copied. If
original text is present, it is hoelated to the task.
A3-Engaging Comprehensibility of the text may be significantly impeded by
imprecise letter, symbol, or number formation. Text may or
may not be related to the task.

Common singlaigit numbers, letters, symbols, or syllables.
All or part of text is copied. Comprehensibly of the text may b
significantly impeded by imprecise letter, symbol, or number
formation. Text may or may not be related to the task.
Pictorial representations and imprecise, but intentional
Al-Initating markingssuch as drawing and scribbles. Representations ma
or may not be related to the task.
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1.6.3. Speaking

The Speaking section is also scored by the test administrator. As with other sections of the test, it is
helpful to understand the design audministration guidelines for the Speaking section in order to
understand the scoring criteria for the Speaking section.

The Speaking section has two thematic folders, Parts A and B. Thematic folders are a set of tasks
based on a common setting or storyg(estudents in the library). The graphic(s) and character(s)
often remain the same for all the tasks in a thematic folder.

1 Part A of the Speaking section has tasks at levelsASL

1 Part B of the Speaking section has tasks at levelsP®l
1  The scripffor all tasks includes three questions (Question 1, 2, and 3), offéck
multiple opportunities for the student to provide a response at a givdaeveaisk

In the Speaking section, the student is given up to six opportunities to respond. This stodeets

with multiple opportunities to respond appropriately to the task in English. For each task, the test
administrator reads Question 1 and prompts the student to redpahd.student doesot score

0 Me ethesest@dministratormustrepeatthetaskagain.If thestudentstiild o es not scor e
after the repetition, the test administrator must ask Question 2, which simplifies the prompt and, in
some tasks, models the expected response. If the student agamoteased Me e Qusstiod2
mustberepeatedlf thestudentdoesnotscored M e attestldatrepetition thetestadministratomust
administerQuestior3. Again, if thestudentdoesnot scored M e ethissjyestions repeateance.The
possibilityof repetitionfor all threequestions provides the student with six opportunities to produce a
response in each Speaking task. If the student produces an appropriate response to the task at any
point within the six provided oppor tsmatableate s, t
any point to produce a response that meelts tas
the student does not make any attempt to respo
The TAM instructdeacherso scorethe Speakingsectionusingscoringguidancerovidedin acolumn

of the Speaking score sheet termed the OExpect
administrator with a description of a response that would meet the task expectationefgea.a

word or produce a phrase related to the task).
the Speaking rubric shown in Taldlé.3A.
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Table 1.6.3A

Alternate ACCESS Speaking Rubric

Level Text Features
Phrases or short sentences.

General language related to the task; groping for vocabulary when going beyond
o.F . highly familiar is evident.

-Emerging
When using simple discourse, is generally comprehensible and fluent; communic
may be impeded by groping for language structures or by phonological, syntactic
semantic errors when going beyond phrases and short, simple sentences.

Single words or chunks of memorized oral language.

1-Enteri General vocabulary from school setting and related to task.
-Entering
When using memorized language, is generally comprehensible;

communication may be significantly impeded when going beyond the highly famil
Single words or chunks of mimicked oral language.

A3-Engaging Mimicked high frequency vocabulary words related to the task.
When using mimicked language, is generally comprehensible; communication ma
significantly impeded when going beyond mimicked laamm

Single syllables or syllables of single words; speech is mimicked.

Mimicked sounds and syllables of high frequency vocabulary words related to the

A2-Exploring task

Language is minimal.

Communicative vocalizations, which may be imitated (e.g., grunts).

Al-Initating Indiscriminant sounds and syllables.
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2 An Assessment Use Argument for Alternate ACCESS fdELLs:
Focus on AssessmeiliRecords

Validity i s f evidencecrdgheoeyesuppod theniritarpeetations of test scores for
proposed uses of testso (American Educational
Association, & National Council on Measurement in Education [AERA, APA, & NCME], 2014,

p. 11). Evauations of test validity assess whether there is evidence that supports the appropriateness
and adequacy of the interpretations and decisions made about test takers on the basis of their
performance on a test. This chapter contextualizes the informaésargied in this Annual Technical
Report within an argumeiitased approach to addressing validity (Bachman & Palmer, 2010;
Chapelle, Enright, & Jamieson, 2008; Kane, 2002, 2013; Mislevy, Almond, & Lukas, 2004) for
Alternate ACCESS for ELLSs.

A fully developed validation framework, including an Assessment Use Argument (AUA) (Bachman

& Palmer, 2010), consists of several steps (described in Section 2.1 below) that connect test design
and administration to intended and actual score interpretation and consequémcehapter begins

the process of developing a complete validation framework for Alternate ACCESS for ELLs. This
argumemnbased structure organizes the information in this Annual Technical Report to support

claims about Assessment Records (i.e., tastes and proficiency level descriptions collected via
Alternate ACCESS for ELLS). Specifically, tables and figures from this report are explicitly linked to
guestions related assessment data. Chapelle, Enright, & Jamieson (2010) support using such a

stru¢ ure to present information to assessment us
comparisod framing the intended score interpretation, outlining the essential research, structuring
research results into a validity argument, and challengegalidity argumer® we conclude that an
argumerb ased approach to validity introduces so0me
larger, though yet undocumented (as of 2014), validity argument for the complete assessment from its
inception to is consequences is currently under developmeWIbDA.

The complete validity argument that will be employed to support the use of Alternate ACCESS for
ELLs will show the path from test design to test taker performance to the uses and interpretations of
test scores and the subsequent consequences of test use. This framework is structured around
assertions, or claims, about the assessment. The claims are presented as a series of statements that
connect some aspect of the assessment process to the interuegpof the assessment.
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Evidence for each claim is then organized by the action that is used to ensure each claim, and it
includes results from analyses of test data, outside documentation, and other resources. In the
complete validation argument, thisopess of identifying evidence to support claims will encompass

the entire testing process, from the commencement of the test design to the consequences of test use
(Bachman & Palmer, 2010; Llosa, 2008); Figure 2A shows the process by which evidencessuppor
validation actions, which are used to establish larger claims about Alternate ACCESS for ELLSs.

—
Claim €t Action \ =
\ Evidence
Aetion Evidence
[
[ ]
[
Action Evidence
[
o
[
Action

Figure 2A: General Argument Structure for Assessment Validation
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2.1  The Generic Validation Framework for AlternatACCESS

The generic validation framework that will be applied to the entire Alternate ACCESS for ELLs
testing process was developed at the Center for Applied Linguistics (CAL) and is hereafter
referred to as CALOGs Validati onshdwniakgueor k .
2.1A, combines models for both test development (i.e., Evid€eotered Design [Mislevy,

Al mond, & Lukas,

CAL
2004]) and

assessment dat
cover the assessment development and implementatiorsprivom initial conceptualization to

val.i
the score interpretations and consequences of using the assessment. This framework constantly
looks both forward and backward; for example, during the iriah step (Step 7), test
developers state the anticipateaid®ns and consequences of implementing the assessment
program, which are investigated in thecisionsstep (Step 2) an@onsequencestep (Step 1).

Because each subsequent step depends upon the strength of the step below it, the steps are
numbered fron¥ to 1, withConsequencdseing the culmination of the previous steps. This

structure highlights the fact that any weakness in a lower step affects the steps above it.
- Bachman and Palmer:
A Assessment Use Argument
1. Consequences Beneficial
.. A B
2. Decisions Values Sensitive  Equitable
. Pl
Zz
7] . B € D E
5 £3. /nterpretatlons 1 Meaningful Impartial Generalizable Relevant Sufficient
4. Assessment A
Records Consistent
)
=
G) YS AAAAAAAAAAAAA Z ...... e e e T T e e \
Z = \ \
- 3 5. Assessment \ I I \
= g( Performance : Assessment Implementation  Assessment Delivery \
S ~ I
g : \ Conceptual Assessment Framework '
S 6. Design i\ l '
2 . g ) A B ic 00 \
o R \Student Model ~ Evidence Model ~ Task Model Assembly Model \‘
G \w\ “
z: 2 \ I m \
ES 7. Plan State Anticipated X Domain Analysis Domain Modeling \
< g Decisions/Consequences; .
“, Mislevy et al: Evidence Centered Design ‘\‘
Figure 2.1A: CALOGs Validation Framework (based
Almond, & Lukas, 2004)
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I n CALOGs Val i da Planstep invalvasme axaimin&tion ot pbssible decisions states
might make and consequences that might result from the assessment. This leads to the consideration
of several models during thzesignstep, where specifications that answer such critical questons
AWhat are we measuring?06 and AHow do we measur
2004). The subsequent steps of the validation framework highlight the trialing, implementation, and
use of the assessment r gedountamncegn the assessmdésdgessgnentvi t h
Performancgand continuing through the collection of test scofsséssment Reco)ds

interpretations of those test scorbgdrpretation3, decisions made based on the test scores

(Decision$, and the consequees of test useJonsequencegs

The WI DA Consortium is using CALOGs Validation
argument, which will be updated as needed, for Alternate ACCESS for ELLs. To date, information
related to Step 4, Assessment Records, has been explored and is fowsdhapter.

2.2 Focus on AssessmeRecords

Although the complete validation framework for Alternate ACCESS for ELLs contains seven steps

(see Figure 2.1A), the data presented in this document cover the Assessment Records step, which is
part of Bachman andaPl mer 6s (2010) AUA. By focusing on As
proficiency level descriptions), the information in the Annual Technical Report will be used to

support claims related to the quality and consistency of the assessment datal gathergalyzed

using Alternate ACCESS for ELLs. The claims in this step of the AUA all pertain to the general
guestion fiHow do we know that the reported | an
Alternate ACCESS for ELLs are consistent and dependable®t her questions abou
development, administration, and outcomes of Alternate ACCESS for ELLs will be evaluated in a
forthcoming document, currently in developmenViyDA.

The diagram in Figure 2.2A shows a visual representation of an argbassatapproach for

supporting claims related to Assessment Records. The figure shows how the Assessment Records
step, Step 4 of the complete validation framework, will fit in the generic validation framework and be
expanded into a series of claims and corredponactions in this chapter of the Annual Technical
Report. Evidence in the form of data from this report or other sources will be presented to support
these claims as they relate to ACCESS for ELLSs.
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Steps of the Validation Claims for Step 4 Evidence to
Framework support
/ Q=== Claims
1
§
B 13
'/vu @-‘"t"“' i -Evidence
6. Design ‘ :
‘ | °
2 7 P e

Figure 2.2A: Structure of the ArgumeBased Approaclkupporting Step 4 Contained in this
Chapter

2.2.1 Breakdown of Claims for the Assessment Records Produced in tAdternate
ACCESS for ELLs AssessmenProgram

The generaAssessment Recorsep, Step 4 of the full Alternate ACCESS for ELLs validation
framework is broken down into the following six claims:

C4.6. All test takers are provided comparable opportunities to demonstrate their English
Language Proficiency.

C4.5. All tasks and items are scored consistently for all test takers.

C44.Test t ems/ t asks work appropriately together
Proficiency.

C4.3. The same scale scores obtained by test takers in different years retain the same meaning.

C4.2. Alternate ACCESS for ELLs measures English Langueafecieéncy for all test takers
in a fair and unbiased manner.

C4.1. Test takers are classified appropriately according to the Alternate English Proficiency
Levels defined in the WIDA English Language Development Standards.
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As shown in Figure 2.2.1A, theslaims depend upon each other, again moving from (4.6) up to
(4.1). Within this organizational structure, each successive claim builds upon the previous one(s)
(e.g., ratings are only useful to test developers and stakeholders if all test takersides prov
comparable opportunities to demonstrate their proficiency). In the next section, these claims are
broken down even further into actions that are taken to ensure the consistency and reliability of the
assessment records.

All test takers are provided comparable oppertunities to demenstrate
their English Language Proficiency.
% /
A A
@ All tasks and items are scored consistently for all test takers.
\ J
'd N\
Test items/tasks work appropriately together to measure each test
taker’s English Language Proficiency.
N b4
s N\
The same scale scores obtained by test takers in different years retain
the same meaning.
| /
8 \
Alternate ACCESS for ELLs measures English Language Proficiency
for all test takers in a fair and unbiased manner.
\ J

1

Test takers are classified appropriately according to the proficiency
levels defined in the WIDA English Language Development Standards.

