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Chapter 1 : Introduction

The state oHawad represents a linguistically and culturally diverse population. The state constrttifiies
Hawaiian and English e official languages bfawaii in Article XV, Section 4, while Article XII, Section 7
ensures traditional and customary rights. These rights include, but are not limited to, the ability to use the Ha
language in home, school and business settingsaandsplaces and gathglants for use in traditional

Hawaiian cultural practices. In addition, the state constitutiole (&rtgection 4) mandates that the Hawaiian
education systeamallsupport and promote the study of Hawaiian language, culture, and history. Working with
parents and Hawaiian leaders, the state established the Hawaiian Language Immersion Program, Ka Papahz
KaiapuniHawad (Kaiapuni). Kaiapuni students are instrugtexigh the medium de Hawaiiaanguagesing

a language immersion framework. Curreftia@puni schools instruater 3,00@tudents in dedicated

classrooms or schools. Students receive instruction exclusively in Hawaiian through 5th grade after which En
introducedor one hour a dafrom kindergarten to 12th grathee medium of instruction is Hawaiian. Any parent
can enroll their child as a student in the Kaiapuni schools.

As part of the state education system, Kaiapuni schools are required to comply with student testing requirem
stipulated undehe Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA). For elementary and middle schootlstiie®ss,

requires testing of students in reading/Hawaiian Language Arts each year; mathd8 gradeig!3 schoand
science in gradésnd8 and high school. Kaiapuni schools face a unique challenge when administering summ:
statewide assessments because Kaiapuni students are tasightyeixcldawaiian through grade 4. In the past,
theHawati Department of Education (HIDOE) implemented different assessment strategies for Kaiapuni
students, including a portfolio assessment (the Hawaiian Aligned Portfolio Assessment) and a translation of tl
Hawaiian State Assessmbnthe 201815 school year, the statHafwad tesedmost students using the Smarter
Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC) summative assessments, which do not offer a Hawaiian language
translatior(Figurel.1).

Beginning with the 20a15 school year, the HIDOE entered into a memorandum of agreement with the
UniversityoHawad ( UH) t o devel op the Kaiapuni ®&Q)Swrtingime nt
2015, Kaiapuni students in grades 3 and 4 engage in technically rigordaagnatigeassessments that are
culturally appropriate, meet current psychometric standards, and are aligned with the requirements of the ES
Beginning in 2017,&HIDOE stipulated the addition of gradé8 5 t o FE® asseséiNent program. The

resuts from these operational tests are covered in this technical report.




Figure 11 Timeline

—
Kaiapuni Assessment of Educational Outcomes

Timeline

Lacking evidence of cultural validity
(e.g., concerns with translation)

Lacking faimess for grades 5-8

Sufficient technical qualities
(e.g., reliability and validity)
to meet USDOE peer review
requrements
2010-2014
Grade 3-4 Kaiapuni students return to a translated
version of the Hawai'l State Assessment (HSA).

Grade 5-8 Kaiapuni students take English HSA.
Community concerns grow; participation decreases.

2005-20M
Development of the Hawai‘i Aligned Portfolio
Assessment (HAPA) in Hawalian.

Grade 3-4 Kaiapuni students take culturally based test.
Grade 5-8 Kaiapuni students take English HSA.

2003-2005
Grade 3-4 Kaiapuni students take translated
test: the Hawai‘i State Assessment (HSA).

Grade 5-8 Kaiapuni students take English HSA.

1987
The State of Hawai'i Board of Education approves
the Hawaiian Language Immersion Program.

Kaiapuni schools are founded.

1896

The newly created Republic of Hawai‘i enacts a law
requiring English to be the sole medium of instruction
in all public and private schools.

Establishing cultural validity and fairness
to ensure the use of results

Establishing technical qualities
(e.g., reliability and validity) to meet
U.S. Department of Education

peer review requirements

2014-present
Development of a Hawaiian language
assessment (KA'EO) for students in grades 3-8.

Validity studies support technical and cultural
validity (e.g., cognitive labs, theory of change,
differential item functioning).

2014

The Board of Education redrafts Policies 2104

and 2105, which reconfirm the state’s commitment
to Hawaiian language and culture in every aspect
of the education system, including assessment.

—g— Culturally and linguistically appropriate,
HAPA is built in Hawaiian and grounded in
Hawaiian priorities.

Technical qualities present challenges

for USDOE peer review.

2002
Hawai‘i adopts No Child Left Behind
requirements for assessment.

1978

An amendment to the Hawai‘i Constitution
provides that “English and Hawaiian

shall be the official languages of Hawai'i"

1853
Nearly three-fourths of the Native Hawalian population
over age 16 is literate in the Hawaiian language.

1820
Missionaries arrive in Hawai'i and form
a written Hawaiian language.

© 2021 Unioruty of Hawal
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1.1. Theoretical Foundation for the Hawaiian Language Immersion Program and
Assessment System

1.1.1.0verview

Languageishe mar ker of identity, and has a vision of
visions of the past but also expressions of social relationships, individual friendships as well as community
knowledge, a wealth of organizing expsrgemules about social relationships plus ideas about art, craft, science

poetry, song, | ife, deat4bh)lLeamidgwhaa Skgnatamgas (RODB termgad  (
mothertongue language, such as the Hawaiian language, i$ sstanhecting with ancestors, understanding
oneds current place in the world as indigenous p

community through a Hawaikmguage lens. These benefits and rights have been confirmed by the United
Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (2008).

Additionally, the benefits of bilingual education have beetowgthented in the world of qualitative research
(Baker, 1988, 2011; Cummins, 1981, 1986, 1999, 2000, 2003; Fishman, 1976; Hakuta & Gould, 1987; Hakut
SkutnabkKangas, 2009). AccorditogGarcia (2008), bilingual education (which includes the immersion model
currently being followed by the Hawaiian Language Immersion Program) has the potential to be traasfbrmati\
can expand and stimulate the intellects of children and allow trenv from a greater pool of knowledge and
experiences than if they were monolingual. In addition, children who speak more than one language bring wit
them a wealth of experience and knowl edgsand hat e
language boundaries, students in a bilingual class develop multiple ways of solving human problems and apy
ecological and social science issues from aatimssl perspective. These learners acquire deep academic
proficiency in two languages whi ch becomes a valuable resource i
December 1997/January 1998, p. 26)

T h e @ONvas developed as a part of an internationalagioial movement to support the education of native
children. At the international |l evel, in Aotearo
and i mpl e me-médeird schools in litdracy and numeseeythie New Zealand Ministry of Education
website at minedu.govt.nz/theMinistry/Educationlinitiatives/ NgaWhanaketangaRumakiMaori.aspx). Additiona
in Norway, an Action Plan for Sami Languages was developed by the Norwegian government to demonstrate
broad and longerm commitmet to presemgthe Sami language in all facets of life, including instruction in Sami
in KA12 schools and teacher preparation progeamshe Norwegian Ministry of Labour and Social Inclusion
Report at regjeringen.no/globalassets/upload/fad/vedlegg/ sami/hp_2009_samisk_sprak_engelsk.pdf).

Some examples of the national movement include the development of cultural standards for native children ir
Alaska via the Alaska Cultural Standards for Educators that were adopted by the Alaska State Board of Educ
and Early Development in 2010 (htfpsvw.eed.state.ak.us/standards/pdf/cultural_standards.pdf) and the
existence of the Office of Dingtandargl Curriculum & Assessment in the Navajo Nation
(http://'www.odclc.navajmsn.gov), which oversees the development and continuous improveheent of
implementation of Dindanguage and culture in their schools. In addition, the Native Youth Report, released by
the Executive Office of the President in 2014, recognizes that native students have languished under educati
systems that have denied native communities edalcsdidoietermination, and giving native peoples more control
over the education of their children is a key component of improving the life trajectories of native youth. This
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report also articulates a commitment to better support native language revitalization through education, and
recognizes the positive impacts that integrating
selfesteem, and educatioaehievement
(www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/docs/20141129nativeyouthreport_final.pdf).

In Hawadi, the movement to revitalittee Hawaiian language in the education systearked by a number of

key events and policy changesmost relevant of which was the movement to ensure the right to use Hawaiian
a medium of instruction: 0By 1986, parents of <ch
cause began entreating the State legislature to rescind tyeamoletyAct 57, removing the last legal barrier to

the creation of Hawaiian language immersion pragfidatsimdku, 2000, p. 203). This was only possible because
of a change in the stateds c on s tthetivadfficiad languages df the7 8 ,
State oHawaill. Morerecently, the redraft of Board of Education P@b&8 reconfirmedt he st at ed s
commitment to Hawaiian language and culture being present in every aspect of the education system, as wel
highlighingthe significance of Hawaiian immersion education statbeofHawaii. The alignment of this work

with the larger m@ment towards improved academic outcomes for native students is clear; the value of this w
lies in the direct impact it will have on not only Hawaiian immersion students, but also the state as a whole.

1.1.2.Summative Assessment in the Kaiapuni Program

A key consideration in assessment is the validity with which a key construct or domain is measured. Testing
programs must ensure that students are able to access the material in the test. In order to best accommodatt
testing programs must consided include appropriate methods to enbatstudents can demonstrate their
knowledge. These practices must reflect the most salient characteristics of the student population. The state
Hawad recognizes the intricate and integral roles languagdtarelplay in the assessment process. Assessment
practices and priorities are derived from the culture in which they are developed and are based on cultural ar
contextual assumptions (Sok&hares, Trumbell, & NelsedBarber, 2002; Solaftores, 2006)n addition,
assessment by its very nature requires academic knowledge of the written or spoken langbbge{S20429.
These implications must be acknowledged when developing a test to ensure the valid measurement of the cc
If language ahculture are not considered, the test could ultimately be measuring other domains, resulting in a

bi ased assessment. Il ndeed, oOthe notions of <const
and/or cultural responsiveness are keytattec e s s of teaching and thus | e
2013).

For t&BG thédevelopment process first considered the assessment language. The language diversity c
Kaiapuni studentgariedased on their home language and time of entry into the Kaiapuni system. However, al
students in 3rd and 4th gradee educated exclusively in Hawaiian. The language acquisition of emerging biling
students presents a challenge to test develgpuiesiso an opportunity to explore ways to more appropriately
engage and assess students. Research has shown t
that differ from monol i ngual s,and(hM thesé teaits,and diffieckscesn |,
should be examined and evaluated independently in order to best understand tlobanaciguistics (Menken

et al., 2014; Mislevy & Duran, 2014). Further, SBlares & Trumbull (2003) state that these specific and unique
mental processes of bilingual students should be a foremost concern in test developmetitatsardenmts are
interpreting the items as intended. In addition, research suggests that myriad problems can arise when stude
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taught in one language and tested in andthgg.anexusshould exist between the language of assessment and
the language of instruction (Abedi et al., 2004; Keiffer et al., 2009).

Second, good assessment practices dictate the explicit consideration of culture. While assessments often ref
values, beliefs, and priorities of the dominant culture (Padilla & Borsato, 2008), this can create potential bias
other students. TheNKEO allows for the overt inclusion of Hawaiian culture, experiences, and priorities in order

to encompass a sociocultural view. OA sociocultu
the nature of learning, differences in whaewed as valued knowledge and the way individuals connect with
previous generations and draw on cul tural | egaci

(Klenowski, 2009, p. 90). This allows for improved relevancy of the assessnaraswettiras student access to
and engagement with this material.

Culture and language need to be understood and examined on an ongoing basis and in multiple ways throug
the assessment development and adminisfradioesgHe & van de Vijver, 2012). For example, Padila

Borsato (2008) recommeihdtcommunity membeshould be involveith assessment development and that test
developers should build their knowledge of customs and communication styles. Researttte sagigaiits of

a opluralistdé approach t o it e nforacultutaigrogp,to emsbregreatbry
sensitivity (Keegan, Brown, & Hattie, 2013). By tlus¢est developers can build assessments that strive toward
reducing bias because they have increased their sensitivity, knowledge, and understadisigeféations of
culture and language were embedded throughout the development process. One critical method that was use
entailed the engagement and involvement of stakeholders. The project included the widespread involvement
Hawaiian community the writing and review of items, Student Lear@iatgomegSLOSs), scoring, and advisory
groups.

1.1.3.Inclusion

Hawaiian immersion students had previously been included in the statewide assessmiatt &g faiit on a
worl dview and | anguage deri ved f r o@Oiatodesejopamotey p
valid measure for assessing immersion students by placing culture and language at the center of the assesst
program. Thus, throughout the assessment develgmoesdsthe program focused on building an assessment
that would be more relevant and accessible to immersion studentss Haisomplished because all the
assessment development tdskkandards development, item writing, item review, scoring, and standaéd setting
encompassed a purposeful collaboratimongeachers from across the islands. These educators contributed a
vast amount of knowledge about their communities, variations in academic language, and educational philos
resulting in aensef ownershipf the process aritle producttherebygarnering community support. The
community ownership of the processpaufs the notion that the assessment has the potential to provide
important academic achievement information to schools, teachers, parents, and the community that is grounc
the priorities of the Hawaiian people.

1.2. Initial Meetings and Project Plan

The devel op 0E® startedoirf the fat af 20KBablel.1). In December 2014, the project team began
initial meetings with staff members and assessment specialists to discuss elements of test design. A plan wa
developed that followed a foundation of assessment industry best practitesdeugls for Educational and
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Psychological Testing, Revised 20édetolitemhby American Educational Research Association [AERA], Americ:
Psychological Association [APA], & National Council on Measurement in Education [NCME]). This plan incluc
developing assessment purpose statements and blueprints, buildingthigénegialeporting results, and

technical work (e.g., item analyses, standard setting) As the project has progressed, additional grades and cc
areas have been added (for additional details on the devepwpoess, see 2017 Technical Report).

Table 11 Assessment Development Timeline

Assessment MOA between HIDOE and UH Manoa

Content standards development for grade 3 and 4 math and HLA
Identify and convene Kaiapuni advisory boards

Initiate development of assessment technology framework

Waiver from US DOE for math/LA double testing in English and Hawaiian
Develop test blueprints for HLA/math

Item writing and review

Continue item writing

Develop administratioaccommodatigrand security procedures

Spring and Fall field tests

Administer surveys to participating educators on assessment and use feedback to impr
Cognitive interviews

Psychometric Analyses

Alignment of Math and LA standards to the CCSS

Grade 4 science standards development

Develop science assessment blueprints

Science item writing and review

Grade 4 aence field test

Grade 3 and 4 math/HLAperational assessngent

Cognitive interviews

Psychometric analyses

Alignment of items to standards (math/HLA)

Standard setting workshop (math/HLA)

Results

Develop parent, school, teacher reports

US DOE Peer review for graded &sessments

Additional item writing and review grades 3 and 4

Grade 3 and 4 operatioaakessmerits math/HLA; and grade 4 science
External validity study

Science standard setting

Science items to standards alignment

Score reporting fall content areas

Item writing for grades®&math/HLA and grade 8 science

Grade 3 and 4 operatiomasessmenits math/HLA; and grade 4 science
Grades B field test in math/HLA and grade 8 science

Additional item writing and review &k content areas

Cognitive interviews

External validity study

Score reporting for graded $ all content areas

Grades 3! equating study.
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Grades 8 standard setting.

Grades 3! External validity study finalized.

Continued itendevelopment

Development and field testing of Grade 5 science assessment
Score reporting for graded & all content areas.

US DOE Peer review for grade8 &ssessments

Grade 3 8 math/HLA & Grade 8 Science operational assessments
Grades 3! equating Study

Grades 58 standard setting

External validity study finalized

Continued item development

Development and field testing of Grade 5 science assessment
Score reporting for graded & all content areas

US DOE Peereview for grades&assessments

ESSA waiver cancelled test administration

Item bias and sensitivity review

Continued ltem writing

Grade 5 science operational field test assessment first administration
Grade 3 8 math/HLA & Grade &cience operational assessments
Grade 5 Science Alignment study

Grade 5 Science Preliminary Standard Setting

Score reporting for all grades and content areas

Continued item development

Refresh grades43and release items.

US DOE Peereview for grades 5 science assessment

Retirement of Grade 4 Science assessment

Grade 3 8 math/HLA & Grads 5 &8 Science operational assessments
Grades 8 equating study

Score reporting for all grades and content areas

Continued itendevelopment

Grade 3 8 math/HLA & Grade 5 &8 Science operational assessments
Grade 5 Science Standard Setting

Score reporting for all grades and content areas

Continued item development

E R I I N e e B R R e - B R R B e R R B B B B N e R I

1.3. Framing Documents

The project team was committed to generating an assessment that was both technically sgppouted rixy
thecommunity. To facilitate the process, the team purposefully considered materials geneNegatl by the
Generation Science Standards (NGSS) and general assessment materi&BAGmTthese resources included:

Item writing guidance

Item review guidance

Rubric development

SBAC assessment blueprints

Reading and listening passage review guidance
Assessment Claims and Targets in mathematics

= =4 4 -8 4 -4




1 Achievement level descriptors (A.Bnd threshold descriptors for 3rd and 4th grade
1 Guidance on universal design (UD) and technblxpd assessment.

By considering these materials as a starting point, the team was able to collaborate with community member:
adapt the materials, which streamlined the development effort in contrast to developing all new materials. In
addition, these doments provideéinformation thagavethe work dirm foundation and prioritizecontent in a
manner thatvas boththoughtful and thorougfhis process ensured that the assessmentsaseden a unified

set of standards, resour@esl materialsis adopted by Hawiaid s B o a r d. Tlwrdugh&udihis cepotf i 0 n
these documents aeference and describe how they were used to inform the work.

1.4. Purpose of this Report

The purpose of this report is to provide documentation of the development processes, methodologies, and pr
up to the 2021 test cyclhe report includes information on the assessimalndgy and reliability including
developing assessment blueprints, item writing and review, céragpedesidministratioeducator and student
surveysscoring procedures, and analysis of the test items.

1.4.1.UH K' &0 Assessment Staff

The UH staff is responsible for the oversight of the project, coordination of teams, and implementation of
assessment tasks.

Dr. Pohai Kukea ShultPrincipal Investigator

@Jlu Victor Hawaiian language, math, and science specialist

Kelii Ruth Hawaiian language, math, landuage arts specialist

Nicholas LumHawaiian language and Hawaiian language arts specialist
Lindsey ChingHawaiian language specialist, project manager

Patrick Karjatgprogrammer

= =4 4 -4 4 -9

1.4.2 K" &0OTechnical Team

The technical team supports the ongoing work of the project including psychometrics and technical considere
(e.g., item writing). The team also supports special studies including standard setting and alignment.

T
1
T
T
1
T
1
il

T he U#O KsSessment Staff and €né8EO Technical Team make up Heé¥EO Assessment Team and
execute the design of every aspect ¢ iEO development.

Ms. Jessica Allgmsychometrician

Mr. Frank Brockmann: Content development, reporting, information manager
Dr. Karla Egan: Standard setting and overall technical consultant

Dr. Kerry Englert: Leapsychometrician

Ms. Monique Fountain: Analyst

Dr. Bruce Randel: Psychometrician, alignment, technical consultant

Dr. Linda Oshita: Special education, universal design

Dr. Phoebe Winter: Peer review and technical consultant
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1.4.3.Hawaid Department of Education Technical Advisory Committee (HIDOE TAC)

The HIDOE TAC is the primary technical advisory committee for all Skéaeadd assessmenis h e EHON
assessment is just one afnyassessments in @vallt assessment portfalio

Dr. Lauress Wise (chair)
Dr. Martha Thurlow

Dr. Gage Kingsbury

Dr. Tony Alpert

Dr. Guillermo Solané&lores

= =4 4 -8 -4
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Chapter 2 : Theory of Action

T h e @BONs founded on the idea that the assessment will facilitate meaningful changes in instruction by
providing teachers, parents, and community members with information about student achievement. The
development process has sought to bring together memibersammunity at every milestone including
developing crosswalks, item writing, item review, alignment, standard setting, and cognitive interviews. It is tr
these events that educators provide meaningful input into the assessment dewelopssntvelasengamg

with each other in discourse about student learning and instruction. This process allows for ongoing reflectior
collaboratiopwhich facilitates opportunities for changes throughout the development process.