Figure 2.2.1AProgression of Claims for Step 4: Assessment Records
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2.3 Evidence for Assessment Records Claims of Alternate ACCESSlfbs

In this section, evidence in the form of data or other sources (e.g., Test Administration Manuals, the
technical brief of the Alternate ACCESS for ELLs standard setting study, the technical brief of the
Alternate ACCESS for ELLSeries 10@evelopment andperational field Test, and other

information within this report, etc.) is connected to each oRgmessment Recordsims via the

actions taken to ensure those claims. This section denotes the tables, figures, and external sources that
provide evidenceelated to each action. A summary table of the information presented in this section,
including hyperlinks to the detailed description of each table or figure in Chapter 5 of this Annual
Technical Report, is contained in Section 2.4. Information on howavmate the tables and figures
throughout this report is presented in Section 2.5.

Because these claims relate to Step 4 of the overall validation framework, their numbering begins
with 4. The second number (after the decimal) denotes the level oatireveithin Step 4. This
numbering system is used in anticipation of the development of more complete documentation of a
validity argument for Alternate ACCESS for ELLs, which will be completed by WIDA. Individual
actions to ensure each claim are denotetheyinal letter (a, b, ¢, and so on).

Claim 4.6 - All test takers are provided comparable opportunities to demonstrate their
English Language Proficiency.

Action 4.6.8 The students that take Alternate ACCESS for ELLs have been identified as English
language learners and participate in an alternate curriculum that aligns with the test.

Evidence Exclusionary criteria and participation guidelines are closely followed by local test
administrators (see Table 4.10.1 Participation by Disability2550

Action 4.6k All test takers are given equal opportunities to demonstrate their English language
proficiency.

Evidence The Test Administration Manual provides clear guidance on the use of supporting features
of Alternate ACCESS for ELLSs, includingpetition of questions, availability of cues, etc. (WIDA,
2013). If necessary, further accommodations for test takers are taken following the principles in the
test administration manual.

Action 4.6¢c Well-specified procedures were developed for test adinators so that they are able to
administer the test consistently.

Evidence Procedures for administering the test, stopping the test, and producing reported scores are
documented in the Alternate ACCESS for ELLs Test Administration Manual (WIDA, 2013).

Action 4.6d: Test administrators document and report any irregularities that may occur so that
appropriate action may be taken.

Evidence Alternate ACCESS student response booklets contain a section for reporting irregular
cases, such as invalid admington, absent student, or declined assessment. Test administration
procedures are documented in the Alternate ACCESS for ELLs Test Administration Manual (WIDA,
2013).

Claim 4.571 All items and tasks are scored consistently for all test takers.

Action 4.5a A clear scoring design facilitates the task rating process for Test Administrators.
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Evidence The scoring procedures are clearly statecf
Response Booklet is designed to match the scoring proceduresavmidt@ny scoring ambiguity.

Action 4.5 Test Administrators undergo training so that they know how to score appropriately.

Evidence Section 1.6 of this report specifies the scoring procedure for Alternate ACCESS for ELLSs.
Since all sections of AltermratACCESS are scored locally, Test Administrators are provided with
adequate training materials through an online program on the WIDA website to make sure they
follow the test administration script and scoring rubrics for the Speakingvatidg sectionsThe

scoring rubrics for Speaking and Writing are in the Test Administration Manual (WIDA, 2013).

Clam44-Test items/ tasks work appropriately toa
English Language Proficiency.

Action 4.4a For eachtest form(e.g., Reding G 8), item and task analyses are performed and
psychometric properties of the items and tasks are evaluated to confirm that scores are internally
consistent.

Evidence Reliability information based on Classical Test Theory is calculated for eadbrtast

This information includes Cr onbachosCradnpbhaac, h dash
coefficient alpha is widely used as an estimate of reliability and expresses how well the items on a

test appear to work together to measure the samgreict (see Table 6E).

Action 4.4y For eacldomain and composite scolitem and task analyses are performed and
psychometric properties of the items and tasks are evaluated to confirm that scores are internally
consistent.

EvidenceAsingler el i abi |l ity estimate, a stratified Cro
McKie, 1965), is calculated by gradlevel cluster for each domain and composite s@®@re.on bac h 6 s

alpha indicates the extent to which test items are consistent with each btreer. 5t r at i fi ed C
alpha is an average reliability, and it is used when test takers are administered several related subtests
but are then evaluated based on a composite of those subtest scores. Table 6E presents the data used
to calculateanestmat of t he reliability of the composite

Action 4.4¢ Analyses of Rasch model fit statistics are conducted to show that individual tasks
perform appropriately.
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Evidence The Complete Items Analysis table include®imation on the Rasch fit statistics for each

test item (see Table 6G). These statistics, called outfit mean square and infit mean square statistics,
measure how well an item is measuring the same construct as other items on the test. Infit and outfit
sta¢ i stics indicate any consistently wunusual per
measuring the degree to which examineesd respo
statistics have an expected value of 1.0. Items withanfl outfit mean square statistics between 0.5

and 1.5 are considered Aproductive for measur e
Aunproductive for construction of measurement,
Adi stdergtr acddre t he measurement system. o Values be
measurement, but not degrading. o Infit helps e
proficiency level perform as expected. It is not as sensitive to outliers at Outfit can be skewed

if test takers with extreme (i.e., higével or lowlevel) proficiency do not perform as expected. High

infit is a bigger threat to validity, but is mad#ficult to explain than high outfit (Linacre, 2002). The

infit and outfit mean square statistics are part of the evaluation criteria used to select the items and
tasks that appear on the final operatidoahs. Alternate ACCESS for ELLSs test items with infit or

outfit values between 1.2 and 1.3 are reviewed and items with \g@eser than 1.3 are not used on
operational forms of the test.

Claim 4.3 - The same scale scores obtained by test takers in different years retain the
same meaning.

Action 4.3a All test items and tasks have been field tested and anchoredtesisgrom the
operational field test (Series 100) to maintain a consistent scale from year to year.

Evidence These retained Aanchor itemso ensure that
interpreted in the same frame of reference as the previousTydde.6G displays information on the
anchor items for each test form.

Action 4,30 The same scaling equation is applied from year to year to ensure that scale scores are
obtained consistently over time.

Evidence The scaling equation tableisusedtoconte a t est taker 6s ability
calculated based on test performance using Rasch modeling, into an Alternate ACCESS for ELLs
scale score (see Table 6H). The same equation is used acroskegeadkisters within each domain.

Claim 4.271 Alternate ACCESS for ELLs measures English Language Proficiency for all
test takers in a fair and unbiased manner.

Action 4.2a Differential Item Functioning (DIF) analyses are conducted to determine whether any
items or tasks may be biased against certaigrsuips in terms of gender and ethnicity.

Evidence The Item Analysis Summary provides a summary of the findings of the differential item
functioning (DIF) analyses, which look for measurement bias in test items (see Table 6F). Analyses
search for bias inantrasting groups based on gender (male versus female) and ethnicity (Hispanic
versus norHispanic). This table shows the number of items that favored one group or the other at all
levels of DIF.
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The Complete Items Analysis table includes more detail@dmdtion on the DIF analyses, showing
the degree of measurement bias for each item and which group is favored (Table 6G). Each item is
categorized into three levels of DIF: A, B, or C (Zieky, 1993). An item exhibiting A level DIF shows
little or no evidene of bias toward a particular group, an item exhibiting B level DIF is displays a
moderate amount of bias, and an item exhibiting C level DIF is considered to display considerable
evidence for potential bias and should be closely examined by test desdtomlantify any

construct irrelevant factors that may contribute to DIF.

Action 4,20 Items that show evidence of DIF are carefully reviewed so that any that indicate bias are
not used for scoring and are removed from future test forms.

Evidence As desdbed in Chapter 5.1.4 (DIF Items), ethnicity and gender DIF analyses are
conducted using all test taker data.

Claim 4.1- Test takers are classified appropriately according to the Alternate
proficiency levels defined in the WIDA English Language Developnm¢ Standards.

Action 4. 1a Distributions of scale scores and proficiency levels for each domain are analyzed to
confirm that Alternate ACCESS for ELLs effectively measures the performance of test takers across
the range of Alternate English Language Pieficy levels as defined by the WIDA English

Language Development (ELD) Standards.

Evidence The distribution of test takersd raw scorl
individual test form (e.g., Reading %), shows the extent to which Altern®&€CESS for ELLs

effectively measures the performance of test takers across the range of ELD abilities that each form
was designed to assess (see Table 6A; see Figure 6A).

The distribution of test takerso6 s dbyltestfosnrcor es
(e.g., Readingi®), shows that Alternate ACCESS for ELLs effectively measures the performance of
test takers across the range of ELD abilities that each form was designed to assess (see Table 6B; see
Figure6B).

The proficiency leveldistout i on of test takersé scores on Al
individual test form (e.g., Reading %), shows that Alternate ACCESS for ELLs effectively

measures the performance of test takers across the range of proficiency levels thatreaels for

designed to assess (see Table 6C; see Figure 6C).

The Raw Score to Proficiency Level Score table shows the interpretive proficiency level score
associated with each raw score (see Table 6l). This distribution of scores shows that Alternate
ACCESS forELLs effectively measures the performance of test takers across the range of
proficiency levels that each form was designed to assess.

The Test Characteristic Curve for each test form graphically shows the relationship between test

t aker s& a hwhich id calculatedebasedror test performance using Rasch modeling) on the
horizontal axis and the expected raw scores on the vertical axis (see Figure 6D). Four vertical lines
indicate the four cut scores for the highest grade in the cluster, dividirfggtire into five sections

for each of the five WIDA proficiency levels. The curve shows that higher expected raw scores are

required to be placed into higher language proficiency levels.
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Action 4.1 Distributions of scale scores aprbficiency levels, organized by gratével cluster,

are analyzed to confirm that Alternate ACCESS for ELLs effectively measures the performance of
test takers across the range of Alternate English Language Proficiency levels as defined by the WIDA
ELD Standards.

Evidence The distribution of test takersd scal e s
gradelevel cluster, shows that Alternate ACCESS for ELLs effectively measures the performance of

test takers across the range of abilities as textby the WIDA ELD Standards (see Table 6B; see

Figure 6B).

The proficiency | evel distribution of test tak
gradelevel cluster, shows that Alternate ACCESS for ELLs effectively measures the perferafanc

test takers across the range of Alternate proficiency levels as defined by the WIDA ELD Standards
(see Table 6C; see Figure 6C).

The Test Characteristic Curve reflects test ta
for ELLs across the emé test for each gradevel cluster (except for the Kindergarten level) (see
Figure 6D).

Action 4.1c¢ For each test form, analyses are run to confirm that English Language Proficiency is
measured with high precision at the cut points.

Evidence The Testhformation Function graphically shows how well the test is measuring across the
ability measure spectrum, which is calculated based on test performance using Rasch modeling (see
Figure 6E). High values indicate more accuracy in measurement.

In the Raw Sca to Proficiency Level Conversion Chart, the proficiency level associateeéacith

raw score shows the distribution of proficiency level scores associated with each raw szaxch for
grade in the cluster, along with the percentage of test taktiratigrade who scored at that raw
score/proficiency level score (see Table 61). The Raw Score to Scale Score Conversion Chart (Table
6H) presents the conditional standard error for each scale score, along with the upper and lower
bound of the scale scoresthin this standard error of measurement. This value indicates how
accurately or precisely the test is measuring test takers at a particular ability level by estimating the
error measurement at each score point. Because there is usually more inforbmatidest takers

with scores in the middle of the score distribution on each forneptinditional standard error values

are usually smallest and scores are more reliable in that region of the score distribution.