A OoOtheory of acti ono wamajofjdalsand spetiécwoetdornes that negidgrget a | k
from the proces# theow of action offes a straightforward process for generating broad goals based on
expectations. The project team considered several models that informaed ¢hé @ p me n&EO thedory of h e
action including the SBAC theory of action (files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED536956.pdf). These documents informe
the types of goals and processes that might be included in the develomrfen 8E ChtleeoryKdNaction.

Throughout the early meetings, participants including teachers, administrators, and advisory board members
asked about their greatest hopes and fears. This open exchange allowed for shared expectations of the asse
devel opment O Assessment statiusedkhB ideas expressed during these meetings to begin
generating a theory aftion (seédppendix A. Thetheory of action was developed by identifying salient themes
and synthesizing the most important ideas that were gathered fromlkalesh o | d éEO sissesdheint saN
looked at a number of theory of action models to determinemdueth would be most appropriate from a
Hawaiian cultural perspective, as well as to gain an understanding of the unique aspects of this theory. Then,
document was created defining the specific purposes and goals of the prapgen(sed. The most

important aspect of the process of creating a theory of action and purpose statements was that it was conduc
Hawaiian from start to finish to ensthat the foundation of these assessments was situated firmly in a Hawaiia
worldview, thereby strengthening the validity of the assessments for Hawaiian community stakeholders
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Chapter 3 : Grounding the Assessment in a Validity Argument

The AERA, APAgndNCME statet hat oval i dity refers to the degre
interpretations of test scores for the proposed
researchers and psychometricians view validity as a central concemmsivbetingoand evaluating assessments.
At its essence, validity evidence conveys the degree to which an assessment provides information on a giver
for a given purposklowever, alidity is not a property of the test ftdghther it is an evaluatioof how test

scores are interpreted compawét the intended uses of those scores. This type of evaluation implies that a
definitive O0OyesoOdO or onoo6 answer is never the out
presents evidence s ufulpesdorttheprgposed purposds.ahisneans thattéese st 6
validation is never complete, and validity should be revisitedemdedver time as more dateecollectedn

relation tatest sores and the proposed uskeange

Constructing a validity argument is a complex procesisisands especially so in relatiothi® project. There is
very little research describing how to build validity studies for an assessmeraimtsadlanguage, particularly
one that supports a program of cultural immersion (Sélames, 2011). In thieport we present validity as an
argumenbased approach because this provides a framework for the ongoing evaluation of threats to, and
assumptions about ;basedappioath to walidationadopts tleerintenpreteenatgument as the
framework fo collecting and presérg validity evidence and seeks to provide convincing evidence for its
inferences and assumptions, especially its most
report we propose studies to build evidemsepportof ourvalidity arguments. In addition, we sealetelop
guestions that mighelp toidentify misinterpretations and counterfactualptteantiallythreaten validity.

3.1. Validity Concepts

The following validity concepts form the foundation oftieent and proposedvaliditywork

Use and Interpretation Perhaps thenainvalidity issue for this stydlyto develp evidence in support of the

intended uses and interpretations of the assessm
judgment of the degree to which empirical evidence and theoretical rationales support the adequacy and
app opri ateness of inferences and actions based on

13). This complex schema provides a deeper understandingedsheeand the underlying constructs, which

are crucial to the building of theories and the progression of knowledge. Included in this type of validity evidel
a detailed development of the purposes of the assessment system, theory of action, andaamination
alignment of these concepts across the system.

Content validity. Evidence based on conté&xtentral to supportintpe validity claims of the assessments. In

other words, does the instrument sufficiently représddy content associated with student achievamibat
Kaiapuni academic content standards? It suffatiento merelyexamine correlational evidence to determine
whethera test validly predicts a behaviowbetheithe content of a particular curriculum is represented by a test.
Rather, we need to understaridhtlimensions are meaed by the test and why. While this process can entail
collecting content and predictive evidence, validity studies must move beyond this to focus on critically asses
the test and challenging ourselves and our conceptions to arrive at differesgesyddthse hypotheses must be
scrutinized and challengedearch obther plausible interpretationd@dtscores.
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Reliability. Reliabilityplays an important role in providing evidence in support of validity. Reliability evidence
provides information regarding the consistency of infornudtiamedrom a measure over repeated observations
(Kane 2006). Thus, th@egree tovhich an instrument can produce consistent results speaks to its importance
within the domain of validi}a n i nstrument 6s validity evi dtatare i s
not consistent with the participdititse score This becomes critical when looking at the implementation of the
K NEO because the consistency of the information impacts the utility of the msesborenaking decisions

based on accurate results.

Construct Validity (Internal and External Validity) Construct validitglso plays a central role in better
understanding the technical qualities of the instrument. Construct validity is a broad category that focuses on
importance of the inferendesm and interpretations of scer@and involvegoing beyond simple predictions or
assessment of the content domain. Other aspects of validity such as concurrent, predictive,, disdriminant
convergent validity are s uatsau nceodl luencdteiro nc oannsdt rduactta
(Angoff, 1988, p. 28) and include an examination of conslestant variance or construct underrepresentation
(Brualdi, 1999). The applications of these processes provide evidewosell the test confornsor measures

the underlying construct. While this term can belaoie in its applicatipwe focus our discussion of construct
validityon an examination of issugghas internal consistency and relationshithexternal factors. Therefore,

we propose to examine the dimensionality of the assessment, the correlational patterns of items, and the
relationshipbetweerscoresandother factors.

Cultural Validity (including Fairness and Bias)While the aboweentionectoncepts are typical considerations

in assessment development, a central tenet of the systethés<tNEEO provides a more accurate anefair
measure for students who are educated in Hawaiian immersion schools. As such, the system must deeply cc
cultural validity.

T h e @OMrogram is uniquely grounded in the language, culture, and worldview of the Hawaiian immersion
community. These factors play intricate and integral roles in the assessment process, thus necessitating a br
approach to the examination of validitgaBee assessment practices and priorities are derived from the culture
which they are developed and are based on cultural and contextual assumptions, all aspects of testing shoul
an underlying consideration of the learner, the learotesp and context, and the content being measured.
These considerations pléoeonus on development staff to account for culture and language because they dire
impact the construct on which the test is basethanidwill measure. If these factors are not considered, the test
could ultimately be measuring other constsucts agknowledge of the dominant culture. This could result in the
introduction of construgtrelevant variance and a biased assessvharicanhavein negative consequesder
students.

While culture is certainly considered in the assessment literature (AERA/APA/NCME, 2014), it is often viewe
a threat to validity as opposedaomething worthy oftrinsic consideration anaspect of validity (SolaRtres,
2011). Kirkhar2016)rgues that validity in itself is culturally situated and, as such, should be central to any va
study to ensure sensitive and accurate measuierneat. KN& EO A s srezagsizethan dulturé isa m
complex factor, and there are no easy or shtblinethods thahablalirect consideration of cultural validity
(Solanerlores, 2011). Howevérnisdoes notliminishthe need for its consideration. Researchers need to build
comprehensive validity arguments that reflacptireritiesin relation tdaheuse of the data. For example, one

pur pose Ofasseshneent ByBlem is to honor and preserve the values of the community (e.g., aloha)
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the Hawaiian language as they are taught in schools. If researchers fail to think broadly about validity and the
to which an assessment embodies cultural priorities, it can theufiarginalization acfomeparticipants.

SolaneFlores discuss#®distinct contribution of, argrovides alefinition for, cultural validity stating that it
representét he edafewiitwemwhi ch [é] assessment addresses
thinking and the ways in which studentHoresmalklep,3 en
citing Solané-loresandNelsonBarber, 2001). This includes an array of considerations including language,
worldview, teaching and learning, and values. Grouedegyclon a foundation of cultural validity can expand

our perception ahetraditionakconcepbf validity by providing perspective and fdousur validity argument.

We propose that cultural validity is not a distinct type of véliditgthelis something thaindepinsthe entire
concepbf validity. Thus, each time a validity studguslopedsap ar t odEO systesn, we Nonsider the
ways in whicHanguage and cultdoem apart of the validity argument. The validity study advances the ways in
which we think about the complexitresolved incultural validity, which are informed by worldview, learning
styles, and community (Sokkitores & NelsoBarber2 0 0 1dgally, ifccultural validity issues were addressed
properly at the inception of an assessment ¢é the
cul tur al mi nor it i eslandlorasl&dNelsoBarberh200hn567)Tdss srue cwtdal (
validity goes beyond fairness and equal educational opportunity to consider culture and ldreguagesadul
involvement of the community. This ensures transparendy, &y ownershipythe community, and promotes

a lewel of validity that cannot be achieusthgtraditional methods.

Whenthis approacks adoptegvalidity studies become more actionable and focused. As part of our validity stuc
we include specific discussions about language and antlalwaysncludeas many educators and community
members as possible based on the study context. For example, our alignment studies included teachers wha
knowledgeable about Hawaiian immersion instruaiavell as culty@ndthuswere uniquely qualified to make
informed judgemenis these areas.

3.2. Validity Argument

The concept ofalidity is often promoted as an ongoing argument that continually ge¢tkseidence as a
mean®f improvnginstruments and their associated interpretations. However, this is often jafecsidlielity
studies must considielimits and prioritiemherent in the situatiofherefore, th UHK NEO assessmeréam

andK NEO Technical Teamttempt to strike a balance that relies on stakeholder paodtiescommunitp s
perspective and worldvigsupled with rigorous techrlipaocesses. The goal is to provide the<USEO
assessmemeam with pertinent informatitimat they can use determine the strengths of the assessasewell
asprovidingideas for future improvement. Some of the potential priorities included in the purpose statements
theory of action not onlgicludesummative and formative uses of the sybigmlscaim toensue fairness,
consistency, accurate feedback, and education improvdnsentrk considers the priorit@fsstakeholderss

well asa variety of technical guidansERA/APA/NCME, 2014 Gullickson2008 Kane 2006 Messick1989).

With regard to technical quality, the teasandvill continue teexamine the validity evidence pertaining to the
assessmenmniithin several technical areas of validity that we believe to be particularly relevant to supporting this
assessmer@ased on the purposes and o$éise systemwe to collect evidence in the following main areas:
contentbased validity, validity based on cognitive processes, internal validity, external validity, reliability, and
fairness and bias (including cultural valithgile we present theagpects of validigs distinct ¢agories, we
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recognize theinterconnectedness. For exampledgitficult, if not impossiblgo correctly interpret a score if the
score does not adequately represent the intended content.

The validity framework is guided by both professional standards (AERA/APA/NCME, 2014 PDepéitiSent
of EducationDOE) peer review guidance (US DOE,80These guidelines suggest potential topics of
consideration for a validity agenda including examining the content of the assessments and alignment to
standards/student learning objectives, construct validity (e.g., patterns in correlations betvessrdédfed et
factors, unidimensionality of the assessment), bias review, standard sefittagipol@assiuracy and consistency,
and fairness (e.g., differential item functioning).

As with any assessment, validity plays an important role in laying out the development aadkeSbartls

DOE peer review guidance spesdimngeof documentation that is needed to support the validity of inferences
from and uses of an assessment. The research team used the US DOE peer review guidance as a framewor
ensure that we addressed a range of priorities. THestadksTablesld6 provide guidance to the development
teamregardingpriorities andhedata that must be collectedslalso important to note that cultural validity is
embedded throughout the development and research efforts as an ongoing validity consideration.

Table3.1 presents an overall framework for the validity argumentyisygied different types of validity evidence
that arealignedwith the intended purposes of the assessment sysiiglee2d6 listthe sources of supporting
evidence for each type of validity.

Table 3.1 Assessment Purpose Alignedith eachType of Validity Evidence

Additional
Validity Technical
Content Based on Internal External Evidence

Purpose Statement validity ~ Cognitive  Validity  Validity  (reliability,

Processes fairness)

To measure the achievement of Hawaiian language
(immersion) schools and students in Hawaiian
language arts, mathematics, and science for the X X X X X
purpose of community accountability as well as for
state and federal accountability.

To provide an appropriate pathway to grow and
improve the Hawaiian language immersion program

in the classroom curriculum, at the school level, in X X X X X
Hawaiian immersion families, and in the broader

community.

The reliability and validity of building the foundation

of an assessment that is informed by Hawaiian X X X X X

knowledge, wisdom, and intelligence.

The assessment purposes specifically reflect the importance of informing stakeholders about studentrachieve
important conterdireas imath, language arts, and science. In order to ensure that these purposes are support
key focus of the development is ensuring the appropriate representation offenié¢8®) (As defined by the
standards, content validity information is oevid
of the testdé (AERA/ APA/ NCME, 2014, p. 218).
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Table 3.2z Summary of Content ValidityEvidence
Evidence

Purpose Statement Summary Chapter(s)

To measure theachievement of | §  Systematic construction ¢ 1 Test developmer] § Item development
I-_Iawauap language assessments including | § Item and test 1 Blueprints
gtrﬂyeirts;?:)Hs:xgﬁ;snallggguage glueplrints, it(tam ] analyses 1 Meeting notes
evelopment an :
arts, mathematics, and science representing cognitive T Meet!ng attenglance records
for the purpose of community complexity. Il eetm.g agerj as
accountability as well as for | ¢ All development tasks T Blueprint review
state and federal were completed with 1 Model fit statistics
accountability. broad community suppor 1 Alignment studies
and involvement. 1 Standard setting
1 Achievement level descriptors
To provide an appropriate 1 Systematic construction ¢ § Test developmer| § Item development
pathway t_(? grow and Improve assessments including  Item and test il Blueprints
immersion program i development refiecis the| " § Mecting o
evelopment reflects the :
classroomcurriculum, at the breadth and depth of the J Meet!ng attendance records
school level, in Hawaiian intended content T Meetln_g agef‘das
immersion families, and in the standards. T Blueprint review
broader community. T All development tasks 1 Model fit statistics
were completed with 1 Alignment studies
broad community suppor {1 Standard setting
and involvement. 1 Achievement level descriptors
The reliability and validity of f Al developmenttasks | Testdevelopmer § Meeting notes
building the foundation of an were completed with f KaiapuniSLO | Meeting attendance records
assvssi?r?wel?rg tf\:vf?t :js lnf(c\;r\:dr:y broad community suppor development 1 Meeting agendas
and intelligence. . .
1 Alignment studies
1 Standard setting

Onepur pos e @Oftestindprogr&nNis to specificedllyasure Hawaiian immersion studentp e r f or m
in HLA, math, and science. The testing program provides a unique opportunity to develop assessments that
the priorities and needs of the Hawananersiorcommunity. In doing so, the assessment program faces a uniqt
context for the development and implementation of test items. A central issue is making sure that the assessi
taps student achievemanthese domains while minimizing the effects of irrelevant constructs. As such, the tes
developmet process considers multiple methods for evaluating the assessment items and the degree to whicl
students can access each item based on cognitive proabts®3)(

Table 3.3: Summary of Validity Evidence Based on Cognitive Processes
Purpose Statement Summary Chapter(s) Notes

To measure the f Cognitive testing showed that f Special studies Additional validity studies will be
achievement of students were interpreting the iter] §  Test conducted in 220 examine data
Hawaiian language as anticipated across different development related to cognitive processes. Thes
(immersion) schools student groups (e.g., special studies will include collecting and
and students in education, language background) comparing information from teacher
Hawaiian language arts,| ¢ Teacher review of items (e.g., bia about the degree to which they belig
mathematics, and content, depth of knowledge) their students can think deeply and
science for the purpose indicated that the items measure critically on complex assessment tas
of community

Page | 15




accountability as well as content in a way that all students relative to stud
for state and federal interpret consistently. those tasks.

accountability.

To provide an 1 Cognitive testing showed that 1 Special studies Additional validity studies will be
appropriate pathway to students were interpreting the iter] §  Test conducted in 2@20 examine data
grow and improve the as anticipated across different development | cognitive processes. This study will
Hawaiian language student groups (e.g., special include collecting and comparing
immersion program in education, language background) information from teachers about the
classroom curriculum, | ¢  Teacher review of items (e.g., bia degree to which their students can
at the school level, in content, depth of knowledge) think deeply and critically on comple
Hawaiian immersion indicated that the items measure assessment tasks
families, and in the content in a way that all students performance on thosasks.

broader community. interpret consistently.

The reliability and f Teacher review of items (e.g., bial 1 Test

validity of building the content, depth of knowledge) development

foundation of an indicated that the items measure

assessment that is content in a way that all students

informed by Hawaiian interpret consistently.

knowledge, wisdom,

and intelligence.

Construct validity addresses the degree to which the test conforms to or measures the underlying construct c
that is the target of the measure. This is often a statistical argument that focuses on such evidence as interne
consistency in scoresatenshipbetweerscoreandexternal factors, and score patterns. Evidence of internal
validity can support the claim that the test conforms to or measures the underlying construct or trait that is the
target of the measuse€Table3.4).

Table 3.4: Summary of Internal Validity Evidence
Purpose Statement Summary Chapter

To measure the achievement of Hawaiian 1 Analyses that show the internal conter; 1 Item and test
language (immersion) schools and students in consistent with the content standards. analyses
Hawaiian language arts, mathematics, and  Differential item functioning that showg § Special studies
science for the purpose of community the items perform the same way for

accountability as well as for state and federal different groups.

accountability.
To provide an appropriate pathway to grow and | §  Analyses that show the internal conterf §  Item and test

improve the Hawaiian language immersion consistent with the content standards. analyses
program in classroom curriculum, at the school | ¢ pifferential item functioning that show¢ §  Special studies
level, in Hawaiian immersion families, and in the the items perform the same way for

broader Community. different groups.

The reliability and validity of building the T Item and test
foundation of an assessment that imformed by analyses
Hawaiian knowledge, wisdom, and intelligence. 1 Special studies

Smilar to internal validity, external validity supports the assessment by providing intorthatidegree to

which the assessment reflects key content by relating scores to other similar variables. This type of evidence
typically generated by examining the relationships between assessment scores and scores from other similat
assessments (e.ge state assessment systentlree™AEP, TIMMS, college readiness assessmedtt)e

NWEA). However, there are no similar Hawaiian language assesgmehtsh to make these comparisarsl

so additional datacollected tenablecomparisont be madéseeTable3.5). One importanpoint tonote is that
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t h e &E® program considered Smarter BalannddNGSS3naterials throughout the development process (e.g.,
bl ueprints, ALDs, and reports) &0 provide a grou

Table 3.5: Summary of External Validity Evidence
Purpose Statement Summary Chapter Notes

To measure the achievement of ' The assessment structures | § Introduction This type of evidence is

Hawaiian language (immersion) were informed by Smarter | §  Special studieg typically generated by

schools and students irHawaiian Balanced materials including examining the relationship

language arts, mathematics, and blueprints and performance between assessment scor

science for the purpose of community standards. and scores from other

accountability as well as for state and | ¢ Additional validity study similar assessments.

federal accountability. However, there are no

To provide an appropriate pathway to | § The assessment structures | T Introduction similar Hawaiian language

grow and improve the Hawaiian were informed by Smarter 9 Special studies assessments by which to

language immersion program in Balanced materials including make these comparisons.

classroom curriculum, at the school blueprints and performance The researchaen is

level, in Hawaiian immersion families, standards. developing a plan to

and in the broader community. 1 Additional validity study examine relationships
bet we &0 scrés and

The reliability and validity of building | §  Additional validity study 1 Special studies teacher ratings of student

the foundation of an assessment that i proficiency.

informed by Hawaiian knowledge,

wisdom, andintelligence.

Generating additional technical information is necessary to ensure the adequacy of the assessments in supp:
the purposstatementss well as evaluating the assessferbntinued improvemeritable3.6 outlines the
evidence that was generated to support other technical qualities of the assessment including reliability, fairne
rigorous scoring methods in support of the test purposes. Standard 4.0 of the AERA/APA/NCME standards s
t hat oelopes ind gublishers should document steps taken during the design and development proces
provide evidence of fairness, reliability, and validity for intended uses for individuals in the intended examinee
popul ationd6 (AERA/ APA/ NCME, 2014, p. 85)
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Table 3.6: Summary of Additional Evidence

Purpose Statement

Summary

Chapter

To measure the achievement

wisdom, and intelligence.

development

f Classical test theory (CTT) reliability f Item and test | The analysis plan
of Hawaiian language statistics, Rasch reliability statistics analyses includes an tdepth
(immersiqn) schogls and (reliability, item and person separation 1 Special studies examinatior) of }he item
students in Hawaiian statistics) 1 Test and test which includes
language arts, mathematics, | ¢  Conditional standard error of measureme development Rasch, classical test
and science for the purpose (CSEM) theory (CTT)_ analygeg,
of community accountability 1 Test information function (TIF) and descriptive statistic
as well as for state .and 1 Decision consistency
federal accountability. ) . .

1 Differential item functioning (DIF)

1 Item writing and review

1 Cognitive interviews

1 Item specifications

1 Usability and comparability studies

1 Item by person distributions

I Scoring information
To provide an appropriate f CTT reliability statistics, Rasch reliability | §  Item and test
pathway to grow and improve statistics (reliability, item and person analyses
the Hawaiian language separation statistics) 1 Special studies
Immersion program in f Conditional standard error of measureme § Test
classroom cu_rrlculum_,_ at the (CSEM) development
;Srﬁrr]noeorlsli?)\rqe:z;\mill;éiwglrlm?jnin I Test information function (TIF)
the broader commfmity. T ngsmn_co_nsstency_ .

9 Differential item functioning (DIF)

1 Item writing and review

1 Cognitive interviews

1 Item specifications

1 Usability and comparability studies

1 ltem by person distributions

I Scoringnformation
The reliability and validity of | §  Item writing and review f Item and test
building the foundat_ion ofan | ¢ Cognitive interviews analyses
assessment that is informed 1 Item specifications 1 Special studies
by Hawaiian knowledge, 1  Usability and comparability studies 1 Test
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Chapter 4 : Content Standards

As mentioned in Chapterthe state constitution names Hawaiian and English as official langdagei of

(Article XV, Section 4). This provides students in the Stdtevail with a unique opportunity to follow one of

two languageathways in their educational joueither in an English medium setting or a Hawaiian medium
setting. Furthermore, because the Staiewad Board of Education has adopted a unified set of standards, the
Hawad Department of Education (HIDOE) has ensured that students are fairly and aplyraggassed in their
medium of instruction (either Hawaiian or English). As such, the use of the Kaiapuni SLOs was done to ensul
while the standards and assessments were built in two distinct languages, that these assessments were four
the unfied set of state standards. Starting in 2015, the assessment program focused on developing assessme
Hawaiian language arts (HLA) and mathen{aio©E, August 7, 2020)

This policy further states that HIDOE develop curriculum and standards to prepare students for college, caret
community contribution. To do this, HIDOE adopted a single set of standards (the CCSS) with two language
English and Hawaiian. Theopatlon of a single set of standards ensures that schools are teaching to the same
expectations regardless of the language of instruction. This same set of expectations ensures that students &
to transition between language pathways.

The Common Core State Standé@{3SSand the Next Generation Science Standards (M@&Salways been
central to t he@EOdtudeatsiothenHawatian lbahguagelmmersion program, like students in &
Hawaii public schools, are held to the expectations (the content and cognitive proce$3€ES§DatitENGSS

As suchthe standardsaveb e en f oundati onal t é&EOtahdHIDOE deeclopegdthee n t
Kaiapuni SLOs to specify how 8tandardsvo ul d b e r e @EOeBy pravidingda wayro gifideé item
writers in developing items aligned tostaadards the Hawaiian language, the Kaiapuni SLOs have served as
tool to ensure content developers are consistent in their use of Hawaiian in terms of accuracy, phrasing,
terminology, and fidelity to cultural norms and values as expressed through thelasguHdbe

T h e @ONontent Specifications (2€A®0) document(s) describe the interrelationships bétestandards

the KaiapunBLOs  a n@EO itémldevelopment. UH developed these specifications, in part, to help clarify
existing relationships between test development documentation and the CCSS. Per AERA standards, conten
specification documents are important because they allow for aaspeciicn of t he o6content
di agnostic featuresdé (p. 7 6)nteotbpedfitaton dosumeSE/SCme nt .
Content Specifications for the Summative Assessmentaibddd at describing the relationship between CCSS,
the skills and content targeted for assessment, and the broader goals and objectives of SBAC test content
development.

Student LearninQutcomeg SLOs) ar e a cr i td&Q@GohtenttSpatificatians. Ttie use dbf the h

term 0SLO6 within these specifications is a dire
d e v e | &Q, whicN called for the development and adoption of Student Léutiognes As suc h,
i's now the preferred term, as it provi de&O-gpedfior e

learningputcomesvi t hi n t he | & Qbesr ccoonictibenst t(NQIE:eDaiNg the transition
from the previous documentation to the Co&Edent S
SLOs6 and oKaiapuni St anddFigdred). may be treated sy
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https://portal.smarterbalanced.org/library/en/english-language-artsliteracy-content-specifications.pdf
https://portal.smarterbalanced.org/library/en/english-language-artsliteracy-content-specifications.pdf

Figure 4.1 HIDOE Summative Assessment Development Overview

HIDOE Summative Assessment Development Overview

EngIISh Content ftem
Specifications
pathway Specifications P
Test Design i
ELA, English > 9 English > | |tem Writing
Mathematics, Test
and Science Specifications
-
I L —
Hawaiian
th Content Item
pathway Specifications Specifications _
. - Item Writing KA‘EO
Hawaiian Hawaiian
Hawaiian Language I:> Test Design I> Assessment
Arts, Mathematics,
and Science Test Specifications
- \ / N\

reference: adapted from the Content Specifications for the Summative Assessment of the Common Core State Standards,
accessible at: http://www.smarterbalanced.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/ELA_Content_Specs.pdf
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Chapter 5 : Test Content Development

The careful development of test content is one of thecnitastl steps in creating a higlality assessment. A
high-quality test development process assures that test blueprints adhere to test specifications, items are writ
align to test blueprints and content standards, and forms are selected testigluéprints.

Contentrelated validity, a primary concern ofgighlity testing programs, depends on a strong and demonstrabl
relationship between the test content standards and the specifications of the content domain. The following
excerpts fronstandards for Educational and Psycholo@AcaéfiestiriEducational Research Association [AERA],
American Psychological Association [APA], & National Council on Measurement in Education [NCME], 2014)
describe the relationship:

Standard 4.0Tests and testing programs should be designed and developed in a way that supports the
validity of interpretations of the test scores for their intended uses. (APA, AREA, NCME, 2014, p. 85)

Standard 4.17 est developers should document the extent to which the content domain of a test represe
the domain defined in the test specifications. (APA, AREA, NCME, 2014, p. 89)

AERA/APA/NCME (2014) also describes the responsibilities of test developers, including the careful and ong
consideration of the examinee population and its characteristics:

Standard 3.2.Test developers are responsible for developing tests that measure the intended construct
for minimizing the potential for tests being affected by constelievant characteristics, such as linguistic,
communicative, cognitive, cultural, physicather characteristics. (APA, AREA, NCME, 2014, p. 64)

Standard 4.0Test developers and publishers should document steps taken during the design and
development process to provide evidence of fairness, reliability, and validity for intended uses for indivic
in the intended examinee population. (APA, AREA, NCME, [20853)

To this end, the Kaiapuni A&®)oferdaeunitue apportunity todevelop o
a psychometrically rigorous assessment in the context of the Hamguage arcllture.

5.1. Collaborative , Community -Based Approach to Test Development

Community and coll aboration ar e | mio testdevelopmenh mp o n
process reflected these aspects of Hawaiian culture, in that it was created with the explicit inclusion and
invol vement of community member &0QAssedsmenastaff. Trese t e c
experts were included at every step in the project to ensure the quality and relevancy of the assessment. Suc
included item writing, item review, standards and alignment review, and sobmigclalvere led and facilitated
by t hefEQa&bsessient team staff and external experts. The development of the assessment was only
possible through this collaborative structure and dedicated community involvement.

Figurelpr ovi des an overview of tdCeInthiechdpterdtieesteds sppciieto t
test content development are described in detail, from the creation of Kaiapuni test specifications to the selec
operational test for ms. AHO utlized many oflteevesdurcgs and researghu n
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generated by the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC) and NGSS guidance for science. Thest
resources included:

SBAC assessment blueprints;

Item writing guidance;

Item review guidance;

Reading and listening passage review guidance;

Assessment Claims and Targets in mathematics;

Achievement level descriptors (ALD) and threshold descriptoraufal 8grade; and
Guidance on Universal Design (UD) and techndtlaggd assessment.

=4 =4 8 -4 4 -8 19

Figure51 Test Devel op@&e&nt Cycle for KN
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5.2. K' &O Test Specifications

AERA/APA/NCME (2014) Standard 4.1 states the following:

Test specifications should describe the purpose(s) of the test, the definition of the construct or domain
measured, the intended examinee population, and interpretations for intended uses. The specifications
include a rationale supporting the intgiions and uses of test results for the intended purpose(s). (APA,
AREA, NCME, 2014, p. 85)
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In 2019, a separate test specifications document was developed to clarify and consolidate the existing
documentation and practicedEQ@.i mesd pa EORmiEni tntge t KN
SpecificaEDofisestt BpeKNf EOa puipasa tatemhentsandrpiovide degchptions of
both the examinee &® piud aitntoenn d eod awhd cthh &K Nd@EBOT&st n s
Specifications describe the ways in which test blueprints are designed to supporttscaredrépyr describe the
capacity for subscore reporting across for each of the content domains and grade levels assessed. Examples
reports are provided in the Test Specifications, along with a discussion of how results are interpreted through
public and confidential score reporting.

E a ¢ h&EXtdt form was selected according to established criteria documented in the test blueprints, whick
specify both the content and cognitive complexity requirements at each content area and graelé level. A
constructed test blueprint is a foundational element of an assessment program because it provides documen
regarding the content to be covered in the assessment and emphasis for each standard or learning objective
blueprints also describeetweighting of each standard or learning objective on the test as well as the weighting
across different levels of cognitive complexity (e.g., how many items will ask students to recall information ve
how many items will ask students to developtagstrar employ a mu#tiep solution to a problem). A high

quality blueprint then facilitates the construction of a test that is conceptually grounded in the content by prov
guidance to item writers, test review panels, test developers, and édsiuighestest objectives and the content
assessed.

Through the entire development procEggi(e5.2), the assessment team reviewed and incorporated the
methodology, research, and products generated by the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium. For blue|
development, the team specifically considered the SBAC assessment blueprints for Englistidaamgliag
mathematics (for additional information about the development of the original blueprints, see KFEQ017 K
technical manual). In this wayy&O blueprints were designed to maintain these foundational links to the
Common Core State Standards and the Next Generation Science Standards. The Student Learning Objectiv
(SLOs) wer e t he #Qbluepentssas they identdigd the skils amd nowledge eligible to be
assessed in the Hawaiian pathway of the HIDOE summative assesgmant pro

Page | 23



Figure522KN6 EO Devel opment Process

HIDOE Summative Assessment Development Overview
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reference: adapted from the Content Specifications for the Summative Assessment of the Common Core State Standards,
accessible at: http.//www.smarterbalanced.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/ELA_Content_Specs.pdf

5.3. Science Evidence Statements

Evidence statements provide educators with additional information about what students should be able to kne
and do and performance expectations for each content standard. These evidence statements should be obse
and measurable, and should identify & proficient student can demonstrate their understanding. In order to
ensure that the@mensional nature of the Next Generation Science Standards (NGSS) standards was consid:
teachers and content experts generated evidence statements NB&sidiycumentatiand based on the

content of the Hawaiian medium Kaiapuni content specifications. The evidence statements were utilized durir
item development.

5.4. Achievement Level Descriptors

Achievement level descriptors (ALDs) provide information on student expectations of knowledge, skills, and
competencies across the standards for an assessm
capabilities in terms of performance caiteg) These performance categories divide students into levels based o
what they knowH{gure5.3). Level 1 students are students who can do basic skills. These skills progress across
levels until students reach Level 4 where they demonstrate that they can accomplish more complex tasks.
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https://www.nextgenscience.org/resources/evidence-statements)

Figure 5.3: Performance Categories
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5.5. Types of ALDs

There are a variety of ALDs to meet different needs and purposes of the assessment system, and each type
various development neeBgj(re5.3) (Egan, Schneider, & Ferrara, 2012). Each type of ALD is written based or
the task for which it is usaddon the relevant stakeholder. Policy ALDs are the most general and are used by
policymakers to understand high level descriptions of the levels across the system. Range ALDs are written ¢
the development process and describe the range of knowtedigiisawithin each performance level. Threshold
ALDs describe the minimum knowledge students would need to get into the next performance level, which is
critical to tasks such as standard setting. Finally, reporting ALDs are used to help stakaérsiderds the
performance levels on student reports.

Table 5.1 Types of ALDs

ALD Type Purpose Typical Stakeholde Notes
Audience
Policy ALDs | Written at a higher level that generally Policy makers Typicallywritten as one set for use across the
states goals and rigor for performancg assessment program (not for each grade level
Range Describe the range of knowledge, skil Item writers Usually written at the beginning of the test cycl
ALDs and cognitive processes required with These are cumulative (e.g., if a student is in le
each of the performance levels they have met the requirements of levels 1 and

Threshold State the minimum level of knowledg¢ Standard setting | As with range ALDs, these represent cumulativ

ALDs and skills required to advance to the 1 participants skills.
performance level
Reporting Written based on the results of standq Stakeholders Used for reporting st
ALDs setting and help stakeholders interpre assessment
assessment scores
General These are the ALDs that appear on th) Parents, policy
student reports makers

Importantly, ALDs support content validity by establishing a foundation of skills and knowledge across the
performance levels and ensuring that the range of skills is considered as assessment system documents (e.¢
standards, items, blueprint) are deeelophis information is important to assessment tasks, such as standard
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setting and reporting; howelOtean began asing ALBstohelginfam a n
the development process. For example, during item writing, it is important that item writers generate items ac
the continuum of skills to accurately measure the range of knowledge &iguwskbld.shows the development
cycle of the assessment and the key junctures where ALDs were developed and used.

Common Core
Standards

Figure 5.4: ALDs in the Development Cycle

Reporting (using
reporting ALDS)

Content and Test
Specifications

Develop
Standard Setting Policy/Range/Threshol
ALDS

Administration/Scoring Ev%z\ﬁgps?gs;cei <
Select ltems Item(L\j/\; mlg;]%_RS:)lew

5.6. Overview of ALD Development Process for Math and HLA

The devel op &EOAILDs l,egan with eonsiidtation of the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortit
(SBAC) ALDs, which provided d d&rowedyeaadossperormancedevelso n
(www.smarterbalanced.orgAzpntent/uploads/2015/08/SmartéalancedathrALDs.pdi). Starting with the SBAC
ALDs supported the ri goriE®vwasdgrdureledansasonssem senof skillsynde n
knowledge required by SBAC, again ensuring that these Hawaiian medium assessments were in line with the
set of state standards.

Using the SBAC ALDs as a f oundE&ALDsdonpolicy, threshadlderange, g e
and reporting. These were written in Hawaiian and included language from the Hawaiian mediush ®aiapuni

It was important to have these documents in Hawaiian to support tasks such as item writing and standard set
which were conducted exclusively in Hawaiian.

5.7. Overview of ALD Development Process for Science

Initial drafts of the science threshold and range ALDs were drafted by the UH team using the Kaiapuni scienc
standards. The team also considered the previously developed math and HLA ALDs, as well as guidance fro
SBAC to ensure consistency in languabggor across the content areas. During standard setting, panelists beg
by reviewing the draft ALDs, revising and finalizing these ALDs, and subsequently usimgfénenstandard
setting(see Standard Setting Technical Report for additional tida)ma
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http://www.smarterbalanced.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/08/Smarter-Balanced-Math-ALDs.pdf

5.8. Kaiapuni Item Development: Phase |

Item development is a critical step in assessment. Item development for the Kaiapuni Assessment of Educati
Out c o m&E®) coniplies with AERA/APA/NCME (2014) standard 4.7:

The procedures used to develop, review, and try out items to select items from the item pool should be
documented (APA, AREA, NCME, 2014, p.87).

T h e @ONpecifically focused on developing items using native language teachers, coaches, and higher ed
staff. Supporting documentation included training materials, forms, and blueprints. Item writing was especially
critical because at the onset of #netbpment process there were limited numbers of available items. Therefore
UH staff focused on leveraging resources to write new items that aligned to the content standards and fit the
blueprints. Consultants supported this effort by focasidgveloping the training for teacher item writers and on
developing procedures for collecting written items.

The devel op me ndO itenis fot nhathematics and HLA staked in January of 2015 and followed a
abbreviated timeline to generate sufficient items for field testing. The team identified current teachers outside
3rd and 4th grade testing levels in Kaiapuni schdlbésnaain source for generating test items. The team believed
that these particular teachers were not only well versed in the content, but they might already have existing it
from which to draw. However, it is importanhéde that while teachers might have expertise in developing

classroom formative assessments, writing items fesdatgsummative assessment presents unique challenges.

The item development for science followed many of the same steps as math and HLA item writing but with
additional i nformati on f GO manmsspecifeallcfecussedmpe develbging iteso u
relying upon native language teachers, coaches, higher education staff, and content experts. This process fo
items also included training materials, forms, and blueprints. UH staff focusedyonglessoarces to write new
items that aligned to the content standards and fit the egwirtiu

5.9. Item Development Phase Il (2016-Current)

The UH team is priorit i @&0Oandiseodtiduing to lwikdahk item poelrmt thherendt
of 2016, an external consultant was hired (Center Point Assessment Solutions) to work with teachers and ex|
the overall capacity for item development. The focus of this effort was to expastindroiviedge of the
Kaiapuni teachers with regard to item writing (based on what the program had learned from the past two yeal
to use an increasingly sophisticated set of inputs ttewgéted content and address areas in the item pool with
potentially insufficient coverage.

T h e BBOMssessment TeawomparsK NEO item pools against the assessment blueprints, using a host of
analytical tools, including spreadsbased gap analyses, alignment studies, test form selection tools, ad hoc
reviews, and other inputs. The comparison helps to determine which ateasene@dressed and where to place
their collective item development efforts. Once these determinations are made, item writing templates are gel
for specific standards, DOKSs, claims, and other criteria; thieersedeveloping items are directed to focus on

specific areas of content to ensure &Ddamt i onal c
development model has evolved flartk item writing and item pool genigeatigool maintenance and targeted
supplementatonCo mp|l i ance with the established bl u&@rint
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development processes are designed to detect, analyze, and narrow (or eliminate) gaps in coverage in order
mitigate future test selection constraints within the item pool itself and to help ensure compliance with the blu
requirements. Thiseffatl so i ncl udes t he diEEQiten deyelopEnent maoual. Toe s e p
refined processes were part of a recent iwidtieggm wr i
knowl edge and included processes to bet tBEOfdtent ar ge
Development Manué§019)).

During 2020, the assessment was not administered due to-C@ Ve UH team used the opportunity to write
items for future field testing across all grades and content areas. This item writing focused on several prioritie
addressing weaknesses idedtih the independent alignment stildywidson, & Egar2020) 2) identifying areas

of the item pool that needed additional items identified through a gap analysis and 3) revising items that were
flagged during field or operational testing.

5.10. Iltem Review

The next step was to conduct a thorough review of all the items in the pool, an important phase in any asses:
development process, with the goal of ensuring the inclusion of the highest quality of items possible prior to fi
testing. Item reviewerscamplished this by confirming that items matched the assessed content and that the ite
were appropriate for different subgroups of students.