Action 4.1d: Classification and accuracyalgses are conducted by grade level to confirm that
proficiency level classifications are reliable for all domain and composite scores.
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Evidence | nf or mation rel ated t o tldvedclaasicatiomsascy of t
presented in multiple ways (see Table 6J). A separate table is provided for each grade level in a
cluster. The table provides overall indices related to the accuracy and consistency of classification.
These indices indicate the percent of all test takerswdudd be classified into the same language
proficiency level by both the administered test and either the true score distribution (accuracy) or a
parall el test (consistency). Cohenbés kappa, wh
between twaaters that takes chance agreement between raters into account, is also presented. A
kappa value of 1 indicates complete agreement between the two raters, while a kappa value of O
indicates no agreement other than what would be expected by chance.Jlalsle $hows accuracy

and consistency information conditional on level and provides indices of classification accuracy and
consistency at the cut points.
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2.4  Summary of Assessment Records Claims, Actions, Bvidence
Table 2.4A

Summary of Assessment Recordai@s, Actions, and Evidence

Claim Actions Evidence
6. All test takers are  a.The students that take AlternA@CESS a. Test Administration
provided comparable have been identified as English language Manual Table 4.10.1
learners and participate in an alternate (Participationby Disability)

opportunities to
demonstrate their
English Language
Proficiency b.All test takers are given supported
opportunities to demonstrate thgglish b. Test AdministratiotManual
languag@roficiency.

curriculum that aligns with thest.

c.Well-specified procedures were developed 1 €. Test AdministratiotManual
testadministrators so that they are able to
administer the tesbnsistently.

d.Test administrators document and report ar d. Test AdministratiotManual
irregularities that may occur so that approprial
action may béaken
5. All items and task: a. A clear scoring design facilitates task a. Test AdministratiodManual,
are scored rating process for Tegtdministrators. Student Response Booklets
consistently for all

test takers b. Raters of performaneeased tasks underc b. Chapterl.6
thorough training so that they know howstore
appropriately.

4. Testitems/tasks  a.For each test form (e.g., Reading)s item a. Table 6EReliability)

work appropriately and task analyses are performed and

together to measure psychometric properties of the items &amsks

each test are evaluated to confirm that scores are

English Language internallyconsistent.

Proficiency. b.For each domaiand composite score, item b. Table 6KReliability)

and task analyses are performed and
psychometric properties of the items #agks
are evaluated to confirm that scores are
internallyconsistent.

c.Analyses of Rasch model fit statistics are c. Table 6G Complete Item
conducted to show thatdividual tasks perform Analysig
appropriately.

3. The same scale  a. All the items and tasks have been field test a. Table 6D Equating Summajy
scores obtained by  and are used asichor items from the
test takers in operational field test (Series 100) to maintain .

consistent scale from year to year.

WIDA ALTERNATE ACCESS Annual Tech Rpt 9 27 Series 502 (202Q021)



different years retain b.Thesamescalingequatioris appliedfromyear b. Table 6H (Raw Score to Scale Scc

the same meaning. to year to ensur¢hat scale scores are obtain Conversation Chart)
consistently ovetime.

2. Alternate a.Differential ltemFunctioning (DIFpnalyses a. Table 6FItem AnalysiSummary);
ACCESS are conducted to determine whether any item: Table 6G(Complete Item Analysis)
for ELLs measures  tasks are biased against certain subgroups in

English Language terms of gender and ethnicity. b. Chapter 5.1.4QIF Itemg

Proficiency for all
test takers in a fair
and unbiased

b.Items that show evidence of DIF are careful
reviewed so that any that indicate bias are n«
usedfor scoring and are removed from future

manner.
testforms.
o . a.Figure 6A(Raw Scoresy Table 6A

1. Test takers are a.Distributions of scale scores and proficienc  (Raw Score Descriptive Statist)c
classified levels for each domain are analyzed to confir Figure 6B(Scale Scores} Table 6B
appropriately that Alternate ACCESS for ELLs effectively  (Scale Score Descriptive Statistics)
according to the measures the performance of test takers acr. Figure 6C(Proficiency Levelg Table
Alternate proficiency the range of AlternatEnglish Language 6C (Proficiency Level D|str|b.upon);
levels defined in the Proficiency levels as defined by the WIBAD ~ Table 6l(Raw Score to Proficiency

) Standards. Level Score Conversion Charfjigure
WIDA English 6D (TestCharacteristicCurve)
Language
Development (ELD)
Standards. b.Distributions of scale scores and proficienc' b.Figure 6B Gcale Scordst Table6B

levels, organized by gradevel cluster, are (Scale Score Descriptive Statisfics
analyzed to confirm that Alternate ACCEf8% Figure 6C Proficiency Levél& Table

ELLs effectively measures the performamée g~ (Proficiency Level Distributiop

test takers across the range of Alternate Engli

Language Proficiency levels as defined by th
WIDA ELD Standards

Figure 6D Test Characteristi€urve

c.Figure 6E Testinformation
Function);

Table 6H Raw Score to Scale Score

Conversion Chart

c.For each test form, analyses are run to conf
that English Language Proficiency is measur
with high precision at thpertinent cupoints.

d.Table 6J Accuracy andConsistency

d.Classification and accuracy analyses are T X
y y of Classificatiorindices)

conducted by gradievel to confirm that
proficiency level classifications are reliafide
all domain and composigeores.

2.5 Visual Guide to Tables an#igures

This section provides navigational support for the tables and figures contained in the Alternate
ACCESS for ELLs Annual Technical Report. The Visual Guide to Tables and Figures, shown in
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Figures 2.5.1 and 2.5.2, serves as a resource to quickly identdly table and/or figure to look for

when seeking specific information based on grade, geaa cluster, and demographic

characteristics, such as state, gender, disability type, and ethnicity and race, as well as domains and
domain composites.

To use thé/isual Guide to Tables and Figures as a navigational tool, click on the links in Figures
through 2.5.3 to navigate to the selected tables and figures in the Annual TechnicalARlegors.

provided at the end of each section in Chapters 4 and 6. &ktikcriptions of the information in

each of the tables and figures is included in the preceding chapters (e.g., Chapter 5 contains
information on tables and figures in Chapter 6). These descriptions may be accessed through links in
Table 2.4ASummary oAssessment Records Claims, Actions, and Evidence

Figure 2.5.1 displays the tables in Chapter 4 that provide information on participation, scale score, and
proficiency level results, as well as results by standard. The key in the upper left caheefigdre
describes the tables contained in each section of the chapter. For example, tables in Section 4.1 contain
information about participation. To find specific information in Chapter 4, select the Grade or Grade
Cluster tab, and then the Domain tamd then choose from three categories: Demographic
Characteristics, Domain Composites, or Domains. Within each of these categories, several additional
options organize information so that individual tables can be accessed. For example, to find & table tha
displays information on the number of female Grade 2 students who completed the Speaking section,
refer to Figure 2.5.1 and complete the following steps: one, select Grade; two, select Domains; three,
select Demographic Characteristics; four, select @erthe information is found in Table 4.2.2.2.

Click on 4.2.2.2 to go to the appropriate table in Chapter 4.

Figure 2.5.2 displays the sections in Chapter 6 that contains analyses for each Alternate ACCESS for
ELLs test form by gradéevd cluster and domain. The key above the figure describes specific
information in each table and figure. For example, to find the Reliability table for Geaeé

Cluster 912 in the Reading domain, refer to Figure 2.5.2 and complete the following®teps:

select Grade Clustei 92; two, select; three, select Reading under Domains. Informatioin X@r 9

Reading is shown in section 6.5.2.3. Finally, look at the key that explains that reliability information

is located in table F. The result is Table 6.52 Click on 6.5.2.3 to go to the appropriate section,

and then locate Table F.
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2.5.1 Chapter 4 Visual Guide to Tables and~igures

an Stodents Excuadadfrom Anslysa
“r Pertipotin by Srade leve! Chuster - -
R e Test Form Characteristics
a5 PETTRIPGTION Dy DOMaN)
as Scake scones y Comewn
45 Scaie scones dy Grooe-LevelChuiter
A Scieicoes iy Grode Grade Grade-Level Cluster
45 Ceereations ameng scole Scores By Grede Lewel Cluster
a9 Proficenty LevelResults
| 410 Pertipotion by Dscoley

State

Gender

Characteristics

Ethnicity and Race

\( Demographic\

Qverall

Oral Language

Literacv

Domain
Composites

Comprehension

Y

Across All Domains

Listening

Reading

Domains

Whriting

k Speaking

Figure 2.5.1 Chapter 4 Visual Guide to Tables and Figures
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2.5.2 Chapter 6 Visual Guide to Tables and Figures

Table A and Figure A Raw Score Descriptive Statistics

Table B and Figure B Scale Score Descriptive Statistics

Table C and Figure C Proficiency Level Distribution

Table D Equating Summary

Figure D Test Characteristic Curve

Table E Reliability

Figure E Test Information Function

Table F Item Analysis Summary

Table G Complete Item Analysis

Table H Raw Score to Scale Score Conversion
Table | Raw Score to Proficiency Level Conversion
Table ) Accuracy and Consistency of Classification Indices

~

Domain
Composites

Overall
Oral Language
Literacy

Comprehension

Y

Domains

Listening
Reading

Writing

Speaking

Figure 2.5.2 Chapter 6 Visual Guide to Tables and Figures
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3. Descriptions of StudentResults

Chapte 3 provides a description of the Chapter

scale scores, and proficiency levels; results are further subdivided by graddegehdtuster,
state, domain, domain and composite scores, gender, ethnicitgidogisability. Th&88 WIDA
Consortium states/territories participated in th2@®R021 Alternate ACCESS operational
administrationThe data used for analyses of the 502 Alternate ACCESS technical report is
14,688, which was drawn in September 2021. Tied iumber of students that have taken the
502 Alternate ACCESS tests is 18,034 as of January 2022.

3.1 Participation
Table 4.1.1Students Excluded from Analysis

Il n some circumstances there was a mismatch
levd cluster (i.e., 12, 35, 68, or 312) actually administered (e.g., a student reported to be in
Grade 1 who was administered a test intended for students irbtgeaBlelevel cluster). In all,

16 students were administered a test form not intendeithéargradelevel cluster. See Table

4.1.1 for a breakdown of the incorrect test forms assigned, by grade. The data froh6 these
students were eliminated from all subsequent analyses in this report.

Section 4.2GradeLevel Cluster, GendeEthnicity

Section 4.2 provides a breakdown of participatiorytadelevel clusteras a function of state
(Table 4.2.1), gender (Table 4.2.2) and ethnicity (Table 4.2.3). For each of the 38 WIDA states
who participated in the 2012020 operational testingrogram, Table 4.2.1 provides the number

of test takers by gradevel cluster as well as total counts by state (final column) and-¢gade
cluster across all states (final row). For each gtadel cluster, Table 4.2.2 provides the
distribution of testakers by gender (Female, Male, or Missing). Table 4.2.3 provides a similar
breakdown of grad&evel cluster by ethnicity (Hispanic or Ngtfispanic).

Section 4.8Grade, Gender, Ethnicity

Section 4.3 duplicates the information provided by Section 4tZulther breaks down the
distribution of test takers hyrade(Grades 1 to 12), instead of gra@eel cluster. For each state,
Table 4.3.1 provides the distribution of test takers by grade; for each grade, Table 4.3.2 provides
the distribution of test keers by gender; for each grade, Table 4.3.3 provides the distribution of
test takers by ethnicity.

Section 4.4Domain, Gradd_evel Cluster, Grade

Section 4.4 provides a breakdown of test taker count®main (Listening, Reading, Speaking,
and Writing),with Table 4.4.1 summarizing the distribution by gréelee| cluster and Table
4.4.2 summarizing the distribution by grade.
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3.2 Scale Scordresults

3.2.1 Mean Scale Scores Across Domain and ComposBeores
Overview of Sections 4.64.7

Sections 4.5 through 4.7 display the mean scale scores (Mean), standard deviation (Std. Dev.)
and counts (N) bgrade and/or graddevel clusteracross the eight scores awarded on

Alternate ACCESS for ELLSs, first for each of the four domains (ListeningdRRg, Speaking,

and Writing) and then for each of the four composites (Oral Language, Literacy,
Comprehension, and Overall). Sections 4.6 and 4.7 include gender and ethnicity information.

Section 4.5Grade and Gradkevel Cluster

For each of the four gde-level clusters, Tables 4.5.1A through 4.5.1D display the mean scale
scores for each domain and compoa8itdirst separately by grades within each cluster and then
by the graddevel cluster overall (as the final column).