University oHawad staff recruited item reviewers with a range of schools and grade level expertise, including
university faculty with Hawaiian language proficiency and experience in Hawaiian language immersion schoo
diversity of thought and experience was extréanmpabytant for the review process, bec@wasementioned

previouslyd academic language use can vary between schools. In order to address this issue, reviewers were
from different islands, different schools, and differengénsities to ensure that the language used in items was
appropriate for students at that grade level, that vocabulary and grammatical patterns used were familiar eno
all schools to access, and that items did not reflect a bias toward a padiadgardammunity. The Item Review
Committees were composed of representatives from various backgrounds whose purpose was to screen the
for content match to the appropriate academic standard, as well as racial, socioeconomic, gender, and other
sensitiity issues, particularly within the context of the Hawaiian immersion program. All item reviewers were
proficient in both English and Hawaiian. This follows AERA/APA/NCME (2014) standards 3.1 and 3.2, which
state:

Standard 3.IThose responsible for test development, revision, and administration should design all step
the testing process to promote valid score interpretations for intended score uses for the widest possiblc
range of individuals and relevant subgroups intémel@d population. (APA, AREA, NCME, 2014, p. 63)

Standard 3.Zl'est developers are responsible for developing tests that measure the intended construct a
for minimizing the pot ent i-irgelevaft ocharacterstcs, subh ablieguistig,
communicative, cognitive, cultural, physicakther characteristics. (APA, AREA, NCME, 2014, p. 64)

These standards are particularly critical for this assessment program. The intended uses of test scores descr
Chapter 2 include the use of test scores for purposes of accountability, as well as appropriately measuring st
in their language afstruction. The review process was implemented in order to solicit information from review
about typical review criteria (e.g., alignment of the item to the appropriate standard, gender sensitivity). Howe
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because the test needed to consider important information regarding Hawaiian language and culture, reviews
also asked to review items in terms of linguistic appropriateness and educational value. For additional inform.
on item revE@w20%eeTeédknK&NaHO Iteeleelogmerda Mathualt h e KN

5.10.1June 2020 Item Review

| n Jun e EQ Pra@ytam stdf Kacilitated an item panel review. The review included Kaiapuni school
educators, assessment consultants, and University d@f fiawastaff. Kaiapuni educators provided expert
judgments in the form of ratings on bias/fairness/sensitivity and accessibilityséwsamiaiapuni educators
participated in the review. The educators teach in schools from all five islands whersdkaialsiare located
and have experience teachi ng ssessmdhbsubgegsuThése &7 teachers! s
were divided into 4 review panels by grade level bands and content areas.

The online item review workshop began with assessment experts providing a half day training. The training \
divided into two sections: bias/fairness/sensitivity and accessibility. Both sections were organized so that
participants received the contefdrimation as a whole group, reviewed sample items in their assigned panels a
then returned to the larger group to debrief on their small panel discussion and questions. After training,
participants broke up into assigned small groups and reviewtteateais on their assigned content area
assessments. An online review tool gave panelists access to the items and provided space for panelists to re
individual ratings for bias, fairness, sensitivity and accessibility and a single place forDnamignémesitem

review, if a participant flagged an item as 2 (potential issues) or 3 (significant issues), facilitators prompted pe
to discuss their ratings and were encouraged to provide a comment to support their rating(s). Given the conte
the project to focus on bias/fairness/sensitivity and accessibility in the context of the Hawaiian language and
culture, the ratings allowed individual panel members to highlight items for di$besswnments indicated

that the panelists discussed issues related to understanding how the items reflected cultural and linguistic
considerations. These ratings did not necessarily indicate an issue with the item but instead presented an
opportunity to jmtly interpret the item for any concerns related scobiaccessibilityhis provided a rich source

of data for item developers to consider for future item development and when revising current items.

After the review meeting, analysts examined the information provided by panelists in their review sheets. Ane
used the individual ratings to calculate median item fairness and accessibility ratings. The analysts then quali
categorized and catlpanelists comments. Both the item and the comment analysis are presented by individue
assessment and overall for each subject area.

Math Results

Two panels reviewed the mathematics assessments. Both thé gnateahd the grade86nath panels were
comprised of seven teachers each. For all the math assessments, ouwendy#adfa median rating of 1 (no
issues) for both bias/fairness/sensitivity and accessibility. The comments associated with panelists of ratings
(potential issue) or 3 (significant issues) for the math assessment were most frequently caegesixathas
clarity/directions, language/linguistigsual/clutter, and answer choices.

Hawaiian Language Arts (HLA) Results

Two panels reviewed the HLA assessments. The gratleA3panel consisted of seven teachers and the gdade 6
math panel consisted of six teacltensall the HLA assessments, over 87% of items had a median rating of 1 (n
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issues) fobias/fairness/sensitivignd over 76% had a median rating of 1 (no issues) for accehibility
comments associated with panelists of ratings of 2 (potential issue) or 3 (significant issues) for the HLA asse:
were most frequently categorized as issues with language/linguistics, answer choices, clarity/directions, geoc
issues, sens# issue, and task knowledge.

Science Results

Two panels reviewed the science assessments. Both the grade 5 and grade 8 panels consisted of seven tea
For both the science assessments, over 89% of items had a median rating of 1 (no issues) for both
bias/fairness/sensitivignd accessibilitfhe comments associated with panelists of ratings of 2 (potential issue)
3 (significant issues) for the science assessment were most frequently categorized as issues with visual/clutt:
answer choiceslarity/directions, geographic, language/litigajsensitive issue, standard, and task knowledge.

Recommendations

The goal of the workshop was to provide addition
to align with both the goal of the workshop and the analyses of the workshop data, the following recommend:s
are suggested for future itenitivg:

T Review all comments provided by panelists and
needs to be taken. During the review, prioritize the following codes:
o Answerchoicee(gdot a definite correct) answer 6, O0may
o Clarity/directios(e.gonot sure students underdstand that
0 Sensitiveissue (dgb ul | yi ng i s s melgieus,ideath,smebso ol s 6, oO0sensi
o Geographic(e.not all students gre familiar with

f RevisegheK NEO Content Specifications (including item and test specifications, and accessibility guidelin
based on feedback from panelists about visuals, color choices, faphsisésncy with regard to the visual
elements in math and science (charts, graphs, labels for visual elath&artgliage consistency between
stimulus and answer chaiceall content areas

Follow -up

The UH team reviewed all the comments provided by panelists and made determinations on how to proceed
each item. The determinations ranged from no changes were needed to flagging the item to be spiraled out «
operational item pool. The UH tealso revised the Content Specifications guidelines to include more informati
on standards around item writing and presentation.

5.11. Test Form Selection

For the2021operational assessments, the psychometric team used item metadata from the field test and test
blueprints to specify operational forms. Items were stored in a spreadsheet that contained an item number ar
information generated from the item reviews anfidahl test (i.e., content standard, the depth of knowledge or
DOK, item type, and difficulty). Consultants created a series of tables to facilitate item selection in order to en
that the content of the assessment matched the grad&ulweht Items were selected to represent the percent
ranges specified in the blueprint for each SLO/Claim and DOK level. Item difficulty also was considered. If ite
exceeded the specified blueprint range, adjustments were made. This iteratiepnoessartil all blueprint
criteria were satisfied. Once the psychometric team selected items that met the range of item numbers prese
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the blueprint, the list of items was sent to the UH team for review to ensure a diversity of items within standar
The psychometric team then made adjustments and reran the frequency analyses to ensure blueprint covera

Item selection iB021focused on building the item pool specifically around standards that might have fewer
associated items or where the alignment studies noted some weaknesses (e.g., DOK 4 items in grade 4 matt
Numbers of items that were included in each assessment aatsrafritéms in the item pool are listefahle

5.2. Item selection also addressed continual improvement in the assessments as identified in findings from th
alignment study, item review, and psychometric analyses. Processes to ensure the results of such findings al
addressed in future item selection eft s ar e document é&@Adidntogsght t he wus
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Table 5.2: Number of Items by Grade and Content Area

Grade Subject Number of Nur_nber of _ Num_ber of
Operational Items Operational Points Embedded Field Test Items
3 HLA 58 66 1
4 HLA 59 66 0
5 HLA 59 68 0
6 HLA 59 75 0
7 HLA 59 77 0
8 HLA 58 73 0
3 MA 55 58 0
4 MA 56 60 0
5 MA 58 66 0
6 MA 57 71 0
7 MA 56 63 0
8 MA 56 63 0
5 SC 53 69 0
8 SC 58 66 0

The &N program uses an item sel &FEObyOenter PanbAssessmanty e |
Solutions, t@llow for greater efficiency and accuracy of item selection as the item pool expanded. To ensure t
K NEO meets all testing specifications, this tool is integrated and aligned with each testing blueprint. By auto
item selection, use of the tool reduces the likelihood of human error during item selection. The tool also provi
visual indicators whehnet item numbers in each cell approach the minimum or maximum number, which promp
the item selection team to focus item development in these ca{&gdFigure5.5 andFigureb.6).

Figure 5.5: Item Selector ToolOutput |

Pilihelu {(Mathematics)
Grade 4 OP Selection OQutput Report

Current Selection from OF Selector Tab

Total
Computer Hand items
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en
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Standard 2
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Standard 3
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Standard 4
MDIG ok

Total Test 56 27 16 13 50 3
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Figure 5.6: Item Selector Output Il
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5.12. Technology, Graphic Design, and Layout

In the initialdevelopment process, keNEOa s sessment team wor ked with th
Educationds Distance Course Design a mitaly@Gskedsvithl t i n
placing the assessment online in a format similar to the SBAC assessment and in a manner that ensured cor
with the operational tests, thus ensuring students would be able to engage with the assessment using a com|
based format. Datauld then be downloaded from the system, cleaned andddyraatt used to conduct
subsequent item analyses and scalirgwork has continued with tkeNE O Asssement t eamd s
programmewho was a part of DCDC from the beginning to ensure continuity.

Universal design (UD) guideliaes followedn response to Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 in the
development of all educational technologies. UD is implemented via recommended web development practic
outlined within the W3C Web Content Accessibility Guidelines (WCAG) 2.0 last ipDatember 2008. To
ensure implementation of all recommended guidelines during develbeiedEO Assessment teaemploys

a paifprogramming process so that multiple employees see and test code throughout creation. Accessibility i
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are further exposed via usability testing with users and through external accessibility testing tools such as AC
and WAVE.

Importantly, the computer format would allow for a range of assessment item types. This included single choi
multiple choice, fiih-the blank, sorting values, and written responses, both short and long. The online format &
facilitated access to aogenodations and ensured aspects of universal design. All students were able to enlarge
text, pause the assessment, and listen at their own pace to audio passages (additional information on
accommodations is provided in the administration section.betsalso follows AERA/APA/NCME (2014)
standards:

Standard 3.IThose responsible for test development, revision, and administration should design all step
the testing process to promote valid score interpretations for intended score uses for the widest possible
range of individuals and relevant subgroups intémel@d population. (APA, AREA, NCME, 2014, p. 63)

Standard 3.2ZTest developers are responsible for developing tests that measure the intended construct a
for minimizing the pot ent i-irgelevaft ocharacterstcs, subh ablieguistig,
communicative, cognitive, cultural, physicather characteristics. (APA, AREA, NCME, 2014, p. 64)

5.13. Usability

During2018- 2019 cognitive interviewgre conducted witudents at three different schools on two different
islands across the stateinderstand the usability of the assessment technology and.dlagadesign included
standard characteristics of usability testing; defined objectives, real users, real tasks, analysis, and recomme
for improvements (Miami University of Ohio, 2004; Krug, 2010). This design was chosen in order to align this
usabilitystudy with the main purpose to evaluate theoéase and learner experience with the assessment
software. The usability study design incorporated into the cognitive study was sufficient for the purpose and d
for the researchers. It included core usability design elements and was intended to capture insights that enak
researchers to recommemgrovements to what DCDC is building (Krug, 2010).

Observations made and questions asked of students during the cognitive interviews showed that students we
inhibited by the technology; they felt comfortable using all of the functions that were present on the online
assessment system. This alignidtime results of the 2016 cognitive interviews with students in grades 3 and 4,
which showed that the online assessment tool was accessible and that there were no visual or functional isst
the assessment from their perspective. The studentsedidiharfeedback about the layout cfrfithe-blank
guestions, whiclvasused to make slight adjustments to the visual aspects of these types of questions on futur:
administrations (for more information see the 2018 Technical Report).

5.14. Accessibility Tools

Accessibility supports for exam testing are delineated in the Designated Supports and Accommodations sect
the Test Admi nitEOtralies oniinherentysten fankctionalkyNor the following accessibility
functionality:

1 Zoom: Available on all browsers supported by the testing software (Chrome, Firefox and Internet
Explorer) by default
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1 Magnification: Available on all operating systems supported by the testing software (Windows and Max
by default

1 Color Contrast:Enables a student to adjust screen background or font color, based on his or her need:
preferences. This may include reversing the colors for the entire interface or choosing the color of font
background Replaces the previous background colors on computer screen accommodation.

1 Masking: Enables a student to block off content that is not of immediate need or that may be distractin
A student is able to focus his or her attention on a specific part of the test item by Reyskioes (he
previous accommodation that involved having a student hold a template provided by the school again:s
reduce his or her visual field.

5.14.1.Features

The assessment software provides a series of features to assist the learner during the test taking process, wi
include:

1) Adjust the volume for listening passage®ll students can adjust the volume on their headphones for the
listening passag@&sgures.7).

Figure 5.7: Volume Control

Ka Paena Pinaewele no ka Ka Ho'ike Kaiapuni (KA'EO)

Helu Haumana: 7894561230 Papa: 4

Ninau 102

HG Aku No!

B or 5 —— o) —8

n Kekahi ninau a'e ©

2) Visual progressaA list of the question numbers at the bottom of each test lets students monitor their progre
visually onscreeRigures.8).
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Figure 5.8: Visual Progress
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3) Designate a question for later reviewStudents can select any question to return to for later review. This cai
be marked using a checkbox available on each item and is identified on the question numbers as a warnit
symbol Figureb.9).

Figure 5.9: Designate for Later Review
Ka Paena Ponaewele no ka Ka Ho'ike Kaiapuni (KA'EO)

Helu Haumana: b81b5141-0dB8e-48b3-8183-3cBecb3e5077 Papa: 3 Ha'alele mai k2

Ninau 30 11

Ninau:

No Meheanu He aha ka ha'awina nui o kéia mo‘olelo?

(1) 'O Meheanu ka mo‘owahine néna e kia'i | ka loko i‘a ‘o He'eia, He mana ho'okalakupua kona, Pane
‘o ia ho'i ka lilo ‘ana i mau kino like ‘ole. ‘O ka puhi ke'oke‘o loloa kona kino i ‘ike pinepine ‘ia.

Noho maila ‘o Meheanu ma Luamo‘o, he ‘aina kokoke i ka loko i'a. Uluwehi ua ‘dina nei i ka ulu

hau. Ke holo ‘o Meheanu i kahi kokoke, melemele maila ka lau o ka hau. Péla e ‘ike ai ka po'e

Hawai'i, aia ‘o Meheanu | laila.

(2) | kekahi 1a, kipa mald maila ‘o Kapi | ka loko i'a ‘o He‘eia. He lawai‘a ‘ino ‘o Kapi a lawai‘a

pékela ‘o ia i ka i'a o kéla 'dina kéia ‘dina. Lawe hewa ‘o ia i nd i'a he nui. | kona kokoke ‘ana i ka

loko, ki'ei a'ela ‘o ia i nd lau o ka ulu hau, Ua uliuli nS. No‘ono‘o ihola ‘o Kapi, aia ‘o Meheanu i

kahi ‘8. No laila, ho'omakaukau ‘o Kapi | kana ‘upena ho'olei a ho'olei akula ‘o ia i kahi o na

‘ama‘ama e mahiki ana i ka loko i‘a. Pa‘a maila na "ama‘'ama i loko o ka ‘upena. He nui ‘ino lakou. al o1l o oAl EJT|O)O) | «]-|x]+|/]=]c<]|>
Ma ia manawa né i melemele mai ai na lau o ka ulu hau. Ua ho'i maila nd ‘o Meheanu! Holo )
wikiwiki ‘o Meheanu i kahi a ka ‘upena e waiho ana a ‘o kona nanahu akula nd ia | ka ‘upena a E maka no ka néna hou ‘ana

pakele maila na i'a a pau loa. Pi‘i a'e ka maka'u i loko o Kapi. Pae akula ‘o Meheanu i ka ‘aina a

lilo ‘o ia nei i wahine keu a ka u'i. Kauoha a'ela ‘o ia ia Kapi, “E ha'alele a'e 'oe i ko'u loko i'a. E

ho'oki i kdu hana pi o ka lawai'a ‘anunu.” Mai kéla hope mai, pau ka hana 'ino a Kapi a lawai'a ‘o

e Ry 1) b

© Kekahi ninau aku nei nmn n Kekahi ninau a'e ©
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Chapter 6 : Test Administration

Administration of the assessment needed to be conducted in a consistent manner across sites to ensure that
students could demonstrate their knowledge in a reliable riraaddition it was important that the

administration conditions simuthtiee operational assessment. This resulted in the development of formal
guidelines and procedures. The UH staff and consultants framed the administration guidelines using current
past HIDOE procedures (e.the SBACguidelineghe HSA for science and enflcourse assessments, and the
Hawaiian Aligned Portfolio Assessment procedures). By considering these procedures, the assessment tear
able toensure that the test administration was aligned to state testicgroteese procedures were used for all
field testing and operational testing Ri.20

6.1. Training

Separate sets of documents were developed by UH staff and implemented across the administration process
including training, administration, and scoring. The assessment team delralojfsdition training materials

and Administration guidésitps://kaiapuniwp.coe.hawaii.edu/wgmntent/uploads/2021/04/EnglisR021
KAEO-TAM.pdf) These materials included a training video that demonstrated the basic features and function:
the test and familiarized teachers with what their students could expect to see when taking the assessment.
K NEO assessment teaiso providegvrittentest administration instructions in Engéisd Hawaiiamiathe

Test AdministratioManuafor both English anélawaiian speaking Test Administrators and Coordinators.
Specific details were providedardinghe roles and responsibilities of staff membeltsding the school
administrator, test coordinator, and test administrat@@ang and maintaingtest securityproviding
accommodationand reporting incidents. School staff were then traimeldtion teadministration and

procedures by thestcoordinatorsn each school. Finally, a live webinarcaaducted prior tthe testing

windowto enableestcoordinators antestadministrators to ask any questionsabtdinclarification angliew
demonstrationef thetest procedures. €lwebinarvas r ecor d e d a BED webseite soghdtitt o t
could be accesskder

Additionally, a help desk was opeprgat tothe testing windowhat estingcoordinators anddministratorgould
eitherphoneor email tabtain answers their questions. Bhelp desk was open Mondayriday from 7:3&m

to 2:.30pm throughout the testing window avakstaffed by Hawaiian and English speakers. School staff
members taking part in the administration were required to complete the training and sign Appendix A of the
AdministratiorManual stating that they understood all testing procedures as they were preseldigdn,

every test coordinator and test administrator was required to pass a certification test that ensunedlthat all sc
personnel were well versed with the contents of the TAM and could securely administer the assessment; the:
were required before each school was allowed to administer the assessment. UH staff collected documents,
recorded receipt of materialsg &llowed up with schools to ensure that all documentation was complete.

6.2. Testing Environment and Security

T h e @ONrioritizes test security in order to protect student and school inforamtial as to protect the
integrity of the test. The data security plan is divided into three segments: prevention, detectionj@and follow
Prevention includes a rigorous security process throughout test development (e.g., item writing, review, stanc
setting, and alignment) and test administration (e.g., test administrator training on security procedures). Dete:
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includes reporting any irregularities during the test administratitmef@dings of HIDOE monitoring) as well

as subsequent data forensics (e.g., examination of the time it takes students to amswpesondijt

statistics). FinallillDOE, in collaboration with thed H ~ KEXD assessment teaomdertakeollow-up and
identifiesappropriate€orrective actiom response tany irregularities or violations of security procedures, as well
as a system for detection collusion. For additionahation see the Test Secuisisction of the Test
AdministratiorManual.