Section 4.6Gradelevel Cluster Gender, Ethnicity and Race

For each of the four gradevel clusters, Tables 4.6.1A through 4.6.1D display the mean scale
scores for each domain and composite by gender. Correspondingly, Tables 4.6.2A through
4.6.2.D provide the mean scale score inforamaby ethnicity and race. (Note that for the 4.6.1
Table series Domain is the row variable, and for the 4.6.2 table series Domain is the column
variable.)

Section 4.YGrade, Gender, Ethnicity and Race

For each of the 12 grades, Tables 4.7.1A througli 4 display the mean scale scores for each
domain and composite. Correspondingly, Tables 4.7.2.A through 4.7.2L display the mean scale
scores by ethnicity and race.

3.2.2 Correlations

For each of the four gradevel clusters, Tables 4.8.1 through 4.8.4 disfiteyPearson
correlations between scale scores on the four domains.

3.3 Proficiency LevelResults

Section 3.3, Proficiency Level Results, di s
proficiency levet by gradelevel cluster (Tables 4.9.1A) andgrade (Tables 4.9.2/), with

each sulable presenting results by domain/composite:

A. Listening

B. Reading

3 TheWIDA AlternateELD Standard$assix levels(A1-A3; P1;P2;P3).P3wasnotpartof the currentanalysis.
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Speaking

Writing

Oral Language Composite
Literacy Composite
Comprehension Composite
. Overall Composite

IEMMOO

3.4 Participation byDisability

Table 4.10.1 dispigs the distribution of test takers as function of primary and

secondary disability, each with 15 categories:

[1 No Primary Disability recorde(NPD)
No Secondary Disability record¢NSD)
Autism Spectrum Disord€AS)
DeatblindnesqDB)

Developmental DelagDD)

Hearing Impairment, including Deafng$H)

U

(1

U

(1

U

[0 Infant/Toddler with a DisabilitylTD)
O Intellectual Disability(ID)

(] Multiple Disability (MD)

[1 Orthopedic Impairmen(Ol)

[l Other Health ImpairmerfOHI)

[1 Serious EmotionaDisability (SED)
[l Specific Learning DisabilitySLD)

[1 Speech or Language Impairmést.l)
[J Traumatic Brain Injury{TBI)

[]

Visual Impairment, including Blindne¢g|1)

The accompanyingcronyms for Table 4.10thble matches each disability category

with its aconym to aid in interpretation.
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4. StudentResults

4.1 Students excludeffom Analysis

4.1.1 Out-of-grade-level TestAdministration

Table 4.1.1
Out-of-gradelevel Test Administrations
Cluster
35 6-8 9-12 | Total
0 0 0
2 2 0
3 3 0
4 0 0
5 0 0
6 0 2 0
7 0 0 0
8 0 0 1
9 0 0
10 0 0
11 0 0
12 0 0
Total 3 5
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4.2 Participation by GraddevelCluster

4.2.1 Participation by Grade-level Cluster by State

Table 4.2.1
Participation by Cluster by State
State Cluster
1-2 3-5 6-8 9-12 Total

AK 3 6 13 13 35
AL 60 99 78 47 284
Bl 2 1 1 . 4
(6{0) 121 227 178 152 678
DD . 12 1 8 21
DE 14 3 4 15 36
FL 335 382 174 116 1,007
GA 270 351 322 213 1,156
HI 34 67 53 50 204
ID 23 52 46 27 148
IL 404 517 384 506 1,811
IN 173 222 302 390 1,087
KY 63 69 63 91 286
MA 284 345 232 203 1,064
MD 3 9 16 11 39
ME 10 8 6 8 32
Ml 133 167 131 169 600
MN 200 216 133 114 663
MO 42 51 46 40 179
MP . 1 . . 1
MT 4 5 5 4 18
NC 213 404 341 351 1,309
ND 4 5 6 8 23
NH 6 11 7 6 30
NJ 129 73 57 28 287
NM 5 5 4 3 17
NV 36 89 79 88 292
OK 150 222 173 145 690
PA 93 143 96 103 435
RI 19 41 38 40 138
SC 88 110 72 75 345
SD 8 14 12 17 51
TN 83 108 103 84 378
uT 87 135 113 138 473
VA 117 140 90 68 415
VT 9 10 3 5 27
WI 51 117 110 121 399
WY 5 10 3 8 26

Total | 3,281 | 4,447 | 3,495 3,465 14,688
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4.2.2 Participation by Grade-level Cluster byGender

Table 4.2.2
Participation by Cluster by Gender
Gender
Female Male Missing
% within % within %
Cluster | Count | "~ icter Count | “yyster | COUNt withi Total
1-2 920 28.04 2,310 70.41 51 1.55 3,281
35 1,444 32.47 2,947 66.27 56 1.26 4,447
6-8 1,236 35.36 2,192 62.72 67 1.92 3,495
9-12 1,236 35.67 2,164 62.45 65 1.88 3,465
Total 4,836 32.92 9,613 65.45 239 1.63 14,688
4.2.3 Participation by Grade-level Cluster byEthnicity
Table 4.2.3
Participation by Cluster by Ethnicity
Hispanic/Non-Hispanic
Hispanic Non-Hispanic Missing
% within % within % within
Cluster Count Cluster Count Cluster Count Cluster Total
1-2 1,919 58.49 1,164 35.48 198 6.03 3,281
35 2,830 63.64 1,351 30.38 266 5.98 4,447
6-8 2,336 66.84 970 27.75 189 541 3,495
9-12 2,253 65.02 982 28.34 230 6.64 3,465
Total 9,338 63.58 4,467 30.41 883 6.01 14,688
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4.3 Participation byGrade

4.3.1 Participation by Grade by State

Table 4.3.1
Participation by Grade by State
Grade
State 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 | Total
AK . 3 3 2 1 3 5 4 1 3 5 35
AL 34 26 39 31 29 24 28 26 14 11 10 12 284
BI 2 . ) ) 1 ) 1 . . ) . . 4
CO 47 74 75 76 76 68 54 56 45 38 28 41 678
DD ) ) 5 4 3 ) 1 1 3 ) 4 21
DE 10 4 . 2 1 3 1 ) 8 2 1 4 36
FL 176 159 119 154 109 76 51 47 30 29 24 33 |1,007
GA 122 148 121 119 111 115 98 109 59 60 43 51 |1,156
HI 12 22 20 25 22 15 15 23 12 9 5 24 204
ID 9 14 12 21 19 15 14 17 4 8 13 2 148
IL 212 192 178 169 170 146 122 116 132 107 90 177 1,811
IN 91 82 77 79 66 114 92 96 102 86 79 123 | 1,087
KY 37 26 23 26 20 20 22 21 29 23 21 18 286
MA 124 160 126 112 107 77 84 71 40 63 40 60 | 1,064
MD ) 3 3 2 4 5 7 4 2 3 2 4 39
ME 5 5 4 2 2 1 4 1 1 2 3 2 32
M 56 77 62 62 43 51 42 38 42 49 44 34 600
MN 100 100 82 65 69 49 35 49 27 36 19 32 663
MO 23 19 15 11 25 19 16 11 13 7 14 6 179
MP . 1 ) . ) . . 1
MT ) 4 ) 4 1 5 ) ) 3 ) 1 ) 18
NC 89 124 119 141 144 114 117 110 77 76 80 118 | 1,309
ND 1 3 2 2 1 1 3 2 2 2 2 2 23
NH 3 3 3 4 4 2 4 1 4 . . 2 30
NJ 75 54 27 27 19 23 17 17 8 12 5 3 287
NM . 5 ) 5 . 1 ) 3 . 2 1 . 17
NV 19 17 26 27 36 25 29 25 20 24 25 19 292
OK 78 72 84 73 65 69 59 45 31 37 37 40 690
PA 49 44 54 50 39 46 31 19 21 20 20 42 435
RI 5 14 10 15 16 10 15 13 10 2 14 14 138
SC 38 50 47 34 29 24 18 30 21 18 18 18 345
SD 3 5 5 5 4 4 1 7 1 6 4 6 51
TN 46 37 34 40 34 34 40 29 28 21 18 17 378
ut 39 48 51 42 42 39 42 32 36 37 25 40 473
VA 63 54 62 41 37 37 27 26 19 17 10 22 415
VT 5 4 7 2 1 . 1 2 2 . 2 1 27
Wi 22 29 43 41 33 40 38 32 30 14 20 57 399
WY 3 2 6 3 1 1 1 1 2 4 1 1 26
Total | 1,598 | 1,683 | 1,545 | 1,518 | 1,384 | 1,276 | 1,134 | 1,085 | 880 | 829 | 722 | 1,034 |14,688
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4.3.2 Participation by Grade by Gender

Table 4.3.2
Participation by Grade by Gender

Gender
Female Male Missing
% within % within % within

Grade count Grade Count Grade Count Grade Total
1 457 28.60 1,113 69.65 28 1.75 1,598
2 463 27.51 1,197 71.12 23 1.37 1,683
3 467 30.23 1,043 67.51 35 2.27 1,545
4 522 34.39 983 64.76 13 0.86 1,518
5 455 32.88 921 66.55 8 0.58 1,384
6 441 34.56 802 62.85 33 2.59 1,276
7 411 36.24 703 61.99 20 1.76 1,134
8 384 35.39 687 63.32 14 1.29 1,085
9 290 32.95 553 62.84 37 4.20 880
10 301 36.31 518 62.48 10 1.21 829
11 255 35.32 458 63.43 9 1.25 722
12 390 37.72 635 61.41 9 0.87 1,034

Total 4,836 32.92 9,613 65.45 239 1.63 14,688
4.3.3 Participation by Grade by Ethnicity
Table 4.3.3
Participation by Grade by Ethnicity
Hispanic/Non-Hispanic
Hispanic Non-Hispanic Missing
% within % within % within

Grade Count Grade Count Grade Count Grade Total
1 921 57.63 573 35.86 104 6.51 1,598
2 998 59.30 591 35.12 94 5.59 1,683
3 962 62.27 472 30.55 111 7.18 1,545
4 982 64.69 453 29.84 83 5.47 1,518
5 886 64.02 426 30.78 72 5.20 1,384
6 822 64.42 364 28.53 90 7.05 1,276
7 775 68.34 309 27.25 50 4.41 1,134
8 739 68.11 297 27.37 49 4.52 1,085
9 562 63.86 238 27.05 80 9.09 880
10 556 67.07 237 28.59 36 4.34 829
11 494 68.42 189 26.18 39 5.40 722
12 641 61.99 318 30.75 75 7.25 1,034

Total 9,338 63.58 4,467 30.41 883 6.01 14,688
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4.4  Participation byDomain

4.4.1 Participation by Grade-level Cluster byDomain

Table 4.4.1
Participation by Cluster by Domain
Domain
Cluster Listening Reading Speaking Writing
1-2 3,232 3,207 3,193 3,194
35 4,425 4,413 4,377 4,354
6-8 3,473 3,468 3,429 3,411
9-12 3,439 3,430 3,394 3,366
Total 14,569 14,518 14,393 14,325
4.4.2 Participation by Grade by Domain
Table 4.4.2
Participation by Grade by Domain
Domain
Grade Listening Reading Speaking Writing
1 1,567 1,552 1,556 1,561
2 1,665 1,655 1,637 1,633
3 1,539 1,532 1,519 1,513
4 1,510 1,510 1,494 1,493
5 1,376 1,371 1,364 1,348
6 1,270 1,266 1,255 1,243
7 1,127 1,123 1,114 1,107
8 1,076 1,079 1,060 1,061
9 870 869 857 849
10 824 824 815 809
11 716 712 708 703
12 1,029 1,025 1,014 1,005
Total 14,569 14,518 14,393 14,325
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4.5 Scale Scores by Domain ari@omposite

4.5.1 Mean Scale Scores by Domain andomposite

Table 4.5.1 A
Mean Scale Scores:2A
Grade 1 Grade 2 Cluster 1-2
Mean g(t:/ N Mean [S)S/ N Mean [?te?/ N

Listening 931.21| 11.24 | 1,567 | 933.14| 10.84 | 1,665 | 932.20| 11.07 | 3,232
Reading 931.53| 13.07 | 1,652 | 933.98| 12.93 | 1,655 | 932.79| 13.05 | 3,207
Speaking 932.28| 1456 | 1,556 | 934.69| 14.13 | 1,637 | 933.51| 14.39 | 3,193
Writing 927.05| 11.04 | 1,561 | 929.54| 11.35 | 1,633 | 928.32| 11.27 | 3,194
Oral 932.08| 12.02 | 1,546 | 934.31| 11.68 | 1,626 | 933.22| 11.90 | 3,172
Literacy 929.59| 11.12 | 1,529 | 932.13| 11.27 | 1,617 | 930.90| 11.26 | 3,146
Comprehension 931.56| 12.15 | 1,548 | 933.86| 11.93 | 1,648 | 932.74| 12.09 | 3,196
Overall 930.12| 10.96 | 1,522 | 932.61| 10.91 | 1,596 | 931.40| 11.01 | 3,118
Table 4.5.1 B
Mean Scale Scores:3

Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5 Cluster 3-5

Mean ggi Mean [S)te(?/ N Mean 323/ N Mean [S)S/ N

Listening 935.75 10.28| 1,539| 937.59] 10.02| 1,510| 938.58| 9.46 | 1,376| 937.26| 10.01| 4,425
Reading 934.59 10.51| 1,532/ 936.84] 10.35| 1,510(937.96| 9.82 | 1,371|936.41| 10.34| 4,413
Speaking 935.45 13.25| 1,519|937.61] 12.60| 1,494|938.12| 12.36| 1,364| 937.02| 12.81| 4,377
Writing 930.84( 10.76| 1,513/ 933.14{ 11.29| 1,493|933.75| 11.28| 1,348|932.53 11.17| 4,354
Oral 935.81/10.82| 1,516/ 937.77; 10.48| 1,487|938.56| 10.10| 1,360| 937.33| 10.54| 4,363
Literacy 933.05 9.96 | 1,507|935.31] 10.20| 1,488| 936.23| 9.87 | 1,342| 934.81| 10.10| 4,337
Comprehension 935.0210.04| 1,530/ 937.13] 9.91 | 1,505|938.22| 9.36 | 1,365|936.73 9.88 | 4,400
Overall 933.67| 9.86 | 1,497|935.92| 9.89 | 1,473|936.76| 9.54 | 1,334| 935.40| 9.86 | 4,304
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Table 4.5.1 C

Mean Scale Scores:&

Grade 6 Grade 7 Grade 8 Cluster 6-8
Mean Ste(i'/'_ N | Mean S’;O\','. N | Mean Ste(\’/'_ N | Mean ng\l}. N
Listening 937.6710.00/1,270/938.45 9.82|1,127/938.3310.12/1,076/938.13 9.98 |3,473
Reading 938.0411.21/1,266/938.7911.22/1,123/938.9411.69/1,079/938.56 11.37| 3,468
Speaking 937.1612.55| 1,255/937.4912.47/1,114/937.66 12.82/1,060/937.42 12.61| 3,429
Writing 932.98 10.30/1,243/933.38 10.36(1,107|934.13 10.40 1,061/933.46 10.36| 3,411
Oral 937.8810.68| 1,254/938.46 10.60| 1,109/938.46 10.87| 1,059/938.25 10.71| 3,422
Literacy 935.8410.00/1,241/936.3910.15(1,103|936.89 10.34| 1,058/936.34 10.16| 3,402
Comprehension 937.9710.48/1,262/938.7410.51|1,121/938.83 10.90/ 1,072/938.49 10.63| 3,455
Overall 936.28 9.791,234/936.82 9.92|1,095/937.2010.10 1,045|936.74 9.93 | 3,374

Table 4.5.1 D
Mean Scale Scores:
Grade 9 Grade 10 Grade 11 Grade 12 Cluster 9-12
Mean Stg[ N Mean Ste(?/ N Mean g:ﬂ, N Mean Sgill N Mean [S)S/ N

Listening 0938.3110.14 870 [938.94 9.68| 824 1939.74 9.09| 716 [939.2§ 9.70 {1,029939.04 9.69 3,439
Reading 938.5410.51) 869 (939.41 9.73| 824 |939.85 9.36| 712 |939.1410.171,025939.1910.00 3,430
Speaking 937.1911.58 857 (937.4511.2Q 815 |937.7611.24 708 |937.2§11.571,014937.4(11.41/3,394
Writing 934.6710.71 849 (935.4§10.62 809 [934.9910.24 703 |934.8¢10.791,005934.9910.62 3,366
Oral 038.11 9.89| 853 [938.43 9.65| 815 |939.0( 9.35| 704 [938.54 9.86|1,012938.5( 9.71 3,384
Literacy 936.9¢ 9.83| 844 |937.75 9.47| 807 |937.64 9.15| 698 |937.2§ 9.83|1,002937.39 9.60|3,351
Comprehension|938.5510.11 863 |939.37 9.45| 819 [939.94 8.99| 709 (939.29 9.78(1,022939.2¢ 9.63|3,413
Overall 937.17 9.55| 839 |937.79 9.18| 802 |937.95 8.83| 691 |937.51 9.54| 996 (937.5% 9.31|3,328
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4.6 Scale Scores by GradevelCluster

4.6.1 Mean Scale Scores bgender

Table 4.6.1 A
Mean Scale Scores 3ender: 12
Female Male Missing
Mean gte?/ N Mean [S)tec\i/ N Mean Sg\j, N

Listening 931.81| 10.99 910 | 932.32| 11.13 | 2,271 | 934.08| 10.02 51
Reading 931.86| 12.2 897 | 933.17| 13.35 | 2,259 | 932.29| 13.92 51
Speaking 932.41| 14.62 893 | 933.95| 14.26 | 2,249 | 933.82| 15.26 51
Writing 926.7 | 10.72 887 | 928.96| 11.39 | 2,257 | 928.52| 12.28 50
Oral 932.49| 11.95 889 | 933.49| 11.86 | 2,232 | 934.27| 12.23 51
Literacy 929.67| 10.6 875 | 931.38| 11.46 | 2,221 | 930.7 | 12.47 50
Comprehension 931.99| 11.45 895 | 933.04| 12.32 | 2,250 | 932.92| 12.42 51
Overall 930.3 | 10.59 | 871 |931.83]| 11.12 | 2,197 | 931.38| 12.13 | 50

Table 4.6.1 B

Mean Scale Scores by Gendei5 3

Female Male Missing
Mean ggj/. N Mean Ste(\j/'_ N Mean S;O\'/'. N

Listening 937.55| 9.55 1,434 | 937.21| 10.15 | 2,935 | 932.66| 12.67 56
Reading 936.44| 9.80 1,433 | 936.47| 10.53 | 2,925 | 932.55| 12.7 55
Speaking 937.33| 12.% | 1,415 | 936.93| 12.88 | 2,908 | 933.74| 15.00 54
Writing 932.01| 1094 | 1,412 | 932.87| 11.22 | 2,888 | 927.98| 12.99 54
Oral 937.67| 10.16 | 1,407 | 937.24| 10.66 | 2,902 | 933.59| 13.14 54
Literacy 934.6 | 9.71 1,405 | 934.99| 10.22 | 2,878 | 930.57| 12.45 54
Comprehension 936.86| 9.35 1,427 | 936.75| 10.06 | 2,918 | 932.75| 12.32 55
Overall 935.36| 9.46 1,389 | 935.49| 9.98 2,861 | 931.3 | 12.44 54
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Table 4.6.1 C

Mean Scale Scores Bender: 68

Female Male Missing
Mean ggi'/'_ N Mean Sg/‘_ N Mean S’g}\','. N
Listening 938.25| 9.84 1,228 | 938.11| 10.02 | 2,179 | 936.61| 11.42 66
Reading 938.34| 11.10 1,227 | 938.68| 11.9 2,174 | 938.55| 12.05 67
Speaking 937.28| 12.72 1,217 | 937.52| 1255 | 2,146 | 936.89| 12.49 66
Writing 933.12| 10.40 1,212 | 933.65| 10.34 | 2,134 | 933.63| 10.20 65
Oral 938.21| 10.71 1,214 | 938.3 | 10.69 | 2,142 | 937.08| 11.70 66
Literacy 936.05| 10.07 | 1,207 | 936.5 | 10.19 | 2,130 | 936.42| 10.75 65
Comprehension 938.37| 10.40 1,224 | 938.57| 10.73 | 2,165 | 938.05| 11.59 66
Overall 936.54| 9.84 | 1,197 | 936.87| 9.96 2,113 | 936.52| 10.77 64
Table 4.6.1 D
Mean Scale Scores by Genderl®
Female Male Missing
Mean Ste(?/ N Mean [S)t;/ N Mean SS/ N
Listening 939.04| 9.66 1,226 | 939.09| 9.68 2,148 | 937.37| 10.60 65
Reading 939.37| 9.52 1,223 | 939.15| 10.18 2,143 | 936.92| 12.3% 64
Speaking 937.48| 11.20 1,204 | 937.4 | 11.8 2,126 | 935.78| 12./6 64
Writing 934.78| 10.48 1,196 | 935.14| 10.68 2,108 | 933.87| 11.04 62
Oral 938.59| 9.90 1,200 | 938.5 | 9.8 2,120 | 936.86| 10.74 64
Literacy 937.38| 9.32 1,192 | 937.45| 9.72 2,097 | 935.48| 11.00 62
Comprehension 939.39| 9.3 1,215 | 939.25| 9.76 2,134 | 937.19| 11.0 64
Overall 937.58| 9.07 1,183 | 937.62| 9.41 2,083 | 935.77| 10.63 62
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4.6.2 Mean ScaleScores byEthnicity

Table 4.6.2 A
Mean Scale Scores by Ethnicity21

Compreh
ension

Mean | 931.35| 932.78| 932.95| 929.13| 932.40| 931.21| 932.45| 931.38
Std. Devf 11.36 | 13.69 | 1452 | 11.86 | 12.09 | 1181 | 12.64 | 11.41

Ethnicity Listening| Reading| Speaking| Writing Oral | Literacy Overall

Non-Hispanic

Asian
N 493 490 492 492 490 485 489 482
- |_Mean | 930.24] 928.07| 930.68| 924.52| 930.75| 926.82| 928.86| 927.68
Non-Hispanic I . .~ [ 11.86 | 11.18 | 14.38 | 11.01| 13.11| 10.84| 11.21 | 10.95

Pacific Island
N 29 29 28 29 28 28 29 28

~ |_Mean | 931.53] 933.02| 934.48| 928.63| 933.53| 931.36| 932.67| 931.88
Non-Hispanic | .\~ [ 10.39 | 13.26 | 13.50 | 11.16 | 10.89 | 11.11 | 12.00 | 10.49

Black
N 269 266 270 262 265 255 264 252
Mean | 932.59| 932.92| 933.60| 928.19| 933.47| 930.88| 932.98| 931.46
Hispanic (Of
Any Race) Std. Devf 11.07 | 1281 | 1446 | 10.93 | 1193 | 10.99 | 1191 | 10.83

N 1,887 | 1,871 | 1,856 | 1,870 | 1,843 | 1,839 | 1,864 | 1,818
| _Mean | 931.18] 932.00] 934.00] 930.60] 932.82] 932.00] 931.73] 932.10
Qﬁ{;'ﬁ;‘:}amc Std. Dev] 12.35 | 14.75| 1422 | 750 | 12.43| 10.86 | 13.57 | 11.07
Indian N 11 11 11 10 11 10 11 10
| Mean | 929.95] 931.32] 930.58] 926.74[ 930.53] 929.26] 930.95] 929.42
NoHISPANIC 15td. pev] 13.69 | 16.44 | 1637 | 13.67 | 1450 | 14.33 | 1527 | 14.05
N 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19
Mean | 931.66] 931.96] 932.90] 927.24] 932.60] 929.95] 931.95] 930.53

Std. Dev] 10.97 [ 12.81 | 1456 | 12.06 | 11.98 | 11.58 | 11.91 | 11.25

Non-Hispanic
White

N 327 324 322 318 321 316 324 316

Mean | 932.98| 933.48| 934.47( 929.57| 934.12] 931.91| 933.49| 932.29

Missing Std. Dev] 10.93 [ 13.61 | 14.12 [ 11.45] 11.82| 11.86 | 12.43 | 11.50
N 197 197 195 194 195 194 196 193
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Table 4.6.2 B
Mean Scale Scores by Ethnicity53