6.2.1.Test Security

Test security is critidar ensuingfair and equitable administration of the assessment. It is imperative that secur
proceduresremaintained to ensure the integrity of the tests and thamthtaushe reliability ofheresults. It is
also critical that student information is secured to protect the rights and paltattydents.

This assessment is the property of the HIDDs, these testing procedures mirror the processdsruaed

tests within the HawiaBtatewide Assessm8ysten{Seenttps://alohahsap.orgd!/ It is critical that test security be
maintained before, during, and after the administration of the HLA and mathematics tests. All testing incident:
require documentation basedlom degree feverityas described below.

6.2.2.Testing Incidents

A testing incident is any disruptiorthe stated testing procedures that might have an impact on the integrity of t
test scores. Three general types of testing in@daatcur and school personralerequired to report these
incidentdo HIDOE . The three categories atglined below.

Test Impropriety: These incidents meanvolveone ormorestudentdut have only a small chance of
impacting test results and interpretabilityy ftedude students talking, making gestures that disturb other
studentsandaccessing the internet or electronic devices for pugbosetharcheating, and teachers
leaving instructional materials on the afdlie test venue

Irregularities: These are incidemtgy involvene or more students acahimpact test scores or results.
They include suckhingsas students cheating, disruptiorthédest environment (e.gfire drillor electrical

failure)andtesa d mi ni strators providing incorrect inst.|
information to another user, coaching students, or providing test materials that are not on the approved
materials.

Breaches Breaches are serious incidents that could threaten the validity of the teStisoolgare

required to immediately repbreacheso UH staff. Examples of breaches inclusiehool staff member
alteingthe responses ohe or more students, students using cellphones to take pictures of assessment
items, unapproved printing of test items or reading passatgas, retention or distribution of test
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responses/answers (inchgimproper shredding of scratch paper, any reproduction of test materials, and
removing any test materials from the test envirofment

6.2.3.Reporting Testing Incidents

It is extremely important that all testing incidargseported. lisimportantin relation tadhe interpretability of

the analyses thatDOE andU H  REXD assessment staff understand the type, breadth, and severity of the
incident. Schools were trained to refasting incidentnd submiaippropriatelocumentation télIDOE , who in
turn follow a thorough processiafernal evaluation and regain (seéttps://kaiapuniwp.coe.hawaii.edu/wp
content/uploads/2021/04/EnglisR021KAEO -TAM.pdf)

6.2.4.Ancillary Materials

The following materials were provided to schools to facilitate training and administration:

Help desk contact information: phone &882356 email kaiapuni@hawaii.edu
Websitehttps://kaiapuniwp.coe.hawaii.edu/kunfehichincludesa list of frequently asked questions)
Administration training video

Student rosters (provided by HI DOE)

Test login materials

Testsecurity an@dministratiorprocedures (including a list of accommodaéinda Hawaiian language
script)

Practice testsittps://kaiapuni.coe.hawaii.edu

Testing formsn the Test Administration Manual

Test Security and Administration Procedures Acknowledgment Form
AccommodatioVerificationForm

Designated Supports Verification Form

Additional Accommodatidbesignated Supporiequest Form

Testing Incident Report

= =4 4 -4 A8 A

= =4 4 -8 4 -5 9

6.3. Accommodations Information

The AERA/APA/NCME standardstatethat

Standard 3.9Test developers and/or test users are responsible for developing and providing test
accommodations, when appropriate and feasible, to remove conslievant barriers that otherwise would
interfere with examinees @ntlelarget consgructbA, AREAno nst r a
NCME, 2014, p67)

1For additional examples of testing incidents, please see the HSA Science AssessmefiCanusErteixams Test Administration
Manual (p. 181 3) under the 0Test Administration Documentso headir
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Standard 6.2Vhen formal procedures have been established for requesting and receiving accommodati
test takers should be informed of these procedures in advance ofABHKINAREA, NCME, 2014, A15)

The accommodati ons and designated supports polic
of-Course Exams Test Administration Manual. Assessment accommodations may be provided by school staf
students who are IDEA eligible or 504 have an IEP or 504 plan. Accommodations are changes in procedures
or materials that increase equitable access fordDEA gi bl e and 504 studerHEOs du
A student ds need -embeddechascoremodatod whuestdaidmentedrinchis or her IEP or 504
Plan. School staff must use the guidelines for determining an accommodation as follows:

The accommodation is based on the studentds |
The accommodation is one that is currently used by the student in the classroom

School staff that work with the student agree on the accommodation

The accommodation is stipulated in the studen

= =4 4 A

Designated supports are access features that are available for use by a student for whom a need has been i
by an educator or team of educatasswell ag parent/guardian arlkle student. A consistent processstbe

used to determine which embedded aneendredded designatagoports Table6.1: TableA.1) are needed by a
student for an assessment or exam. Educators who makietiseas for an identified studemisthave a clear
understanding of the proceg®nsuring that this student is currently using the feature during classroom instruct
and is given an opportunity to practice using any variation in the feature that will be provided during the
administration of an assessment or exam.

The test administrator must complete an AccommodéitficationForm or Designated Suppdrification
Form, provided in Appendix B and Appendix C, respectively, of the Test AdminMaatiafor each student
who receives an accommodation or designated support. These requests are then submitted to the HIDOE
assessment section for verification based on HIDOE processes and procedures.

Table 6.1 Table A.1: K NEO Accommodations

Embedded Accommodation

1 American Sign Language (ASL), Braille (BR), or Closed Captioning (COplease contact the Help Desk if you need
more information about this accommodation.

Non-embedded Accommodation :

I 100s Number TableA table listing numbers frordlDO0 is a noembedded accommodation only for students with visu
processing or spatial perception needs as documented in their IEP or 504 plan. This table may be printed only fo
approved for this accommodation. Guidelines for the 100s Number Table are proestefidministration Manual:
Appendix H: Multiplication Table and 100s Number Table.

1 Alternate Response OptionsStudents with some physical disabilities, including both fine motor and gross motor sk
need to use adapted keyboards, large keyboards, StickyKeys, MouseKeys, FilterKeys, adapted mouse, touch scr
and switches.

1 Multiplication Table: A singledigit (139) multiplication table is a rRembedded accommodation only for students with
documented and persistent calculation disability. This table may be printed only for students approved for this
accommodation. Guidelines for the MultigliceT able are provided Trest Administration Manu&lppendix H:
Multiplication Table and 100s Number Table.

1 Print on Request:A student may request printed copies of individual test items and stimuli based on a documente
request must be made for this accommodation for a student ugipgehdix Bform in the Test Administration Manual.
Please call the Help Desk for additional information.
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Embedded Designated Supports

1 Zoom functionality to increase the font size for the entire assessment or exam is native to all web browsers suppq
testing application. Please contact the Help Desk if yoassestdnc&treamling Color Overlay or MaskingPlease
contact the Help Deskybu need more information about this accommodation.

Non-embedded Designated Supports

1 Color Overlays:A student who meets the criteria for the Print on Demand accommodation may place color transpg
over the printed stimuli, items, and answer options in an Assessment if these color transparencies are used durin
instruction.

1 Magnification: A student may adjust the size of specific areas on the screen, e.g., text, formulas, tables, graphics
navigation buttons using the native functionality available on all supported operating systems. Please contact us i
assistance.

1 Noise Buffers: A student wears equipment, e.g., ear mufflers, white noise, to block external sounds and will need
headphones unless tedtatividually in a separate setting.

1 Read Aloud:Students who are struggling readers may have all or portions of an assessment or exam read aloud,
and/or items by a trained and qualified TA human reader. The reader should review and adhere to the Read Alou
on alohasap.org armlénsure that the designated support is provided in Hawaiian. Please contact the Help Desk fo
information.This designated support also requires a separate setting designated support.

¥ Scribe:A student who has documented significant motor or processing difficulties, or who has had a recent injury,
broken hand or arm, that makes it difficult to produce responses may dictate his or her responses to a trained Ang
human scrié who records the responses verbatim. The scribe must independently review the Scribing Guidelines
alohasap.org and adjust to ensure that the designated support is provided in Hawaiian. Please contact the Help [
further information.

1 Separate SettingTest location is altered so that the student is tested in a setting different from the setting made a
most students. Four previous settings that were accommodations are included.

0 Read Aloud to Self

0 Being Seated Near TA

0 Being Tested Individually

0 Being Tested in a Small Group

1 Simplified Test Directions: Students who need additional support understanding the test directions may be providg
Simplified Test Directions as a designated support allowable across the assessments. This could include student
difficulties in auditory processing, stterh memory, attention, or decoding. This designated support may require tes
separate setting to avoid distracting other test takers.

If a studentequiresan accommodation or designated support that is not listedibtavdie requested using the
AccommodatioVerificationForm. Additional designated supports for Hawaiian language leamersiathg
being discussed and developed for future administrations of the assessment.
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Chapter 7 : Scoring

Scoring is a critical aspect of the assessment process. It is through accurate, reliable, and consistent scoring
assurances candggenthat the resulting information is suitable for the purposes for which it was intended.

The AERA/APA/NCME standardspecifythat

Standard 4.1®rocedures for scoring and, if relevant, scoring criteria, should be presented by the test
developer with sufficient detail and clarity to maximize the accuracy of scoring. Instructions for using rat
scales or for deriving scores obtained by codatiggsor classifying constructed responses should be clear
This is especially critical for extenaEbonse items such as performance tasks, portfolios, andAé3aays. (
AREA, NCME, 2014, 1)

T h e @ONhcludes both traditional seleetesponse items and opamded items that contribute to the overall
student score on the assessment. Setesfahse items are macksnered within the assessment delivery system,
which is designed and hostedUbl; As a quality assurance meatheelH K NEO Assessment teathecked

10% ofthemachines cor ed i tems to ensure that t heée&popereended s c
item scoringnvolveda threestep process. Each step is describeflybiniereand in more detail below.

The first step was the developmerthekcoring materials. The thoroughness of the scoring materials was critice
because these documents served as the foundation by which the items were scored. The details provided in
materials ensured that scorers understood the item and the ramgpnbfetponses associated with each score
point. The scoring materials also ensured that scorers made accurate detammelationgcstudent responses.

The second stapvolveddeveloping training materials and identifying and training $8asexs othe
AERA/APA/NCME standards

Standard 4.20rhe process for selecting, training, qualifying, and monitoring scorers should be specified
the test developer. The training materials, su
that illustrate the levels on the rubric scaie sand the procedures for training scorers should result in a
degree of accuracy and agreement among scorers that allows the scores to be interpreted as originally
intended by the test developer. Specifications should also describe fmoasssessing scorer consistency
and potential dr i f tAPA XREA NCMENO14jp2) r at er s scor i

All operrended (i.e., constructed response) items were scored by hand using trairtedingosessoring
meetingUH K NEO assessment staff recruited current or former Kaiapuni classroom teachers to participate a
scorers. To be considered as scorers, participants were required to be fluent in Hawaiian and to possess a c
degree in teaching or in the content area tdwhiey were assignédl. participantsvere required to participate in
scorer training. Prospective scorers were specifically trained on the scoring process and the items that they s
Scorers were monitored throughout the scoring process by a scoring manager. The scoring maneagér was a «
gradebd8 teacher in the Kaiapuni system who had been trained byNiE® assessmestaff or a UH staff

member.

Regarding the monitoring of the scoring proces8BRA/APA/NCME standards statkat
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Standard 6.9rhose responsible for test scoring should establish and document quality control processes
criteria. Adequate training should be provided. The quality of scoring should be monitored and documer
Any systematic source of scoring errors should bendoted and correcteARA, AREA, NCME, 2014,
p.118)

This standard was addressed in the finatlstepctual scoring and analysis of the-epded items. UH staff

spent considerable time emsgythatthescoring was accurate and consistent, while also aiming to structure the
meeting and discussion imannethat would be respectful of and appropriate to the unique circumstances of
educators in a Hawaiian language immersion sélitsgprersimultaneoushyorked through each question. UH
staff led a discussigwolvingall scorerthatincluded hawg all scorers read the questinranswer ds they

would expect a student at the grade te\aiswer jtdiscussing some of the grammatical and/or language issues
contained irthe question thatereunique to a Hawaiian language immersion context, examining a number of
anchor papers in order to 0cal iregardandiosv@aclaiterd was staad,r e
and answering any questions or concerns related to the questions prior to scoring. This process was followec
every extaedresponse question that needed to be-bemeéd, and proved to be a valuable process, albeit one
that took a considerable amount of time.

The scoring meeting was held virtually ofree-day period with approximat8g35scorers participating every

day. The UH staff ensured that the scorers were properly trained in scoring items in this unique context and t
opportunity to discuss any issues that arose, and that the responses were scored in a rigorous, gneaningful, &
accurate manner. The scorers read and scored items using a-basguligrstem. Ongoing monitoring ensured
that they remained precise in their scoring and consigteather scorers who were working on the same item.
The scoring manager was also available to answer any questions from tBecaoserthe meeting was held
virtually, additional security measures were put into place to ensure the security oftasaitgmeith the
procedures in the HIDOE test security marftiest, scorers signed a confidentiality andlisciosure agreement

to ensure that there was a common understanding of the security requirements of the virtual meeting. These
requiremets included maintaining the confidentiality of the assessment items, participation in the scoring mee
in a separate location that was secure and where their computer screen could not be seen by others, and the
of all other electronic devicesm the area where the participants worked. Second, the UH Assessment team
utilized Digify to keep all items secure. Digify ensured that screenshots or the printing of items could not be d
It also required participant login at every question, anegramq kept a log of participant activity that was
monitored throughout the meeting. Once the question scored, participants no longer had access to that ques
Finally, participants were required to keep their cameras on at all times so that UhhtAstaéfssoodd monitor

the security of the ¢ o rerevirodbngent during the course of the meeting.

7.1. Developing Scoring Materials

It is importantfor each opemnded itento be accompanied bygaide that contagrall of thecritical information
about the itenThus, the UH staff developed a gdateeachoperrendedtem. Staff members reviewed the
scoring materials publishedisySBAC andhe materials developed for NG8l#jned assessments to ensure that
theK NEO scoring guides included all relevant information for eadhaeneedetb be hanescored
(downloaded from http://www.smarterbalanced segFigure7.1). The development of the generic and-item
specific rubrics followed the guidelipelslishedytheNGSS, whiclusedthe mathematics rubricstbé CCSS as

a guide, while integrating theeedimensions ahe NGSS into the rubric (see
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https://www.nextgenscience.org/news/eguaigssrubricdevelopment)hus followingthe SBAC- and CCSS
based mathematics rubrics allowed the developnbemhte closely aligned witte NGSS. The guides included
the following information:

Item images and question

Item metadata (including standard, claim, target, &x@kKdegree difficulty)
Generic item rubric for reference

Item-specific rubric

Anchor paper examples for each score.point

= =4 -8 4 -8

Figure 7.1 Scoring Guide for a Mathematics Item

Smarter
A Balanced Grade 7 Mathematics
[ Irem [ Claim | Domain | Target | DOK |[CONTENT | MP | Key |
[ #0 I 3 I ] I [ I 3 [ #wsenz [ 2 7 [ Seeesemplar |
2 | @
1889
=]
In the given equation, a, b, and c
< are nonzero rational numbers. —ae D =cC
=a
ash=cC
-b _
Given this equation, drag one —c D " I:I = Tc
number into each box to
complete four true equations. I:l
=da
-b
L]__,
Exemplar: (shown at right)
~asfB=c
Rubric: (2 pointsy Student creates four true equatbons,
COther correct responses for second and fourth equations » =
include: E
—d-b = —c
OR =a
-b
= =
- -
{1 poirnt) Student creates two or three rue equations. = -3

7.1.1.Generic Rubrics

The first step in developing scoring materials was for the UH teamstioict three generic contbased rubrics.
These rubrics provided basic information on the meaning of each score point and were foundational in develc
the itemspecific rubrics.

HLA rubrics. The teamusedhe generic rubrics presentedi®SBAC to ensure the rigor and completeness of
the rubrics. From these examples, generic rubrics were developed in Hawaiian, scorers were trained on how
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them during the scoring process, and they were made available throughout the scoringable@tingsr¢ugh

Table7.4).

Table 7.1: KNEEO HLA General Rubric for 4Point Item

Ana Loil oi d®bdbehim Ntnau MhArkau

Ua hdonohonohad a ke knkau i dmba kki&k ah dleumipdredia kakhani@nui o ka

h a u mn néehanaiarhrobaria @ lawa ai ka maopopo loa 0 konadmanae ke kumuimaodi a ai . Kn
haumhnna me ka hol ofo ma kekahimafle oa ai mlka ek antadana, hdvpololdd 16ai E@no
okeki na kumuhana itaipapil k N\poka pakhkhNpkinkama & dp dm
Hawadi a mekeHawad o k Npono e daatkemadeh.e Ma hlaok o o nn Gaaahuwa
kN | takhomiaknehelecikeno mbaknka | oa no ia mau mahel e a

Ua hdonohonohad a k e &knnok anub aak Ntk a 0 k b a mh a a miike iKi i porkadle ahidele | koma
tole. Hdolaunaakamar® nui o k afohhnaiu an ndand éda@ntaapopo ai konamama n u i
haumnna me ka hdd maikekalk matea amai u kimekhaeh in,b aik np i h afand, bea
pololeikekd na kumuhana i pili k jdkproati oa.  nMidawdébai maiie Hasvaiig o n o
wehewehéa ai ka maifa . Ma | ok o aou noh kideaahkeftl kem uamtpaknka i a mau

Ua hdonohonohad a ke knkau a tombodlaunhdaaka maki@ (K ra Udinja pedadk hibhanall a
lala n a €0 aik kokaomadanui.tA® | e knkau ka haumn nig mankekakh matohad Kekahi,
akn hiki ke kuli nhuima op & p o n Kr@ok paha Rinkomodh a u rmidawaibai me ka
dkeHawad, a EbKomdiia kekahtkeokadb hana/ kupuna. Ma | oko @®na,h min
ia nn mahele a pau.

Ua hdonohonohad a k e ko lea nhhak Ak ado|l o a klaa hikaiiaahakéano pHidole o
kekahi mau mahel e o k &ihdinapAéole khiiolauna poadia kaunmam@h annuai  nou ik
atelb | e nb {anale mapopmankoria af@eui.dAt® | e ka haumiAna i k Akado, T
mai kekahi maf@aa i kekahi,anolat@ | e nb i pili | o &0 .a Mem okFEripdoldinkaa
pololeiloakeka na kumuhatad agpirme la&k rindilka méaria kpdi & molol&iddd ha n b
hotokomoi a n MHawaébai metke Hawadi e weheweh@@a aikamaiia. Ma | ok c&a o arun omak
tanafglo |l e mbaknka nnAn mahele a pau.

Adole i hdonohonohal a k e teiond lea mba i mioa kon kkaa khadouhmennmlaao.a Pibl inn
ké6ia paukN i k edn&dionhaui hd@mlauaa pondia kamarite a nlba o kéaohdéld@amamn n
kNpono e maopopudA@di ek kma hmama na i k n k a @, mai &ekdhianattaa
i kekahi,anolaia® | e nb i pil i i kio a mwa&o kapna hialnia kepapeidle ma n
pololeike kd na k u mu h a @iapili @efohe &€ kokole ikigkd Gaa i kekahi mea polol&\do | e 1Gokombd
d a n MHawafbai medke Hawad e weheweh@a ai ka maida. Hea n 0 h o p e n atYodudeie paneiki tkhea
keno pol ol eli a piha nb ho

Table 7.2: KNEEO HLA General Rubric for 3Point Item
Ana Loil oi dawbehom Ntnau Mhkau

HeludAi

Ua hdonohonohai a ke knhkau man@onbm kkhak ah éleumaipdeedia ka kFhar@ nui o ka

h a u mn nighanall & ofand e lavea ai ka maopopo loa o konadmamae ke kumuimdodi a ai . KA
haumnna me ka hol ofo ma kekahimafle o ai mkaaik antafana, hévpmloled |6ai Eeno
okeki na kumuhana itappapil k N\poka pakkhNpkivnkama &dp dm

Hawafi a medkeHawad ®0 k Npono e &aaitkemadeh.e Ma hlaok o0 o n h audmaah=a
k N | fahomiakneheleiBeno mbaknka | oa no ia mau mahel e a

Ua hdonohonohod a k e @kniok amub aak ndk a o k B a mh a a mike &i i poricdle ehidele | koana
fole. Hdolaunaia ka mart® nui o kah a u mn nézhanal & oand édn@maopopo ai konaméma n u i

haumnna me ka hdd oaikekalk matea amai u kimekhaeh in,b aik np i h afand, bea
pololeikekd na kumuhana i pili k jdkproadi oa.  nMidawdébai madie Hasvaiig o n o
wehewehéa ai ka maifa . Ma | oko o nnh dmaahwdd eo amtpalun loa kiea km&wa

Ua hdonohonohadia ke kakau@® | ei nhbak nk adol @a k ka hikefiarana kéano pHibole o

kekahi mau mahel e o k6i é@napAéle khfiolauna poadia kaunmam@®h annuai  nou i K
atelo | e nb {fanale mavpopaankora et@eui.dA® | e ka hauminna i knkado i
mai kekahi mafiaa i kekahi,anolai@ | e nb i pili | o &0 .a M okFErip@oldirmlkaa
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Helu &Ai A Ana Loil oi dbehd Ntnau MAkau

pololeiloakeKka na kumuhatad agpirme la&k rfmdika mara kpidi & mlol&ddo ha nb
hotokomo& a n MHawadbai metke Hawad e weheweh@a aikamaa. Ma | oko o nnA ma
tenaggdb | e mbaknka nn mahele a pau.

Adple i hdonohonohai a k e Cebonl lea i ba i mioa kon kkaa khadounmerimleao.a Phibl in A
ké6ia paukN i k ednkdiooheui hdmlauaa pondia kamarie a nlha o kéaohdldamamn n
KkNpono e maopopudA@dil ek kma hmama na i k n k a @, mai &ekdhianattaa
0 i kekahi,anolaita® | e nb i pili i kto a w&okapma hiakia kadghpedlema n
pololeike kd na k u mu h a taiapili aedota &€ kokolke ikigkd Gaa i kekahi mea polol&do | e  riokomod
d a n mMawadbai medke Hawad e weheweh@&a ai ka maia. Heda n o h o p e n adtokddleie pan®iki tkaa
keno pol ol eii a piha nb ho

Table 7.3: KNGEO HLA General Rubric for 2Point Item
Ana Loil oi dwbehom Ntnau Mhkau

Ua hdonohonohad a ke knkau i dmba kki&k ah éleumipdredia kakhani@nui o ka
h a u mni nighanall & ofand e lavea ai ka maopopo loa o konadmarmae ke kumu i mdbdia aiK h k au Kk
> haumnna me ka hol ofo ma kekahimafle oan ai mkaai k antafana, hévpeloled [Gai Beno

okekli na kumuhana itipapil Kk Npoka pabklNphkinnkamwa @dp dm

Hawaf a medkeHawafiddo k Npono e daaitkamadeh.e Ma hlaoko o nn idaaahuwm

kN | takomiaknehelecikeno mbaknka | oa no ia mau mahel e a
Ua hdonohonohada ke kakau@o | ei nhbak Ak ato|l o a klaa hikaiiaahakéano pHidole o
kekahi mau mahel e o k6i a@napAéle khiiolauna poadia kaunmam@h annuai nou ik
atedb | e nb fanale maopopmankora ef@eui.dAdo | e ka Kralanu nme i ka ho Bop
1 mai kekahi maf@aa i kekahi,anolat@ | e nb i pili | o &0 .a Mem okFEripdoldinkaa
pololeiloakeka na kumuhatad agpirme la&k rindilka méaria kpdi & polol&iddd ha n b
hotokomoi a n MHawaébai metke Hawadi e weheweh@@aaikamaia. Ma | oko o0 nnA ma

tanafglo |l e mbaknka nnAn mahele a pau.
GAdole i hdbnohonohal a k e tebonl lea in ba i miboa kon kkaa khadoulhmamlaao.a Pnibl in n

ké6ia paukN i k edn&dionteui hd@mlauaa pondia kamarie a nlma o kéaohéld@amamn n
kNpono e maopopudA@di ek kma hmama na i k n k a @, mai &ekdhianattaa
0 i kekahi,anolai@ | e nb i pil i i kio a mwe&o kapa hialnia kpapeile ma n

pololeike kd na k u mu h a @iapili aetohe € kokolke ikigkd Gaa i kekahi mea polol&\do | e  riokomod
@ a n MHawafbai medke Hawad e weheweh@a ai ka maida. Hea n 0 h o p e n atYodudeie paneiki tkhea
kelano pol ol efi a piha nb ho

Table 7.4: KNGEO HLA General Rubric for 1-Point Item
Helu A Ana Loil oi dbehm Ntnau Mnhkau

Ua hdonohonohodi a k e @kniok amub aak ds a o k B a mh a a mike &i i poricdle ehidele | koana
fole. Hdolaunada kamar® nui o k adohhnraiu an ndand eda@ntaapopo ai konaméma n u i

1 haumnna me ka h dd maikekalk maia amai u kimekhaeh in,b aik np i h afand, bea
pololeikekd na kumuhana i pili k jdkproadi oa.  nMidawdébai madie Hasvaiig o n o
wehewehéa ai ka maifa . Ma | oko o nnh dmaahwdd eo amtpalun loa kiea km&wa
tAdole i hdonohonohai a k e Gefori lea in ba i mioa kon kkaa khadiouhm@imisao.a Phibl in n
ké6ia paukN i k edn&diooheui hdplauaa pondia kaoarie a nlha o kéaohdéld@amamn n
kNpono e maopopod@®dil ek krma hmamana i knk ai, maé&ekdhianataa®
0 i kekahi,anolaita® | e nb i pil i i kto a wa@o kama hiakia kafhpeidlema n
pololeikekd na k u mu h a @aiapili aedote & kokole ikikd daa i kekahi mea pololéhdo | e  riokomd

d a n mMawadbai medke Hawad e wehewhelia ai ka maifia. Heda n o h o p e n adtokddleie pan®iki tkaa
keeno pol ol eli a piha nb ho

Mathematics rubrics Becausthe Kaiapunmath standards were a direct translation from the Common Core

mathematics standards, scorers used the Smarter Balanced gengric rubrics
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Table7.5throughTable7.7).

Table 7.5: Smarter Balanced Math General Rubric forBoint ltem

Score

Description
The student has demonstratddlisand completeunderstanding of all mathematical content and practices essential
task. The student has addressed the task in a math
competence in problem solving, reasoning, and/or modetimg full extent that these processes relate to the specifie
The response may, however, contain minor flaws that do not detract from a demonstration of full understanding.

The student has demonstratedasonableunderstanding of the mathematical content and practices essential to this
The student has addressed most of the task in a mathematically sound manner. The response contains sufficien
the studentds compet en,amorimodelpng, bubrotemough evidence togiemomsteate s fl
understanding of the processes he or she applies to the specified task. The response may contain errors thatdca
to misinterpretationfahe prompt; errors attributed to insufficient, neathematical knowledge; and errors attributed tc
careless execution of mathematical processes or algorithms.

The student has demonstratqrhdial understanding of the mathematical content and practices essential to this tas
studentds response contains some of the attributes
fully comprehends the essential mathematea &tldressed by this task. Such deficits include evidence of insufficie
mathematical knowledge; errors in fundamental mathematical procedures; and other omissions or irregularities t
questionthestadnt 6s competence in problem solving, reason

The student has demonstrateerely an acquaintancewith the topic, or provided a completely incorrect or uninterpre
response. The studentds response may be associated
There are significant omissions or irregularities that iradleateof comprehension in regard to the mathematical cont
and practices essential to this task. No evidence
reasoning, and/anodeling related to the specified task.

Table 7.6: Smarter Balanced Math General Rubric forRoint Item
Score Description

The student has demonstratddlieand completeunderstanding of all mathematical contenpeatices essential to th
task. The student has addressed the task in a mat
competence in problem solving, reasoning, and/or modeling to the full extent that these processles apetjified
task. The response may, however, contain minor flaws that do not detract from a demonstration of full understa

The student has demonstratguhgial understanding of the mathematical content and practices essentiasio fhie
studentds response contains some of the attribute
fully comprehends the essential mathematical ideas addressed by this task. Such deficits include evidence of ir|
mathematical knowledge; errors in fundamental mathematical procedures; and other omissions or irregularities
into question the studentds competence in problem

The student has demonstrateerely an acquaintancevith the topic, or provided a completely incorrect or
uninterpretable response. The studentds response
appropriate response. There are significant omissions or irregularities that iadicateomprehension in regard to tk
mat hemati cal content and practices essential to t

in problem solving, reasoning, andfwrdeling related to the specified task.

Table 7.7: Smarter Balanced Math General Rubric forRoint Item

Score Description

The student has demonstratddllieand completeunderstanding of all mathematical content and practices essential
task. The student has addressed the task in a mat

competence in problem solving, reasoning, and/or modetimg full extent that these processes apply to the specifi
task. The response may, however, contain minor flaws that do not detract from a demonstration of full understal

The student has demonstrateerely an acquaintanceavith the topic, or provided a completely incorrect or

uni nterpretable response. The studentdés response
appropriate response. There are significant omissions or irregularities that iadicateomprehension in regard to tf
mat hemati cal content and practices essential to t

in problem solving, reasoning, andfazdeling related to the specified task.
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Science Rubrics Thedevelopment of the generic science rubrics used guidance provided by the SBAC, but th
were adjusted and revised to ensure their appropriateness forTsideic® throughTable7.10).

Table 7.8: KNEEO Science General Rubric for-®oint Item
Ana Loil Akeakamai nn Nt nau

HedkeHawaik o ka hauminna (k@i alf@ilkekdoka mai , ke al oha
Htiiked a k & kKcg\ akndshpawndi doe,d ka nokdpe, apwa)
KNponbbkkpitd, dofikkéokob kimna mana

Pi | i d n koikekumuhana nui

We h e we h e dGarkore kgt a

Pololei kdikede p e k e madok@oa ian mai kéike Hawadi)

Hol o pono knhnna hana kah@okolohua, hppva)e hena, ka noi
HedkeHawad mn | a n i ko kadhkaumdn&konakn he
Htiiketiak e k a h fike,taldlean@i]a i a 0 & ek Niddwai n a

ool e pahadlkNpon o olpimadardaéka kaidd ni

Pili knpedk eliod keekumoh@nalnui | i

Wehewehéia konamarta , @aicklne pahta aknka | e

He @ike tepekema kona

KNIl anal amaaka kadaha hana

tAdole pda kadkeHawadii n i a

Ab|l e aknkdkekona kNana

dAdole launa mailia  k @i kel kuimulana

Pohihihi kona maiga

tAdole i pda kekahfkede pekema i A i a

tAdole i h@gonohod a knna h dma&olopenok ahi ka
Ahuwal e ko®e mnkaukau

tAdhe nokefeiohe hé@® , aud ka minamina 6!

E R e Il e R I B R I B I e B B B |

Table 7.9: KNEEO Science General Rubric for-Point ltem

Helu @i Ana Loil oi no nnA Ntnau Akeakd
1 HedkeHawaik o ka haumnna (k@i alikekdodmp mai , ke al oha
1 HuEked a k & KeN aknjshkawnadi éoe,i ka nokdoe, apwa)
1T KNpontbbkkpitd, dofkdbkob kona mana
2 T Pil i@ nkmikekumuhana nui
1 Wehewehe atdbkaramada
1 Pololei kdike®e p e k e madtokOta i mai kéike Hawad)
T Hol o pono knna hana, kah@okolohua, appv@e h e n a , ka noi
f ®Adol e paHlaawakibitiak e
f Adole akUka kona kianadi ke
1 f Adole | auna m&imueiai ka | Oliai i ke
T Pohi hihi kona manado
f ®Adole i pada kekahi @i ke depekema iU ia
f ®Adole i hodonoho &ia kUna hana ma kahi kad&ina
0 1 Ahuwale kona mUkaukau dol e ) )
i ®Adohe noke, dattohe ho&Udo, auU ka minamina U!
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Table 7.10 KNEEO Science General Rubric for-Point Item
Helu i Ke Ana Loil oi no nn Ntnau Akeaka

HedkeHawaik 0 ka haumnna ( k@i alikkahdap mai , ke al oha
Htiked a k & Ka\ akndshkawnddi de,q ka nokdoe, apwa)

KNponbbkkpitd, aofikéokob kimna mana

Pi | id n Rmikekumuhana nui

We h e we h e atidkara mia

Pololei kdike®® p e k e madokfia i mai kéike Hawad)

Hol o pono knna hand kah@kolohue hppvaje hena, ka noi
tAdole pda kadkeHawadii n i a

Aol e aknkdkekona kNana

Adole launa maikia  k @i kel kuimulhana

Pohihihi kona mada

®Adole i péa kekahiikete pe kema i h i a

®Adole i haonohod a knna h dim&olopano k a h i k a

=4 =4 =8 8 _a_9_-a_9_98_24_-9._-2°._-12

7.1.2.1tem-specific Rubrics

Using the item i nfor mat EO asseasmestaif nthembers eonstructeccitspeaifid r |
rubrics for each opeanded item. The number of score points was based on the degree to which scorers were
thought to be able to accurately differentiate between responses at each score point, as defineid by the genet
rubric. For example, an item that only has one possible answer might be one score point. This could be comg
to a written essay that is being scored on organization. In thasscaser; might be able to accurately differentiate
between several score points. The-gieeaific rubric contains precise information regarding which student
responses could be associated with each score point.

The itemspecific rubrics were developed by UH staff prior to the scoring rasetgthdollowing process:

1 The target domain, standard, DOK, and dimension(s) were identified and a draft of the scoring rubric v
written based on the question. This scoring rubric also included possible solutions or answers to the
problem, while allowing for more than one passiswer if appropriate

1 A point value for the rubric (and question) was assigned based on guidance from SBAC generic rubric
while also considering depth of knowledge and difficulty

1 The first draft of the scoring rubric was then reviewed by a Hawaiian language expert for appropriaten
vocabulary and grammatical structures

1 UH staff then randomly selected 10% of respowbeshfemainec&nonymous) per item and used these
responses to verify that the rubric could be appropriately applied to score these sample responses

1 Any necessargvisions were made to the Hgpecific rubric based on this thorough review

7.1.3.Extended Writing Prompt Rubrics

The writing portion of the assess me@Edassessmentdcanmveas a
guided in terms of structure by the rubrics developbe SBAC for extended response items, while also
incorporating elements that were uniqueltA Bind the Hawaiian language. SBAC rubrics are divided into three
separate categories (sies://www.smarterbalanced.org/wp
content/uploads/2015/09/Narrative_PT_Rubric.fof an example), which were also followed for the HLA
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rubrics: Organization/ Purpose, DEQO mibrics folowed f sinkilara b o
structure and content, with some adaptations. For example, one portion of the rubric specified that students r
be scored on their use of appropriate, geagéd conventions, but the definition of what is appropriate in the
Hawaiian language is slightly diffei@thatin relation taEnglish. Diacritical marks are an important aspect of
spelling in the Hawaiian language, gerésencer absence of a diacritical mark can completely change the
meaning oaword Thus, ths isoneissue that was not accounted for in the SBAC exaytless addressed in

t h e &E® Nibrics. Another issue that complicated mat@sshe absencesifindardized academic vocabulary

or grammar in the Hawaiian immersion progvamerebyhe specific words usea relation taconceptvariedon
different islands or between different schdbiss the extended writing itesooring guide provided some general
guidance for scorers related to conventions, but it was critical for the scorexsperlyanined and calibrated as
they worked through each question scoring responses to ensure that the same guidelines were applied acros
scorers. This was an issue that was discussed extangiv@@ynmon agreememeachedbefore scoring began
Figure7.2 showsan example of the grasleriting conventions. These conventions were adapted from the Smarte
Balanced guides.

Figure 7.2: Writing Conventions for Grade 5

Smarter Balanced - Conventions Chart

Updated January 2016
Grade 5
Spelling Capitalization Punctuation Grammar Usage Sentence Complefion
Comectly spell words at grade Use capltalization niles from Use eommas to Verbs: Avoid ron-on sentences
level and below. the previous grades. . separate iterms in a seres. . Comectly use the perfect tense {fused or un- together

. separate an infroductory
element from the rest of
the sentence.

= sefoff the words yes
and no (e.qg. Yes, thank
you). to set off a fag
guestion from the rest of

(e.g..| had walked. | have walked: |
will have walked).

Use verb tense to convey various
times, sequences, states, and
condifions.

Avoid inoppropriate shifts in werb
tense *

sentences, comma splices).

Avoid sentence fragments®
[e.g.. Going into fown).

ray comectly use purposeful
fragments in diclogue (e.qg.,

the senfence [e.g.. It's “Mot usl).

frue, isn't it?), and to Conjunctions:

indicate direct address Comrectly use comelafive
e.g.. Is that you, conjunchions |e.q. either/or,
Steved). neither/nor).

Agreement:

+  Pronouns and anfecedents agree
[He brought his dog to school; He
and Gary brought their lunch).

. Subjects and verbs agree My friend
and | go to recess together; Sally
goes to recess with her friends).

Frequently Confused Words:
Use requently confused words*
camectiy.

*as appropriate for grode
level

These conventions were written in Hawaiian, but a translated summary of how they weseaadatees

words t hat ar e

T Spelling:
anddokina).

1 Capitalization: capitalize names, places, and titles of books or people.

1 Punctuation: use commas appropriately to linktmgether or in dialogue. Apostrophes are not used in

Hawaiian, but students should use the appropriate possessive marker (ko/ka/na/no/o/a) to show
possession.

correctly spell

appr
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T Grammar usage: use markers correctly for sing
tenses (Ua, E/ana, Ke/nei); use markers correctly for different kinds of verbs (static, transitive, intransi
etc.); use correct grammatical phece of adjectives; use coordinating and subordinate conjunctions
correctly, including with verbs.

7.2. Anchor Papers

After the rubrics were developed, KIHBEO assessmerstaff scored a series of items. The number of items
scored was four times the number of score points for each item (e-pgiattitem would have eight student
responses scored). From this sample of scored papenstywamestudent responses were selected for each open
ended item score point. This set of papers provided examples of how student work was represented at each
possible score points. Scorers and scoring managers used andreferaadlior papers over the course of the
scoring process for training, retraining, and to clarify any questions.

Once the anchor papers were selected by the staff, an anchor approval meeting was held. This meeting inclu
K NEO assessmerstaff and a team of educators and content experts consisting of at least four individuals wh
werehighlyknowledgeable about the content and the students at the specific grade level. The team also inclu
UH facilitator who guided the team in a reflective dialogue about the item, the contentdf theasepén of
knowledge, and the selected anchor papers. The teandréhwesaenple papers selected and scored by UH

K NEO assessmerstaff. Each team member read through the specifieeaged item, the associated item

scoring guide, and the sample student responses. The team then discussed each score point and selected a
paper that served as atthatscorgeint.dhspaparbdcame thelahaaor papar fers p
that item and score point. Additional anchor papers were selected if the committee believed that the addition:
more accuratetaptured the breadth and depth of the student resplirise committee determined that none of
the selected student responses provided an accurate indicator of a given score point, UH staff pulled additior
papers until one was agreed on.

The UH stafimadedetailed notes regarding the final selection of the anchor papEsoiEseincluded any

scoring information the committee felt was helpful, including information about any subtleties in potential stud
responses, which was an important part of the discussions during the scoring meeting. Anchor papers were &
focus @ the scoring training, whiddsummarized ilatersections. The anchor papers were used as a pafiping
point during the anchor paper meeting, but the anchartpapeensured that the papers that were selected for
the scoring meeting were appropriate within a Hawaiian context. Each anchor paper was signed off on by a L
staff member and one of the review committee members.

The end result of the anchor review meetings was a completed scoring guide foreaaddopem. This
included a summary of the item that was used in discussion with scorers and a set of anchor papers for each
point.