Compreh
ension

Mean | 935.85| 935.84| 935.91[ 933.72 | 936.08 | 935.10| 935.93 | 935.22

Ethnicity Listening| Reading| Speaking| Writing Oral | Literacy Overall

Qggr']*‘sloa”ic Std. Dev] 10.31 | 10.99 | 13.34 | 11.80 | 10.88 | 10.72 | 10.47 | 10.48
N 491 493 486 491 485 490 490 484

- | _Mean | 936.47| 935.12| 937.91| 930.73 | 937.48 | 933.45| 935.56 | 934.45
Non-Hispanic I o\ o | 9.90 | 1055 | 11.86 | 10.25 | 10.10 | 9.14 9.98 | 8.87

Pacific Island
N 34 34 33 33 33 33 34 33

- |_Mean | 936.59] 935.63| 936.94 [ 932.09 | 936.99 | 934.26| 936.00 | 934.93
’E\;IEEEISpamC Std. Dev|] 10.87 | 10.57 | 13.09 | 11.25 | 11.20 | 10.20 | 10.20 | 10.03

N 352 352 351 346 | 349 346 350 344
Mean | 937.57| 936.53| 937.03| 932.26 | 937.49 | 934.73| 936.91 | 935.38

/Tr]sf;r;ge()of sid Devl 9.78 | 1020 | 1272 1087 | 1038 | 987 | 9.72 | 965

N 2815 | 2,804 | 2,783 | 2,761 | 2,772 | 2,747 | 2,797 | 2,725

| mean | 936.65] 936.00] 936.20] 933.10 | 936.50 | 934.95] 936.20 | 935.25
Non-Hispanic

American Std. Dev| 12.92 | 13.68 | 15.95 | 14.28 | 14.17 | 13.99 | 13.17 | 13.76
Indian N 20 20 20 21 20 20 20 20
| Mean | 937.80] 936.34| 937.11 932.62 | 937.51 | 934.62| 936.77 | 935.26
NonrHispanic [ oy noy | 7.97 | 924 | 1206 | 1133 | 911 | 9583 | 831 | 911

Multi-racial
N 35 35 35 34 35 34 35 34
| Mean [ 936.69] 936.33] 937.20{ 932.17 [ 937.14 | 934.60] 936.48 | 935.23
C‘Vf;]r;g"spa”'c Std. Devl 9.97 | 9.88 | 1255 | 11.75 | 1044 | 1021 | 958 | 9.85
N 413 | 412 | 408 | 406 | 408 | 405 | 412 | 403
Mean | 938.42] 937.57] 938.68] 934.54 | 938.83 | 936.38] 937.96 | 936.90
Missing Std. Dev] 10.51 | 10.65 | 12.65 | 11.69 | 10.74 | 10.73 [ 1025 | 10.4
N 265 | 263 | 261 | 262 | 261 | 262 | 262 | 261
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Table 4.6.2C
Mean Scale Scores by Ethnicity86

Compreh
ension

Mean | 936.93| 937.94] 936.31] 933.77 | 937.06 | 936.25| 937.69 | 936.41
Std. Dev] 10.51 | 11.81 | 13.24 | 10.90 | 11.25 | 10.52 | 11.05 | 10.26
N 382 | 384 | 377 | 377 | 377 | 377 | 381 | 372

~ | _Mean | 938.79] 940.62| 939.86] 933.41 | 940.18 | 937.24] 940.03 | 938.54
’F\,'ggf'l*c'slggr‘]'g Std.Dev] 828 | 1075 914 | 980 | 695 | 962 | 969 | 7.54
N 29 29 28 29 28 29 29 28

Mean | 937.63] 937.78] 936.55] 932.30 | 937.51 [ 935.31] 937.78 | 935.75

Ethnicity Listening| Reading| Speaking| Writing Oral | Literacy Overall

Non-Hispanic
Asian

ggtEiSpamc Std. Dev] 10.30 | 12.24 | 13.57 | 10.61 | 11.38 | 10.90 | 11.37 | 10.71
N 242 240 237 234 | 237 234 240 233
o Mean | 938.30| 938.66| 937.32| 933.38 | 938.27 | 936.35| 938.60 | 936.75
Khsf;r;ge()‘jf Std. Dev] 9.83 | 11.22 | 12.61 | 10.21 | 10.66 | 9.99 | 10.49 | 9.82
N 2320 | 2,319 | 2,294 | 2,279 | 2,288 | 2,272 | 2,310 | 2,253
NonHispanic |—Mean 943.70| 943.30| 941.30| 934.30 | 943.00 | 939.00| 943.40 | 940.00

American Std.Dev| 411 | 3.89 | 10.81| 10.78| 7.35 | 657 | 3.37 | 6.46
Indian N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10

Mean | 935.84] 939.16] 939.68] 932.12 | 938.12 | 935.84| 938.08 | 936.32
Std. Dev] 11.40 | 12.03| 9.83 | 892 | 9585 | 9.80 | 11.56 | 9.68

Non-Hispanic

Multi-racial
N 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25
| _vean [ 937.88] 937.99] 938.24] 933.57 | 938.66 | 936.09 | 938.07 | 936.64
\r;mslspamc Std. Dev] 10.64 | 11.87 | 12.39 | 11.03 | 10.89 | 10.83 | 11.12 | 10.48
N 279 | 274 | 271 | 270 | 271 | 270 | 274 | 269
Mean | 939.41] 939.82] 939.94] 935.33 | 940.11 | 937.91] 939.76 | 938.37
Missing Std. Dev] 9.30 | 10.50 | 10.64 | 9.82 | 951 | 970 | 9.85 | 9.26
N 186 | 187 | 187 | 187 | 186 | 185 | 186 | 184
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Table 4.6.2 D
Mean Scale Scores by Ethnicity19

Compreh
ension

Mean | 938.62| 938.80| 936.49 935.27 | 937.80 | 937.26| 938.84 | 937.24

Ethnicity Listening| Reading| Speaking| Writing Oral | Literacy Overall

Qggr']*‘sloa”ic Std. Dev] 9.79 | 10.26 | 11.97 | 10.76 | 10.07 | 9.92 9.86 | 9.68
N 369 369 362 364 | 362 364 367 359

- | _Mean | 940.55| 941.86| 938.77| 937.36 | 939.73 | 939.77| 941.59 | 939.59
Non-Hispanic [ o\ ' 1 11.04 | 10.80 | 12.72 | 10.77 | 11.14 | 10.27 | 10.80 | 10.29

Pacific Island
N 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22

| _Mean | 937.99] 937.35] 938.03] 933.46 | 938.25 | 935.66 | 937.67 | 936.25
’E\;IEEEISpamC Std.Dev] 943 | 993 | 996 | 1007 | 9.03 | 946 | 947 | 897

N 219 | 218 | 216 | 213 | 216 | 213 | 216 | 211
Mean | 939.45] 939.67] 937.48] 935.12 [ 938.74 | 937.72] 939.71 | 937.88

/Tr]sf;r;ge()of Sid Devl 938 | 965 | 11.43] 1045 | 954 | 931 | 931 | 9.04

N 2233 | 2231 | 2212 | 2197 | 2,202 | 2,182 | 2,220 | 2,168

| mean | 938.47] 939.74] 935.84] 933.68 | 937.32 | 936.89] 939.42 | 936.89
Non-Hispanic

American Std. Dev| 11.06 | 11.72 | 13.23 | 13.04 | 11.60 | 11.87 | 11.50 | 11.66
Indian N 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19
| Mean | 939.32] 939.71] 939.62 | 938.67 | 939.95 | 939.38| 939.95 | 939.38
NonrHispanic [ oy eyl 821 | 1047 | 7.13 | 1025| 692 | 934 | 923 | 841

Multi-racial
N 22 21 21 21 21 21 21 21
| vean | 937.55] 937.52] 936.86| 933.87 | 937.59 | 936.08 | 937.70 | 936.39
y\mg"spa”'c Std. Dev] 11.46 | 11.25 | 11.75 | 11.65 | 10.76 | 10.72 | 10.94 | 10.42
N 327 | 322 | 316 | 307 | 316 | 307 | 322 | 307
Mean | 938.83| 938.88| 937.98] 935.77 | 938.62 | 937.50] 938.95 | 937.62
Missing Std. Dev] 9.73 | 10.44 | 11.24 | 1067 | 9.84 | 9.92 | 9.97 | 9.68
N 228 | 228 | 226 | 223 | 226 | 223 | 226 | 221
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4.7 Scale Scores b§rade

4.7.1 Mean Scale Scores bgender

Table 4.7.1 A
Mean Scale Scores by Gender: Grade 1

Female Male Missing Total
Mean [S)g/ N Mean [S)te% N Mean [S)tec\il N Mean Sg\i’ N
Listening 930.73 11.13| 449 | 931.35| 11.30 | 1,090| 933.50 | 10.70| 28 | 931.21| 11.24| 1,567
Reading 930.57| 12.34| 445 | 931.91| 13.27 | 1,079| 931.82 | 16.04| 28 | 931.53| 13.07| 1,552
Speaking 931.36) 14.61| 445 | 932.69 | 14.48 | 1,083| 930.93 | 16.67| 28 | 932.28| 14.56| 1,556
Writing 925.75) 10.35| 443 | 927.60 | 11.24 | 1,090| 926.32 | 12.57| 28 | 927.05| 11.04| 1,561
Oral 931.37/ 11.96| 442 | 932.36| 12.01 | 1,076/ 932.50 | 13.22| 28 | 932.08| 12.02| 1,546
Literacy 928.53 10.51| 436 | 930.02 | 11.27 | 1,065| 929.36 | 13.57| 28 | 929.59| 11.12| 1,529
Comprehension| 930.75) 11.56| 444 | 931.87 | 12.32 | 1,076| 932.46 | 14.09, 28 | 931.56| 12.15| 1,548
Overall 929.17, 10.54| 435 | 930.52 | 11.06 | 1,059| 929.96 | 13.14| 28 | 930.12| 10.96| 1,522

Table 4.7.1B
Mean Scale Scores by Gender: Grade 2
Female Male Missing Total
Mean Séc\i/ N Mean Sgﬂ/ N Mean [S)S/ N | Mean S::\i, N

Listening 932.87| 10.75| 461 | 933.21| 10.90| 1,181| 934.78| 9.31 | 23| 933.14| 10.84| 1,665
Reading 933.13] 11.93| 452| 934.32| 13.32| 1,180| 932.87| 11.13| 23| 933.98| 12.93| 1,655
Speaking 933.45| 14.57| 448| 935.11| 13.96| 1,166| 937.35| 12.83| 23| 934.69| 14.13| 1,637
Writing 927.65| 11.00| 444 | 930.23| 11.40| 1,167| 931.32| 11.58| 22| 929.54| 11.35| 1,633
Oral 933.60| 11.85| 447 | 934.54| 11.63| 1,156| 936.43| 10.81| 23| 934.31| 11.68| 1,626
Literacy 930.79| 10.59| 439| 932.64| 11.49| 1,156| 932.41| 10.99| 22| 932.13| 11.27| 1,617
Comprehension 933.20| 11.22| 451 | 934.12| 12.22| 1,174| 933.48| 10.31| 23| 933.86| 11.93| 1,648
Overall 931.43] 10.53| 436| 933.05| 11.03| 1,138| 933.18| 10.74| 22| 932.61| 10.91| 1,596
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Table 4.7.1C
Mean Scale&scores by Gender: Grade 3