7.3. Training

Training is criticdbr ensuring that items are accurately and consistently scored. It is only through thismaccurac
consistencthat we can begin to support score reliability. Furthermore, stakeholders cannot hope to make
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appropriate decisions or interpretatizased orscores that argreliable. This speaks directly to the issue of
validity. Thus, thoughtful and thorough traimsmgiticalin relation tahe technical merits of the assessment.

Scorersvere thoroughly trained to score each itexadchassessment. Each scorer was instructed to read the
scoring guide for the item they were scoring, the anchor papers, and the annotations for each anchor paper.
annotations that were generated during anchor paper selection were particularlyampyamtovided the
scoremwith guidance on why the specific student respeenssn exemplar for that score point. The scorer was
asked to reflect on the meaning of each score point. Scorerscaeraged to ask questions, and the trainer
provided time for questions and answeraore detailed description of this process is presented below.

Scorers then read through a series of training papers. There was a minimum of five papers at each grade ant
content levethat hadoreviouslhpeenscored by at least two UH staff members. Scorers practiced scoring these
papers. Once the scorers completadghering, the scoring manager polled them about the scolesdthey
assigned. Scorers were allowed to ask questions and discuss their scores.

An additional aspect of training for the scoring of the 2021 test administration was related to item and test se
because the meeting was held virtually. These additional security steps were outlined in a previous section,
included traininginthes e of Digify, additional training rela
and additional confidentiality training.

7.4. Certification

Before a scorer began scoring actual test items, they were certified to score paplensincihietent area
(McClellan, 2010). In order to make scorers comfortable with the process, the UH team used a collaborative
process to ensure that the entire group of saeasns agreement. This entailed looking at anchor papers that
represented the range of possible score points for each item as a group. The gthephewalén kdepth
discussion about the score #th papeshould be assigned anaywif there was disagreememia paperthe

group would continue to discuss the response, refer to the rubric, and talk through the disagreement until
consensuwas reached hisdiscussion occurred priorttee scoring of each iteand wasisedas a way to

calibrate the growgo that they woulscore each item anconsistent manner

The UH team pulledssetof student responses that represented a range ofisearas content area (12 papers
total). Two team members scored each stydgrtrand reached consensus olir deing Thesaverethe

papers that each scorer needed to score correctly to become certified on that item. The papers were then div
into three sets: one for initial certification and two for recertificEi@H teamincluded papers that might be
difficult to score (e.qg., the specific score point migiencearly delineated).

Scorers were required to achieve alénvgh ofagreement (80%) on alldaperselative to the scores generated by
UH staff. If a scorer did not pass the first round, they were retrainedjained taepeat the certification

process. Itheydid not pass the second round, they were thémk#ugkir timeand excused from scoring. All
scoring managehadpassd tworounds.
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7.5. Scoring

UH K NEO assessmestaffassignedn adequateumber of scoretts eactgrade and content area. Because
scorers needed to peoficient in théHawaiian language, there was a limited pool of scorers. The size of the poo
was considered when planning the timeline, and the time spent scoring tanefiyasiocumenteohd

monitored. Once a scorer was trained as described above, they were consideradaevéfiedssignpdpers

to score.

After training scorersiseda secure computer terminddere astudent response was viewed on the screen. This
was done anonymously so that the scorer could not identify the studenscrdbe Thetems werscored

using the rubric and itespecific training materials. These materials were accessible on the computer screen a
included the question, the standard and all metadata associated with the question, the s@rdhtheuanchor
papersScores wereentered into the scoring database.

At this poinf thesample anchor papers were thoroughly discussed and used to providdapthrérainindor
thescorers. This was done fano reasons. First, as mentioned previously, academic vocabulary is not necessar
standardized across all schools on the different jsdithdaghall islands were represented at the scoring meeting.
This made it an opportune time to calibrate the groupnlyoin relation tethe specific scoring rubrics, but &tso
relation tathe language thiatwould be ppropriate to see at this grade levedsponse tthese specifiguestions.
Achieving consensus the score that would be assigned to an anchor paper and the discudsiuk pleateo

reach that consensus was an important part of ensuring that papers were scored deasstghéying these
conversations in real timather tharpresenting the scorers with a summary of a conversation conducted in a
previous meeting, providdek trainersvith anopportunity to hear @ngeof thoughs,as wdlasthe consensus

that was reached, immediapelgr to the scoring an itemOnce the scoring of an item began, however,
conversation between scorers was stopped so that all student responses were scored independently and obj

All responses wetieenscored by another trained scomd) was unaware of theoreallocated by the first

scorer This helpedo establisiscoringreliability. The computer software that was usedreatsdpecifically for

t h e CE@ &bsessmeptogramandwas the same softwanat wasised to administer the assessriténis all
student responses and scores were part of a fully integrated system, mitigating the possibility of human error
computer programecognizethat scores from the doutdeoringprocessvere not in agreement, tiedevant
paper/itemwassent to a scoring manager to be read and scored. The scoringwasnag@vare tie first two
scoresAfter the scoring manager had scored the paperfitdra,score allocated by the scoring manager was in
agreement with one of the first two scaes computer prograracorded that as the final score madked the
response as completendf agreement was reaglewbther scoring manager was alerted and he/she scored the
paperitem This process was thoroughly documeiteldiding the number of items the scoring manager
rescoredthereasons for the discrepancy, thedfinal scoreThis process was fully automated and enabled UH
staff to monitor the progress of scoring in real time, ensure that resmoasesred properly, and respond to
issues immediately. It also streamlined the scoring phatktsded the efficiemputting of scoresind mitigated
the possibility of human error.

If the scorer read attiyng in a respondkat was disturbing or inappropriate, he/she was instructed to immediatel
bringit to the attention of the scoring manager. Examples might include a student writsejfahoutng,

harming others, or being in a dangerous situlitibis. occurred, the HIDOE Assessment Sed@ifiite was

notified, a Test Incident form was completed detailing the response, and the Assessment Section followed uf
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necessayyotifyingthe K NEO assessment staff if afuytherfollow-up was neede®nce all the scoring for a
guestion wasompletethe group moved on to the next question.

7.6. Documentation

The scoring managd&oroughlydocumented the training and scoring presedh scorers signeccanfidentiality

and nonrdisclosure agreemestating that they were thoroughly trained and would maintain the security of the
items and the student responses.tiii@ing documentatianclule d t he name of amgthec h s c
date on whickertification occurred. The scoring manager also documented which scorers were assigned to e.
content area and grade level. Finally, they documented angsjtnedtarose, as well as any issues that occurred
during scoring. All records are maintained by the project team.

7.7. Analysis

Reliability and precision of assessment scores is a critical consideration of any testing program. The Standar
Educational and Psychological Testing defined th
across multiple administrasoof the same assessmARRA/APA/NCME , 2014). Part of building reliability
evidence is examining the scoring processes to ensure consistency and accuracy of the methods.

The testing program analyzed scoring data for accuracy and reliahiRASAPA/NCME (2014):

Standard 2. AWWhen subjective judgment enters into test scoring, evidence should be provided on both
interrater consistency in scoring and wiéRaminee consistency over repeated measurements. A clear
distinction should be made among reliability data based onp@)diet panel of raters scoring the same
performances or products, (b) a single panel scoring successive performances or new products, and (;
independent panels scoring successive performances or products.

In each of the fourteen assessments, there were numercasdgzeitems. As described above, these items were
hands cored by trained scorers. The scorers wused ru
and to achieve consistentil operended items wed®uble scoredand any discrepancies noted. Any response
that did not receive an identical score from the two scorers was scored by the scoringhagmapsst team
psychometricians reviewed and analyzed altateimsumenthe reliability. The goal of these analyses was to
provide a thorough quality check and to assess the final reliability of the scores.

First, the psychometric team evaluated the scoring information to understand patterns in scoring. The first ste
to analyze each item and calculate the percent agreement between scores on each item. Agreement was cal
exadfthe same score from each scoreaflface(dcores between the scorers differed by 1) between the first two
scorersTable7.11shows the consistency of the scorers and any variation in scoring. When combining exact al
adjacent agreement categories, agreement rang8&8/rtml00%.

Table 7.11 Assessments: Items by Percent of Scorer Agreement*

Grade Subject Item Maximum Kappa Percent Percent Percent
Points Exact Adjacent Exact and Adjacent
3 HLA 99 1 277 0.62 82 18 100
3 HLA 127 1 274 0.62 98 3 100
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Grade Subject Maximum Kappa Percent Percent Percent

Points Exact Adjacent Exact and Adjacent

3 2

3 HLA 145 1 275 0.58 79 21 100
3 HLA 379 2 276 0.35 81 18 99

3 HLA 1020 2 276 0.44 81 17 98

3 HLA 1024 3 276 0.44 70 25 95

3 HLA 1284 2 274 0.46 76 22 98

3 HLA 39%4a 2 273 0.55 72 25 97

3 HLA 394b 2 273 0.46 65 33 98

3 HLA 394c 1 273 0.47 81 19 100
4 HLA 11 1 253 0.83 96 4 100
4 HLA 17 1 253 0.85 93 8 100
4 HLA 35 2 253 0.38 80 18 98

4 HLA 42 3 253 0.36 61 34 95

4 HLA 1013 3 252 0.45 64 28 92

4 HLA 395a 2 253 0.38 63 35 98

4 HLA 395h 2 253 0.40 63 35 98

4 HLA 395¢ 1 253 0.48 80 20 100
5 HLA 690 1 252 0.66 83 17 100
5 HLA 706 2 252 0.41 90 9 99

5 HLA 712 4 252 0.37 63 25 89

5 HLA 722 3 252 0.54 70 24 94

5 HLA 1030a 2 252 0.43 67 32 99

5 HLA 1030b 2 252 0.23 45 44 89

5 HLA 1030c 1 252 0.40 70 30 100
6 HLA 643 3 165 0.54 67 29 96

6 HLA 664 3 165 0.43 72 21 93

6 HLA 666 4 164 0.52 69 21 90

6 HLA 680 4 165 0.58 68 30 98

6 HLA 694 2 164 0.53 82 18 99

6 HLA 1173 3 165 0.41 62 29 91

6 HLA 1031a 2 164 0.52 75 23 98

6 HLA 1031b 2 164 0.49 62 30 92

6 HLA 1031c 1 164 0.38 70 30 100
7 HLA 762 1 163 0.85 93 7 100
7 HLA 770 2 162 0.50 80 17 98

7 HLA 808 4 163 0.47 60 30 90

7 HLA 872 4 162 0.38 70 22 92

7 HLA 878 3 163 0.40 66 29 94

7 HLA 889 3 162 0.49 74 20 93

7 HLA 1096 3 163 0.49 64 26 90

7 HLA 1097 3 163 0.53 66 30 96

7 HLA 1032a 2 161 0.48 71 27 98

7 HLA 1032b 2 161 0.34 53 40 93

7 HLA 1032c 1 161 0.37 70 30 100
8 HLA 761 1 137 0.62 85 15 100
8 HLA 767 2 138 0.35 60 28 88

8 HLA 780 4 137 0.57 70 26 96

8 HLA 820 4 137 0.52 68 26 94

8 HLA 911 3 138 0.60 75 23 99

8 HLA 1214 4 137 0.41 61 31 91
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Grade Subject Maximum Kappa Percent Percent Percent

Points Exact Adjacent Exact and Adjacent

8 1034a 2 128 0.31

8 HLA 1034b 2 128 0.30 48 39 88

8 HLA 1034c 1 128 0.06 60 40 100
3 MA 233 2 275 0.82 99 1 100
3 MA 234 2 272 0.42 93 7 100
3 MA 235 2 272 0.37 89 10 98

4 MA 262 2 252 0.74 83 16 99

4 MA 375 2 252 0.74 85 15 100
4 MA 1010 3 252 0.29 97 3 100
5 MA 414 3 249 0.67 84 6 90

5 MA 435 3 246 0.67 81 16 98

5 MA 463 2 249 0.75 93 7 100
5 MA 464 3 246 0.80 92 8 100
5 MA 1093 2 248 0.27 86 12 98

6 MA 469 4 162 0.57 72 25 96

6 MA 491 3 163 0.58 74 21 95

6 MA 502 4 162 0.72 87 13 100
6 MA 1062 4 162 0.54 83 15 98

6 MA 1131 4 162 0.80 89 9 98

7 MA 467 3 161 0.63 92 8 99

7 MA 481 2 162 0.70 85 15 99

7 MA 547 3 162 0.49 78 20 98

7 MA 555 2 162 0.66 99 1 100
7 MA 562 2 161 0.72 83 16 99

8 MA 582 2 135 0.71 90 9 99

8 MA 583 2 135 0.90 95 4 99

8 MA 613 4 135 0.56 76 23 99

8 MA 618 1 135 0.97 99 2 100
8 MA 1135 2 135 0.90 98 2 100
8 MA 1138 2 135 0.49 96 3 99

8 MA 1140 1 136 0.34 93 7 100
5 SC 1315 4 251 0.43 70 25 95

5 SC 1331 3 251 0.54 72 26 98

5 SC 1334 3 251 0.31 67 30 97

5 SC 1341 3 524 0.60 72 26 98

5 SC 1350 4 251 0.47 74 21 95

5 SC 1356 2 521 0.62 75 24 99

5 SC 1372 4 251 0.40 74 23 98

8 SC 937 4 144 0.47 63 26 88

8 SC 945 4 143 0.38 65 28 93

8 SC 1114 3 143 0.26 50 46 95

*Items with Kappa values less than .40, or less than 70%gesaontent are highlighted in bold in the table.

Next, standardized reliability coefficients (i.ce
scorers (Haertel, 2006). The Kappa statistics pr
responses consistently Cal cul ati on of Cohends Kappa is perfor
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= Pr(a) —Pr(e)
~ 1-Pr(e)

*Where Pr(a) represents the observed agreement, and Pr(e) represents agreement that would occur by ci2&1&.(McHugh

Kappa values ifiable7.11lindicate that there was general agreement between the scorers for most items. Kapy
values ranged betwe86 and .97. One item had a value of less th&du@s of .21 to .40 are considered fair, .41
to .60 is generally seen as moderate agreement, and .61 to .80 as substantial (Cohen, 1960).

The results showed that all items were within established criteria for percent agreement and Kappa. Howevel
were some items with results that were low. Iltems with Kappa values less than .40 or exact agreement perce
less than .70 are highlighie bold.

These 40 items were examined bYthetaff to discern if there might be patterns or reasons for the
inconsistencies between the scorers (e.g., ambiguity in the rubric). If specific reasons were found for low
consistency, training for next year will be modified to ensure consistentis@atthgon, UH staff have been
purposeful about participants in these meetings, ensuring there is representations from a variety of schools a
different islands to properly represent the variety of language #sns @cross schools. Dotltllad scoring as

well as the use of scoring managers and scoring administrators ensures that there is a general consensus be
many as four scorers, despite some inconsistencies between two different scorers.alhi@yamf ttedise few

items should not impact the overall student scores because all items where the two scorers disagree are sco
the scoring manager. In the event that the three scorers cannot agree (i.e., when the two scorers and the scc
managecannot achieve agreement for a minimum of two scorers) the UH staff resolves differences by using :
additional scoring manager to achieve score consensus.

UH K NEO assessmestaff monitor the scoring of computer scored items. For each item, 10 percent of the tot
number of student responses are selected at random and manually checked against the answer keys. If any
discrepancy exists, a thorough investigation is conduiditéteumderlying cause of the discrepancy is identified
and all items are rescored.
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Chapter 8 : Empirical Analyses: Validity

The2021validity analyses focused on generating statistics in support of content and internAhedyisity were
all interpreted based tre 2021 context of Covid (see chapter 14). Because wsehnealsparately impacted by
school closures, decreases-penson learning and increases in virtual learning, and access to technology, there
were a variety of impacts in terms of the amount and type of curriculum that was able to be taught compared

pre-pandemic years. As such) e EE® Assessmentémanticipated that some items migbit function as well
as in past years.

Il n order to achieve these goal s and?&EP,reseaictetrs t he
generated multiple statistics on both items and the overall assessment. Researchers started out by employin
Classical Test Theory (CTT) methods such as point biserial correlationa/undtatistics. These statistics
provide informatin about the items and assessment éasyo-understandnetric. The analysis plan also mapped
each analytic method to the US DOE peer review requirements.

8.1. Participation

Currently, there aBY Hawaiian language immersion schblifgteen schoolsarticipatedhe 221 operational
assessments, with a resulting breakdown of Staaehparticipatidoy grade and subjguoesented iffable8.1.

Table 8.1 Participation by Subject and Grade
\ Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6 Grade 7 Grade 8 All Grades

[\ % N %
277 | 76.7% | 253 | 77.1% | 252 | 77.8% | 165 | 78.9% | 163 | 72.1% | 138 | 69.7% | 1248 | 75.8%

MA 275 | 76.2% | 252 | 76.8% | 249 | 76.9% | 162 | 77.5% | 162 | 71.7% | 135| 68.2% | 1235| 75.0%
SC -- -- -- -- 251 | 77.5%| -- -- -- -- 138 | 69.7% | 395 | 75.7%
Roster Count 361 328 324 209 226 198 1646

The demographic characteristics of the assessment test takers isTidesdi2in

Table 8.2. DemographicsFrequency Tabk

Grade Grade Grade All
Students

Language Background

English 321 889% | 295 89.7% | 286 88.5% | 183 87.6% | 205 91.1% | 168 84.8% | 1458 88.6%
French -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Hawaiian 37 102% | 33 10.0% | 33 10.2% | 25 12.0% | 19 84% | 30 15.2% | 177 10.8%
Japanese -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Portuguese -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Samoan -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Spanish -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Tagalog -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
IEP
N 346 95.8% | 315 95.7% | 310 96.0% | 191 91.4% | 210 93.3% | 188 94.9% | 1560 94.8%
Y 15 4.2% 14 4.3% 13 4.0% 18 8.6% 15 6.7% 10 5.1% 85 5.2%
504 Plan
N -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1599 97.2%
Y -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 46 2.8%
Migrant
N -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1621 98.5%
Y - - - - - - - - - - - - 24 1.5%
Gender
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Grade Grade Grade Grade All

4 ) 6 7 Students
. . . 0 . 0 . . .
M 158 43.8% | 162 49.2% | 141 43.7% | 91 435% | 117 52.0% | 91 46.0% | 760 46.2%
Free/Reduced Lunch
N 154 42.7% | 141 429% | 141 43.7% | 93 44.5% | 99 44.0% | 83 419% | 711 43.2%
Y 207 57.3% | 188 57.1% | 182 56.3% | 116 55.5% | 126 56.0% | 115 58.1% | 934 56.8%
Federal Ethnicity
American Indian -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
or Alaska Native

Asian - - - - - -- -- -- -- -- - - 17 1.0%
Hispanic 78 216% | 61 185% | 68 21.1% | 42 20.1% | 47 209% | 33 16.7% | 329 20.0%
Multiple 40 11.1% | 34 103% | 41 127% | 21 10.0% | 13 5.8% 18 9.1% 167 10.2%

Pacific Islander 232 64.3% | 222 67.5% | 207 64.1% | 141 67.5% | 160 71.1% | 139 70.2% | 1101 66.9%

White - - - - - -- -- -- -- -- - - 27 1.6%

State Ethnicity
American Indian -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
or Alaska Native

Black - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Hispanic - - - - - - - -- -- -- -- - - -
Japanese -- - 10 3.0% 9 2.8% - - - - - -- 36 2.2%
Multiple - - - - - - - -- -- -- -- -- - -

Portuguese - - - - - - - - - - - - 20 1.2%
Samoan - - - - - - - - - - - - 22 1.3%

White - - - - - -- -- -- -- -- - - 920 5.5%
Chinese - - - - - - - - - - - - 11 0.7%
Filipino 12 3.3% - 13 4.0% - 10 5.1% 57 3.5%

Native Hawaiian 294 81.4% | 267 81.2% | 255 78.9% | 177 84.7% | 195 86.7% | 163 82.3% | 1351 82.1%
PartHawaiian -- -- -- -- - -- - - -- - - - - -
Korean -- - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Micronesian -- -- - - - - - - - - - - - -
Tongan -- - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Guamanian/ -- -- -- - -- -- - -- - - - - - -
Chamorro
Other Asian -- - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Other Pacific Islande| -- - - - - - - 14 0.9%

ALL
Roster Number | 361 100.0%| 329 100.0%| 323 100.0%| 209 100.0%| 225 100.0%

198 100.0%| 1645 100.0%

8.2. Classical Test Theory (CTT) Analysis

Researchers examined the assessments and items using Classical Test THzesgr{QtiVE) statistics were
calculated for the total score on each assessment including case counts, mean, standard dewatioa, amean p
alpha coefficient. Throughout these analyses, researchers conducted quality assurance checks toiwerify acct
coding data and examine any anomalies in the results. Students who omitted an individual item were treated
O0mi ssi ngo6 t hee statistiesimcludedpqnsenia @rrelations, proportion of students who answered
the item correctly {palue), and proportion of students in each of the response categories. All CTT analysis res
presented here are for the final operational test forms. These analysdsrgoyma¢ion about the difficulty of
each item, the range of difficulty across the it
performing students.