Female Male Missing Total
Mean gg','. N | Mean ngl'. N | Mean S’;‘]\','. N | Mean ggi','. N
Listening 936.08| 9.97 | 463| 935.75| 10.28| 1,041 931.23| 13.04| 35 | 935.75| 10.28| 1,539
Reading 934.54| 10.20| 463 | 934.72| 10.57| 1,035| 931.41| 12.55| 34 | 934.59 10.51| 1,532
Speaking 935.31| 13.27| 461| 935.61| 13.16 1,025 932.27| 15.45| 33 | 935.45| 13.25| 1,519
Writing 930.49| 10.85| 459 | 931.13| 10.62| 1,021 | 926.73| 13.00| 33 | 930.84| 10.76| 1,513
Oral 935.90| 10.70| 458 | 935.88| 10.77| 1,025| 932.24| 13.43| 33 | 935.81| 10.82| 1,516
Literacy 932.89| 9.90 | 456 | 933.25| 9.88 | 1,018| 929.39| 12.51| 33| 933.05| 9.96 | 1,507
Comprehension| 935.11| 9.75 | 461 935.10/ 10.08| 1,035| 931.59| 12.25| 34 | 935.02| 10.04| 1,530
Overall 933.54/ 9.77 | 453 933.85| 9.78 | 1,011| 930.06| 12.63| 33 | 933.67  9.86 | 1,497

Table 4.7.1 D
Mean Scale Scores by Gender: Grade 4
Female Male Missing Total
Mean Sg:i/ N Mean Sg\i/ N Mean S(t:\il N Mean Sg:\i/ N

Listening 938.12| 9.18 | 518 937.38| 10.38| 979 | 932.54| 13.00| 13| 937.59| 10.02| 1,510
Reading 937.05| 9.51 | 520 | 936.78| 10.72| 977 | 932.38| 13.48| 13| 936.84| 10.35| 1,510
Speaking 938.32 12.04| 507 | 937.28 12.84| 974 | 934.38| 15.32| 13| 937.61 12.60 1,494
Writing 932.28/ 10.69| 512 | 933.71| 11.53| 968 | 924.92| 11.14| 13| 933.14| 11.29| 1,493
Oral 938.45 9.68 | 504 | 937.48| 10.82| 970 | 933.69| 13.63| 13 | 937.77| 10.48| 1,487
Literacy 935.02| 9.41 | 510| 935.55| 10.55, 965 | 928.92| 11.77| 13| 935.31| 10.20| 1,488
Comprehension| 937.48/ 9.02 | 517 | 937.01 10.30| 975 | 932.46| 13.03| 13| 937.13| 9.91 | 1,505
Overall 935.98| 9.10 | 500 | 935.97| 10.24| 960 | 930.08| 11.93| 13| 935.92| 9.89 | 1,473
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Table 4.7.1 E
Mean Scale Scores by Gender: Grade 5

Female Male Missing Total
Mean gg','. N | Mean ngl'. N | Mean S’;‘]\','. N | Mean ggi','. N

Listening 938.39| 9.35 | 453| 938.67| 9.52 | 915 | 939.13| 9.40 | 8 | 938.58| 9.46 | 1,376
Reading 937.67| 9.45 | 450 938.11| 9.98 | 913 | 937.63| 12.41| 8 | 937.96| 9.82 | 1,371
Speaking 938.27| 12.14| 447 938.04| 12.48| 909 | 938.75| 13.10| 8 | 938.12| 12.36| 1,364
Writing 933.28| 11.17| 441 | 933.95| 11.33| 899 | 938.13| 12.21| 8 | 933.75| 11.28| 1,348
Oral 938.62| 9.90 | 445| 938.52| 10.20| 907 | 939.00| 11.06| 8 | 938.56| 10.10| 1,360
Literacy 935.89| 9.63 | 439 936.38| 9.97 | 895 | 938.13| 11.96| 8 | 936.23| 9.87 | 1,342
Comprehension| 937.04| 9.07 | 449 938.35| 9.49 | 908 | 938.13| 11.51| 8 | 938.22| 9.36 | 1,365
Overall 936.56/ 9.26 | 436 936.85| 9.66 | 890 | 938.38| 11.49| 8 | 936.76/ 9.54 | 1,334
Table 4.7.1F

Mean Scale Scores by Gender: Grade 6

Female Male Missing Total
Mean ggi N Mean Sg\j’ N Mean S(t:\i/ N Mean Sg:\i/ N

Listening 937.86| 9.86 | 439 937.68| 9.92 | 798 | 935.06| 13.21| 33| 937.67| 10.00| 1,270
Reading 937.59| 10.63| 439 | 938.34| 11.41| 794 | 936.70| 13.51| 33 | 938.04| 11.21| 1,266
Speaking 936.94| 12.70| 435 937.39| 12.41| 787 | 934.48 14.04| 33| 937.16| 12.55 1,255
Writing 932.40| 10.06| 433 | 933.36| 10.35| 778 | 931.44| 11.91| 32| 932.98| 10.30| 1,243
Oral 937.85| 10.64| 435 938.01| 10.57| 786 | 935.06| 13.41| 33| 937.88| 10.68| 1,254
Literacy 935.27| 9.60 | 432 | 936.22| 10.09| 777 | 934.16| 12.49| 32 | 935.84| 10.00| 1,241
Comprehension| 937,70/ 10.07| 438 | 938.19] 10.59| 791 | 936.27 13.22| 33 | 937.97| 10.48| 1,262
Overall 935.87| 9.51 | 429| 936.60| 9.82 | 773 | 934.28 12.45 32 936.28 9.79 | 1234
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Table 4.7.1 G
Mean Scale Scores by Gender: Grade 7

Female Male Missing Total
Mean gg','. N | Mean ngl'. N | Mean S’;‘]\','. N | Mean ggi','. N
Listening 938.67| 9.62 | 408 | 938.29| 9.97 | 700 | 939.32| 8.61 | 19|938.45 9.82 | 1,127
Reading 938.64| 11.13| 407 | 938.85| 11.27| 696 | 939.30| 11.97| 20 | 938.79| 11.22| 1,123
Speaking 937.41| 12.72| 406 937.48 12.37| 689 | 939.74 10.89| 19 | 937.49| 12.47| 1,114
Writing 933.04| 10.72| 404 | 933.52| 10.20| 684 | 935.32| 8.08 | 19 | 933.38| 10.36| 1,107
Oral 938.48| 10.70| 404 | 938.40| 10.58| 686 | 939.95| 9.61 | 19 | 938.46 10.60| 1,109
Literacy 936.13| 10.33| 402 | 936.49| 10.07| 682 | 938.00| 9.37 | 19 936.39| 10.15| 1,103
Comprehension| 93g 66| 10.39| 407 | 938.77| 10.58| 695 | 939.53| 10.80| 19 | 938.74| 10.51| 1,121
Overall 936.68/ 9.99 | 399 936.85| 9.90 | 678 | 938.83 9.31 | 18| 936.82| 9.92 | 1,095

Table 4.7.1H
Mean Scale Scores by Gender: Grade 8
Female Male Missing Total
Mean Sg:i/ N Mean Sg\j/ N Mean S(t:\i/ N Mean Sg:\il N

Listening 938.24| 10.06| 381 | 938.42| 10.17| 681 | 936.57| 10.14| 14| 938.33| 10.12| 1,076
Reading 938.89| 11.57| 381 | 938.90| 11.83| 684 | 941.86| 7.53 | 14| 938.94| 11.69 1,079
Speaking 937.53| 12.77| 376 | 937.70| 12.91| 670 | 938.71 10.00| 14| 937.66| 12.82| 1,060
Writing 934.04| 10.37| 375| 934.13| 10.47| 672 | 936.36| 7.72 | 14 | 934.13| 10.40| 1,061
Oral 938.33| 10.81| 375| 938.54| 10.93| 670 | 937.93| 9.56 | 14 | 938.46| 10.87| 1,059
Literacy 936.88| 10.29| 373 | 936.84| 10.43| 671 | 939.43, 7.01 | 14| 936.89] 10.34 1,058
Comprehension| 93g.82| 10.75| 379| 938.80| 11.04| 679 | 940.21| 7.99 | 14| 938.83 10.90| 1,072
Overall 937.16| 10.04| 369 | 937.20| 10.19| 662 | 938.64| 7.42 | 14| 937.20| 10.10 1,045
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Table 4.7.1 |
Mean Scale Scores by Gender: Grade 9

Female Male Missing Total

Mean gg','. N | Mean ngl'. N | Mean S’;‘]\','. N | Mean ggi','. N
Listening 938.81 9.50 | 287 938.22| 10.41| 546 | 935.89| 10.86| 37| 938.31 10.14| 870
Reading 938.94| 9.06 | 286 | 938.43| 11.01| 547 | 936.47| 13.22| 36 | 938.52| 10.51| 869
Speaking 936.50| 11.78| 282 937.59| 11.43| 539 | 936.69| 12.37| 36 | 937.19| 11.58| 857
Writing 934.46 10.38| 278 | 934.94) 10.86| 536 | 932.20| 11.07| 35| 934.67| 10.71| 849
Oral 938.09| 9.43 | 280 | 938.22| 10.06| 537 | 936.61| 10.90 36 | 938.11| 9.89 | 853
Literacy 937.03| 8.95 | 277 937.11| 10.14| 532 | 934.31| 11.34| 35| 936.96 9.83 | 844
Comprehension| 939.00/ 8.87 | 284 | 938.46| 10.58| 543 | 936.44) 11.92| 36 | 938.55| 10.11| 863
Overall 937.22| 8.76 | 276| 937.22| 9.84 | 528 | 934.94 10.94 35|937.12| 9.55 839

Table 4.7.1J
Mean Scale Scores by Gender: Grade 10
Female Male Missing Total

Mean gg/ N Mean Sg\j’ N Mean S(t:\il N Mean Sg:\i/ N
Listening 937.98| 10.43| 298| 939.43| 9.23 | 516 | 941.00| 6.38 | 10| 938.92| 9.68 | 824
Reading 938.75| 10.26| 299 | 939.79| 9.45 | 515 | 939.80| 6.58 | 10| 939.41| 9.73 | 824
Speaking 937.35 11.16| 292 | 937.51| 11.22| 513 | 937.10| 12.93| 10 | 937.45| 11.20| 815
Writing 934.60| 10.87| 290 | 935.92| 10.49| 510 | 939.00| 8.44 | 9 | 935.48| 10.62| 809
Oral 937.99| 9.91 | 292 | 938.66| 9.54 | 513 | 939.30| 7.60 | 10 | 938.43| 9.65 | 815
Literacy 937.07| 9.85 | 289 938.09| 9.27 | 509 | 939.89| 7.13 | 9 | 937.75| 9.47 | 807
Comprehension| 93g 61/ 10.05| 296 | 939.79| 9.12 | 513 | 940.30| 6.31 | 10| 939.37| 9.45 | 819
Overall 937.16| 9.55 | 286 | 938.11| 8.98 | 507 | 939.56/ 7.26 | 9 | 937.79| 9.18 | 802
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Table 4.7.1 K
Mean Scale Scores by Gender: Grade 11

Female Male Missing Total
Mean gg','. N | Mean ngl'. N | Mean S’;‘]\','. N | Mean ggi','. N

Listening 939.52| 9.07 | 252| 939.86| 9.06 | 455 | 938.78| 11.94| 9 | 939.72) 9.09 | 716
Reading 940.22| 9.11 | 251 939.70| 9.44 | 452 | 937.33| 12.37| 9 | 939.85 9.36 | 712
Speaking 938.16) 10.95| 251 | 937.64| 11.35| 448 | 932.56 13.31, 9 | 937.76| 11.24| 708
Writing 935.09| 9.95 | 250 | 934.89| 10.47| 444 | 936.78 6.38 | 9 | 934.99 10.24| 703
Oral 939.06| 9.29 | 249 939.03| 9.35 | 446 | 935.78| 11.94| 9 | 939.00| 9.35 | 704
Literacy 937.96) 8.89 | 248 | 937.51| 9.32 | 441 | 937.22| 8.24 | 9 | 937.66| 9.15 | 698
Comprehension| 940.14| 8.87 | 249| 939.90| 9.00 | 451 | 937.78| 12.15| 9 | 939.96 8.99 | 709
Overall 938.11 8.74 | 246 937.88] 8.90 | 436 | 936.67| 9.04 | 9 | 937.95 8.83 | 691
Table 4.7.1L

Mean Scale Scores by Gender: Grade 12

Female Male Missing Total
Mean Sg:i/ N Mean Sg\i’ N Mean S(t:\i/ N Mean Sg:\i/ N

Listening 939.73| 9.50 | 389 | 939.03| 9.78 | 631 | 938.00 12.25 9 | 939.28| 9.70 | 1,029
Reading 939.61| 9.52 | 387 | 938.87| 10.48| 629 | 935.11| 14.91| 9 | 939.12| 10.17 1,025
Speaking 937.87| 10.94| 379 936.98| 11.88| 626 | 933.89 15.03| 9 | 937.28 11.57 1,014
Writing 934.93| 10.62| 378 | 934.85| 10.83| 618 | 932.33) 15.59| 9 | 934.86| 10.79| 1,005
Oral 939.11| 9.35 | 379 938.24| 10.11| 624 | 936.22| 13.11| 9 | 938.54| 9.86 | 1,012
Literacy 937.50| 9.46 | 378 | 937.19| 9.98 | 615 | 933.89| 14.94| 9 | 937.28| 9.83 | 1,002
Comprehension| 939.79| 9.26 | 386| 939.02| 10.01| 627 | 936.11| 13.88| 9 | 939.29| 9.78 | 1,022
Overall 937.84| 9.13 | 375| 937.36| 9.72 | 612 | 934.33/ 13.98 9 | 937.51| 9.54 | 996
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4.7.2 Mean Scale Scores bithnicity

Table 4.7.2 A
Mean Scale Scores by Ethnicity: Grade 1

Compreh
ension

Mean | 930.33| 932.01| 931.71| 928.58 | 931.22 | 930.51 | 931.58 | 930.48
Std. Devy 11.23 | 13.66 | 1453 | 11.89 | 11.93 | 11.57 | 12.60 | 11.17

Ethnicity Listening| Reading | Speaking| Writing Oral | Literacy Overall

Non-Hispanic

Asian
N 227 224 228 226 227 222 224 222
| Mean | 929.46] 929.15| 927.92| 926.08 | 928.92 | 928.50| 929.31 | 928.33
Non-Hispanic | 1y pey| 12.51 | 12.52 | 15.72 | 11.42| 14.20 | 1155 | 12.31 | 11.80

Pacific Island
N 13 13 12 13 12 12 13 12

| mean | 930.55] 931.26] 932.45] 926.94 | 931.91 | 929.44| 931.11 | 929.97
Non-Hispanic | 5.y pey] 10.02 | 12.56 | 13.72 | 11.07 | 10.95 | 10.89 | 11.45 | 10.46

Black

N 137 134 139 136 137 131 134 131
o Mean | 931.61| 931.59| 932.62| 926.82 | 932.48 | 929.48| 931.76 | 930.19
Khsﬁggge(;” Std. Dev| 11.35 | 12.79 | 14.62 | 10.45 | 12.09 | 10.72 | 11.97 | 10.74
N 899 889 889 899 882 | 877 886 | 871
Mean | 926.25| 922.50| 934.50| 927.50 | 930.75 | 925.50| 923.75 | 926.25

Non-Hispanic Std. Dev
American ' 13.70 | 10.15| 1156 | 7.14 | 1255 | 8.10 | 10.87 | 9.18

Indian N
4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
o Mean | 930.38| 932.88| 930.25| 923.75 | 930.63 | 928.50| 932.13 | 929.00
NORHISPANG | Std. Dev, 14.12 | 16.78 | 15.06 | 14.93 | 14.08 | 14.87 | 1587 | 14.38

N 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8
~ | Mean | 931.18] 931.02] 931.71 926.15 | 931.75 | 928.96| 931.11 | 929.60
Non-Hispanic [ 4 pey| 11.03 | 13.07 | 14.61 | 12.03 | 11.99 | 11.64 | 12.07 | 11.29

White
N 176 176 174 173 174 173 176 173
Mean | 931.05| 931.67| 931.98 | 927.67 | 931.88 | 930.10| 931.63 | 930.32
Missing Std. Dev) 11.80 | 14.75 | 15.40 | 12.10 | 12.80 | 12.66 | 13.54 | 12.38
N 103 104 102 102 102 102 103 101
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Table 4.7.2 B
Mean Scale Scores by Ethnicity: Grade 2

Compreh
ension

| Mean | 932.23] 933.43| 934.01] 929.61 | 933.42 | 931.80 933.18 | 932.15
Non-Hispanic | oy pey| 11.42 | 13.71 | 14.45 | 11.85 | 12.16 | 12.00 | 12.66 | 11.58

Ethnicity Listening| Reading | Speaking| Writing Oral | Literacy Overall

Asian
N 266 266 264 266 263 263 265 260
| Mean | 930.88] 927.19] 932.75| 923.25 | 932.13 | 925.56| 928.50 | 927.19
NorrHispanic [ oy pey| 11.67 | 10.31 | 13.44 | 10.87| 1253 | 10.47 | 10.64 | 10.63

Pacific Island
N 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16

Mean | 932.55] 934.80] 936.64 | 930.46 | 935.27 | 933.39| 934.27 | 933.95
Std. Dev| 10.72 | 13.75 | 12.97 | 11.01 | 10.60 | 11.02 | 12.39 | 10.17

N 132 | 132 | 131 | 126 | 128 | 124 | 130 | 121
Mean | 933.48| 934.13| 934.50| 929.45 | 934.39 | 932.15| 934.08 | 932.63
Hispanic (Of | 1y pey| 10.73 | 12.72 | 14.27 | 11.23 | 11.71 | 11.07 | 11.76 | 10.79

Non-Hispanic
Black

Any Race)
N 088 982 967 971 961 | 962 978 | 947
o Mean | 934.00  937.43| 933.71|932.67 | 934.00 | 936.33| 936.29 | 936.00
mr;'r?;ﬁ’]a”'c Std. Devi 11.62 | 14.72 | 16.43 | 7.61 | 13.20 | 10.80 | 13.46 | 11.15

Indian N 7 7 7 6 7 6 7 6
Mean | 929.64| 930.18| 930.82] 928.91 | 930.45 | 929.82 | 930.09 | 929.73
Std. Dev, 14.06 | 16.91 | 17.98 | 12.96 | 15.64 | 14.63 | 1554 | 1451
N 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11
| Mean | 932.23] 933.08| 934.30| 928.53 | 933.62 | 931.15| 932.95 | 931.66
NorrHispanic | oy pey| 10.91 | 12.44 | 14.44 | 11.99 | 11.92 | 11.43 | 11.68 | 11.13

Non-Hispanic
Multi-racial

White
N 151 148 148 145 147 143 148 143
Mean | 935.11| 935.49| 937.20| 931.67 | 936.57 | 933.92 | 935.55 | 934.46
Missing Std. Dev, 9.51 11.98 | 12.07 | 10.36 | 10.16 | 10.62 | 10.78 | 10.09
N 94 93 93 92 93 92 93 92
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Table 4.7.2C
Mean Scale Scores by Ethnicity: Grade 3

Compreh
ension

| Mean | 933.75] 933.74| 934.08| 932.69 | 934.10 | 933.53| 933.78 | 933.48
Non-Hispanic | oy pey| 1044 | 11.28 | 1356 | 11.92 | 11.00 | 10.78 | 10.60 | 10.54

Ethnicity Listening| Reading | Speaking| Writing Oral | Literacy Overall

Asian
N 175 175 174 175 174 175 175 174
| Mean | 933.00] 930.56 934.25| 925.00 | 934.00 | 928.63| 931.33 | 930.00
NorrHispanic oy pey| 10.48 | 11.80 | 13.40 | 847 | 1195 | 961 | 10.87 | 953

Pacific Island
N 9 9 8 8 8 8 9 8

Mean | 935.64] 933.75| 935.03] 930.57 | 935.55 | 932.55 934.47 | 933.22
Std. Devl 10.69 | 10.29 | 1347 | 9.79 | 11.12 | 931 | 9.90 | 9.48

N 118 | 119 | 119 | 116 | 118 | 116 | 118 | 116
Mean | 936.00] 934.56| 935.34] 930.20 | 935.88 | 932.71) 935.06 | 933.44
Hispanic (Of |51y pey| 10.05 | 10.35 | 13.24 | 10.23 | 10.68 | 9.62 | 9.90 | 9.59

Non-Hispanic
Black

Any Race)
N 958 952 943 938 941 933 951 925
Mean | 939.78| 938.89| 940.78 | 934.90 | 940.33 | 937.56| 939.22 | 938.22
Non-Hispanic
/American Std. Dev 1151 | 10.96 | 12,56 | 11.93 | 11.78 | 11.62 | 10.79 | 11.20
Indian N 9 9 9 10 9 9 9 9

| Mean | 935.11 934.44] 936.67] 931.89 | 935.89 | 933.33| 934.67 | 933.89
NortHispanic | g heyl 10.37 | 11.29 | 12.08 | 12.11 | 10.74 & 11.39 | 10.82 | 10.79
Multi-racial

N 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
Mean | 935.87] 935.93] 936.24] 931.29 | 936.19 | 933.91| 935.97 | 934.50
Std. Dev| 10.22 | 10.07 | 12.95 | 12.03 | 10.73 | 10.39 | 9.67 | 10.02

Non-Hispanic

White
N 150 150 149 149 149 149 150 148
Mean | 936.58| 935.34| 937.43| 933.06 | 937.41 | 934.54| 935.93 | 935.17
Missing Std. Dev, 11.33 | 11.21 | 13.12 | 11.80 | 11.24 | 11.13 | 10.76 | 10.91
N 111 109 108 108 108 108 109 108
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Table 4.7.2 D
Mean Scale Scores by Ethnicity: Grade 4

Compreh
ension

| Mean | 936.81] 936.50| 936.44 | 933.45 | 936.76 | 935.28| 936.72 | 935.60
Non-Hispanic | oy ey 10.38 | 10.80 | 13.55 | 11.92 | 11.01 | 10.86 | 10.40 | 10.61

Ethnicity Listening| Reading | Speaking| Writing Oral | Literacy Overall

Asian
N 162 164 161 163 160 163 162 159
- | Mean | 936.30] 937.50| 937.60| 933.30 | 937.20 | 935.80 | 937.10 | 935.90
NorrHispanic [ oy peyl 997 | 10.70 | 11.67 | 10.18 | 9.83 | 9.04 | 10.24 | 8.82

Pacific Island
N 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10

Mean | 936.21] 935.69| 937.24] 932.56 | 936.79 | 934.46 | 935.81 | 934.91
Std. Devl 11.22 | 10.61 | 13.21 | 12.10 | 11.65 | 10.60 | 10.40 | 10.43

N 128 | 119 | 119 | 118 | 118 | 118 | 118 | 117
Mean | 937.80] 936.89| 937.68] 932.98 | 937.94 | 935.27| 937.24 | 935.95
Hispanic (Of |51y pey] 9.89 | 10.30 | 12.42 | 10.98 | 10.28 | 9.98 & 9.81 | 9.66

Non-Hispanic
Black

Any Race)
N 977 975 963 964 958 960 973 951
Mean | 933.75| 933.13| 931.63| 930.75 | 932.75 | 932.25| 933.25 | 932.13
Non-Hispanic
/American Std. Dev 13.21 | 15.68 | 18.11 15.92| 15.39 15.73 | 14.55 15.34
Indian N 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8

| Mean | 940.17 936.42] 939.00] 933.73 | 939.67 | 934.91| 937.50 | 936.18
NortHispanic | o hoyl 641 | 1050 | 9.06 | 9.80 | 6.53 | 9.94 | 824 | 845
Multi-racial

N 12 12 12 11 12 11 12 11
Mean | 936.70] 936.40] 937.10] 932.88 | 937.10 | 934.96| 936.55 | 935.52
Std. Devl 9.72 | 9.93 | 12.76 | 11.90 | 10.51 | 10.56 | 9.61 | 10.13

Non-Hispanic
White

N 140 139 138 136 138 135 139 134
Mean | 940.27 | 939.58| 940.75| 935.83 | 940.59 | 938.00| 939.81 | 938.59
Missing Std. Dev, 9.21 947 | 11.29 | 11.17 | 9.64 9.79 9.23 9.45
N 83 83 83 83 83 83 83 83

WIDA ALTERNATE ACCESS Annual Tech Rpt9 58 Series 502 (202Q021)





































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