Analysts worked in teams of two to independently conduct the analysaBoml@difor a comprehensive quality
assurance check of the information. In general, the results indicated that the items were functioning well, and
was a range of item difficulty within each test form. Point biserial and item test correlagdnge(stedcliuded)

also indicated that most items were discriminating between high and low performing students. The individual
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that did not show strong point biserials were thorougfigwed by UH staff and identified for revision or
deletion from the item bank.

8.2.1.CTT Test Statistics

Researchers examined the overall test statistics for the ass@sane83% (The raw scores had a normal
distribution with no evidence of floor or ceiling effestsassessments were difficult as evidendibe tgst
means, which ranged between 13 and 37 points. This difficulty was also reflected in-tlzdueea2dpand .49.
The alpha coefficients ranged from .69 to .91 which indicates the tests have good intern&loetgduiity. the
means from this year to last year, the means were found to be fairly consistent (within 3 raw score points).

Table 8.3: Summary Raw Scores Test Statistics for Operational Test
Subject‘ Grade‘ INRVZIITe ‘ N of items ‘ Number of Mean | Std Deviation Mean ‘ Cronbach's

Points Possible p-values Alpha

3 271

HLA 4 250 57 66 27.07 10.68 0.47 0.88
HLA 5 252 57 68 26.14 11.96 0.46 0.90
HLA 6 164 57 75 25.57 13.24 0.45 0.91
HLA 7 160 57 77 25.90 11.91 0.45 0.89
HLA 8 127 56 73 37.38 13.23 0.49 0.91
MA 3 272 55 58 19.18 7.84 0.35 0.85
MA 4 252 55 59 20.24 7.71 0.37 0.82
MA 5 246 58 66 20.37 8.48 0.35 0.82
MA 6 162 57 71 17.12 9.81 0.30 0.88
MA 7 161 56 63 13.49 5.53 0.24 0.69
MA 8 135 56 63 13.91 5.87 0.25 0.73
sC 5 251 53 69 18.95 8.45 0.36 0.82

sc 8 143 58 66 15.99 7.65 0.28 0.80

8.2.2.CTT Item Analyses

Item analysis results are discussed below for each grade and (&=t fAppendix C for CTT statistics on all
items) In general, an item is a candidate for review if its:

1 Point biserial < .15

0 A point biserial correlation of <.05 is considered very poor

0 A point biserial correlation between .05 andcdnsdered poor

0 A point biserial correlation between .1 and .15 is considered marginal
1 Difficulty p-value <.20 (very difficult) or >.95 (very easy)

1 Omit rate is higher than 10%. Omit rates exceeding 10% and increasing toward the end of the test m
indicatespeededfiess students did not have enough time to respond to all items).

2 Floor and ceiling effects occur when many students score either at the lowest or highest scores, respectively mtf fHeissaassme
compromise the accuracy of the assessment if students have a lower or higher achievement level than talytest@surectu
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These items were specifically reviewed by the UH staff to disposition the items (e.g., remove from the item pc
For example, items might be reviewed to determine if the item was unclear and whether the item could be re
Items were reviewed with sizeconsiderations:

1 Is the answer key correct (did we select the correct answer and is there only one codéttharsvese
two answersye can recode the file so that students who picked either can receive the point) and was it
coded correctly in scoring system?

Is the item clearly worded?

Does the item contain unnecessary or burdensome language/text?

Does the item contain academic vocabulary that not all students might not have access to?
Is there any reason that the item might be biased against certain groups (e.g., gender)?

= =4 4 A

The classical test theory information is described below and subsequent Rasch item statistics were reviewed
these items.

Hawaiian Language Arts

Grade 3
For grade 3 HLA, twenty items were flagged for CTT item review.

1 One itemwasflagged for point biserial correlation between .05 and .1 (poor)

1 One itemwasflagged for point biserial correlation between .1 and .15 (marginal)
1 Three items were flagged for point biserial correlation of <.05 (very poor)

1 Fifteen items were flagged fevglues <.2 (very difficult)

These items were reviewed to ensure they measured the construct and the response keWwmasesroect.
the items were retainadd or item was identified for removal from the item pool (this item had not met other
criteria such dRT discriminatiohp

Grade 4
For grade 4 HLA, thirteen items were flagged for CTT item review.

One item was flagged fowalue <.2 (very difficult) and point biserial <.05 (very poor)
One itemwasflagged for point biserial correlation between .05 and .1 (poor)

Three items were flagged for point biserial correlation of <.05 (very poor)

Four items were flagged fevg@lues <.2 (very difficult)

Four itens were flagged for point biserial correlation between .1 and .15 (marginal)

= =2 4 4 A

These items were reviewed to ensure they measured the construct and the response keyilvattberrerhs
were retained

Grade 5
For grade 5 HLA, twelve items were flagged for CTT item review.

1 One item was flagged fowalue <.2 (very difficult) and point biserial correlation between .05 and .1 (poo
1 One item was flagged for point biserial correlation of <.05 (very poor)
1 Four items were flagged for point biserial correlation between .1 and .15 (marginal)
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1 Six items were flagged fevgdues <.2 (very difficult)

These items were reviewed to ensure they measured the construct and the response key was correct. All of t
were retained.

Grade 6
For grade 6 HLA, twenty items were flagged for CTT item review).

1 Fifteen items were flagged fevglues <.2 (very difficult)

1 Three items were flagged for point biserial correlation of <.05 (very poor)

1 One itemwasflagged for point biserial correlation between .05 and .1 (poor)

1 One itemwasflagged for point biserial correlation between .1 and .15 (marginal)

These items were reviewed to ensure they measured the construct and the response keWmasesroect.
the items were retainadd ore item was identified foevision and réeld testing.

Grade 7
For grade 7 HLA, twensix items were flagged for CTT item review

1 One itemwasflagged for point biserial correlation of <.05 (very poor)

1 One itemwasflagged for point biserial correlation between .05 and .1 (poor)

1 Two items were flagged fowalues <.2 (very difficult), and point biserial correlation between .1 and .15
(marginal).

1 Three items were flagged ferglues <.2 (very difficult), and point biserial correlation of <.05 (very poor)

1 Five items were flagged for point biserial correlation between .1 and .15 (marginal)

1 Fourteen items were flagged farapues <.2 (very difficult)

These items were reviewed to ensure they measured the construct and the response keyivattberierhs
were retained

Grade 8
For grade 8 HLA, thirteen items were flagged for CTT item review.

1 One itemwasflagged for point biserial correlation between .05 and .1 (poor)

1 One item was flagged fowplues <.2 (very difficult), and point biserial correlation between .1 and .15
(marginal).

1 Two items were flagged for point biserial correlation of <.05 (very poor)

1 Three items were flagged for point biserial correlation between .1 and .15 (marginal)

1 Six items were flagged fevgdues <.2 (very difficult)

These items were reviewed to ensure they measured the construct and the response keyrwelyeofrtbet.
items were retain@ehd ore item was identified fepiraling out othe item pool
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Mathematics

Grade 3
For grade 3 mathematics, fourteen items were flagged for CTT item review.

1 Eight items were flagged fovglues <.2 (very difficult)

1 Two items were flagged foralues <.2 (very difficult), and point biserial between .1 and .15 (marginal)
1 One item was flagged fowplues <.2 (very difficult), and point biserial correlation of <.05 (very poor)

1 Three items were flagged for point biserial correlation between .1 and .15 (marginal)

These items were reviewed to ensure they measured the construct and the response key Wwes&afeoe
items were retainead ore item was identifigd be spiraled out of the item pool.

Grade 4
For grade 4 mathematics, seventeen items were flagged for CTT item review
Four items were flagged fevg@lues <.2 (very difficult)

One item was flagged fowalues <.2 (very difficult), and point biserial correlation of <.05 (very poor)
Four items were flagged for point biserial correlation of <.05 (very poor)

Five itens were flagged for point biserial correlation between .05 and .1 (poor)

Three iterawere flagged for point biserial correlation between .1 and .15 (marginal)

= =2 4 4 A

These items were reviewed to ensure they measured the construct and the response keyixteeonfrtbet.
items were retained and one item was identified to be spiraled out of the item pool.

Grade 5
For grade 5 mathematics, twenty items were flagged for CTT item review.

One item was flagged fowalues <.2 (very difficult), and point biserial between .1 and .15 (marginal)
Two items were flagged foralues <.2 (very difficult), and point biserial correlation of <.05 (very poor)
Three items were flagged for point biserial correlation of <.05 (very poor)

Four items were flagged for point biserial correlation between .05 and .1 (poor)

Six items were flagged for point biserial correlation between .1 and .15 (marginal)

Ten items were flagged fevgues <.2 (very difficult)

= =4 4 -4 - A

These items were reviewed to ensure they measured the construct and the response ke¥igaseeoofeibie
items were retaingdre item was identifiddr spiraling out of the item pool and one item was marked to revise
and refield test.

Grade 6
For grade 6 mathematics, tweortg items were flagged for CTT item review.

1 One item was flagged for point biserial correlation between .05 and .1 (poor)

1 One item was flagged fowplues <.2 (very difficult), and point biserial between .05 and .1 (poor)

1 Three items were flagged for point biserial correlation of <.05 (very poor)

1 Three items were flagged ferglues <.2 (very difficult), and point biserial correlation of <.05 (very poor)
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1 Thirteen items were flagged fergiues <.2 (very difficult)

These items were reviewed to ensure they measured the construct and the response keWwmasesroect.
the items were retained, one item was identifiedrior revisionandtwo items weremarked to revise and re
field test.

Grade 7

For grade 7 mathematittsrty-seventems were flagged for CTT item review.

Two items were flagged foralues <.2 (very difficult), and point biserial between .05 and .1 (poor)
Four item was flagged fowplues <.2 (very difficult), and point biserial between .1 and .15 (marginal)
Four items were flagged for point biserial correlation between .1 and .15 (marginal)

Six items were flagged for point biserial correlation of <.05 (very poor)

Six items were flagged for point biserial correlation between .05 and .1 (poor)

Seven items were flagged feapues <.2 (very difficult), and point biserial correlation of <.05 (very poor)
Eight items were flagged foevalues <.2 (very difficult)

= =4 4 4 -4 A4 -2

These items were reviewed to ensure they measured the construct and the response keyl weg-twoorett.
the items were retainédp itens wereidentifiedto spiral out of the item poalndthreeitens weremarked to
revise and rBeld test

Grade 8
For grade 8 mathematics, theight items were flagged for CTT item.

One item was flagged fowalues <.2 (very difficult), and point biserial between .05 and .1 (poor)

Two items were flagged foralues <.2 (very difficult), and point biserial between .1 and .15 (marginal)
Three items were flagged ferglues <.2 (very difficult), and point biserial correlation of <.05 (very poor)
Three items were flagged for point biserial correlation between .05 and .1 (poor)

Seven items were flagged for point biserial correlation of <.05 (very poor)

Seven items were flagged for point biserial correlation between .1 and .15 (marginal)

Fifteen items were flagged ferglues <.2 (very difficult)

=4 =4 4 4 -4 A4 -4

These items were reviewed to ensure they measured the construct and the response key ietg-soroéct.
the items were retainedeitens wasidentifiedto spiral out of the item poalndoneitens wasmarked to revise
and refield test

Science

Grade 5
For grade 5 science, twesdyen items were flagged for CTT item review.

1 One item was flagged for point biserial correlation between .05 and .1 (poor)

1 Two items were flagged for point biserial correlation between .1 and .15 (marginal)

1 Two itemswereflagged for values <.2 (very difficult), and point biserial between .05 and .1 (poor)

1 Four items were flagged fova@lues <.2 (very difficult), and point biserial correlation of <.05 (very poor)
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1 Six items were flagged for point biserial correlation of <.05 (very poor)
1 Twelve items were flagged ferglues <.2 (very difficult)

These items were reviewed to ensure they measured the construct and the response keyrweastgoneot.
the items were retainedeitens wasidentifiedfor minor revisiongndfive items wasmarked to revise and re
field test

Grade 8
For grade 8 science, thitittyee items were flagged for CTT item review.

Two items were flagged for point biserial correlation of <.05 (very poor)

Two items were flagged for point biserial correlagitmeen .1 and .15 (marginal)

Two itemsvereflagged for gralues <.2 (very difficult), and point biserial between .05 and .1 (poor)
Three items were flagged fergdues <.2 (very difficult), and point biserial between .1 and .15 (marginal)
Four items were flagged for point biserial correlation between .05 and .1 (poor)

Seven items were flagged foajues <.2 (very difficult), and point biserial correlation of <.05 (very poor)
Thirteen items were flagged ferghues <.2 (very difficult)

= =4 4 4 A4 -4 -2

These items were reviewed to ensure they measured the construct and the response key Wigg-ongett.
the items were retainehd twdtens wereidentifiedto spiral out of the item pool.

8.3. Item Response Theory Analyses

The CTT item and test statistics calculated above provide crucial information about the technical quality of the
assessments and their items. In order to generate a more complete picture of the items and test forms, resea
conducted Rasch analysegsEmanalyses provide additional information about the item characteristics and test
forms with regard to the technical quality of the items. Rasch methods generate information about the reliabil
the assessment as well as the functionality of tise Tieisiinformation includes statistics about the difficulty of an
item, the degree to which an item fits the Rasch model, and reliability coefficients. While researchers focusec
primarily on the item characteristics, consideration was also givenecathassessment in order to build an

understanding of any issues or concerns that might need to be addressed before the operational assessment

The Rasch analyses were conducted using Winsteps 5.1. Winsteps software was chosen because it has bee
and refined for over thirty years and is well established in the education research and assessment communit)
Analyses were conducted based ondkelRmodel which accounts for a single difficulty parameter. Other IRT
models accommodate additional parameters (e.g., guessing); however, the sample size of the current assess
not allow for these models to be implemented. Rasch modeling iscathagthlblows for a measurement model to
be developed while accommodating the small sample sizes from the assessment.

Rasch models are logit linear models and are expressed in Winsteps as follows:

0The dichotomous model

Ioga(Pnill PniO) = Bn' Di

The polytomous o6Parti al Creditd model
|09(F?1ij/ Pni(j—l)) =B.-Di-F=Bn-Dj
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where
" Pnjis the probability that person n encountering item i is observed in category j,

"Biis the 6éabilityd measure of person n,
"Diis the 6difficultyd measure of iitem i, t
item are equally probable,

"FKis the o6calibrationd mealthapeintwHere caegordgjor y
and | are equally probabledé (p. 31, Linacr

First, data files for the Rasch analysis were created in Stata (version 12) by one researcher and SPSS (versi
another researcher. By creating data files and conducting analyses independently, researchers were able to «
quality checks of tlenalyses to ensure there were no coding errors, data cleaning concerns, or software issue
Second, Winsteps analyses were conducted independently by both researchers and results were matched to
ensure accuracy and technical quality. This thorowginghaf the results ensured the veracity of the Rasch
findings, which is critical for a high stakes assessment.

Researchers then analyzed each assessment by fitting the Rasch model to the examinee data. Using the joir
maximum likelihood estimation process implemented by Winsteps, this analysis iteratively estimated item
characteristiésdifficulty parameters, standi@rrors, discrimination, and fit statitieghile also estimating

student test scores. Rasch scores are often referred to as scaled scores. Through a procediblatimiaras
(based on difficulty) and the students (based on performancajedepla scale where the increments of
measurement are equal all along the scale.

8.3.1.7est and ltem Fit Statistics

It was important to document how each assessment performed overall. These values can help inform whethe
adjustments need to be made for the next year ds
overall model fit. Researcherst #xamined the summary statistics generated by Winsteps for each assessment
These statistics include overall test and summary item fit statistics, person and test histograms, separation at
reliability statistics, and the measure versus personsstatistic

First, the results of the calibrations were checked. For each grade level, the calibration converged in a small |
of iterations, suggesting good model fit. As a further quality control check, the item difficulties generated by
Winsteps were creshe&ed against the item difficulties generated by the CTT analyses, andhtbheseagreed

with each other. This is a further indication that the data are performing as expected.

Second, researchers generated descriptive statistics for each grade level and daitieSt4rddaése

descriptive statistics build information for the assessment team to understand the distribution of scores. In ge
the descriptive statistics showed that the overall mean for each assessment is slightly negative indicating tha
assessmenigere slightly difficult for the students. Logit means ranged-1r&9to -0.38 If the assessment was
perfectly matched to the studentsod6 ability, the
less than2 we might consider the assessment too easy or difficult respectively (Green & Franton, 2002). Bece
these criteria were not exceeded, the psychometric team will continue to monitor these values and work with
UH staff to ensure the assessments do not fall outside tgese ra
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Table 8.4: Logit Score Summary Statistics

Subject Grade N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation SEM
HLA 3 277 -2.85 2.27 -0.86 0.97 0.06
HLA 4 253 -2.37 2.35 -0.38 0.86 0.05
HLA 5 252 -2.81 2.70 -0.60 0.96 0.06
HLA 6 165 -3.67 1.62 -1.03 1.03 0.08
HLA 7 163 -3.30 2.02 -0.95 0.91 0.07
HLA 8 138 -2.87 1.79 -0.69 1.03 0.09
MA 3 275 -2.48 2.66 -0.86 0.83 0.05
MA 4 252 -2.30 1.39 -0.82 0.70 0.04
MA 5 249 -2.09 1.67 -0.86 0.67 0.04
MA 6 162 -3.70 1.30 -1.31 0.81 0.06
MA 7 162 -3.00 1.12 -1.58 0.55 0.04
MA 8 135 -2.99 1.01 -1.49 0.60 0.05
SC 5 251 -3.24 0.75 -1.04 0.72 0.05
SC 8 144 -3.48 0.7 -1.57 0.72 0.06

Third, summary item fit statistics were reviewed which describe the degree to which items fit the Rasch mode
are functioning in a logical and predictable manner. For example, a testtfilnattisning correctly might be
evidenced by high achievement students scoring easy items incorrectly. Misfit items may result from confusir
wording, unnecessary item complexity, or mismatch of the construct. Person fit similarly reflects the degree t
whi ch a respondent ds c¢ h o ssditems (Gaeene& Ftartany,i2@03)| Fordéha assessmants
fit was examined by looking at summary infit and outfit val#eg5). Mean square infit and outfit values

should have means of approximately 1 (values substantially higher indicate outliers in the data and values
substantially lower indicate dependency (Linacre, 2012)). Person and item statistics for these agsessments w
acceptable and had means very close to R#ppendix D has Winsteps Summary Output for all assessments.

Table 8.5: IRT Summary Item Fit Statistics

Subject Grade Person Infit Person Outfit Item Infit Item Outfit
HLA 3 1.00 0.97 0.99 0.97
HLA 4 1.01 1.00 0.99 1.00
HLA 5 1.01 1.00 0.99 1.00
HLA 6 1.01 1.00 1.00 1.00
HLA 7 0.98 1.02 1.00 1.02
HLA 8 0.98 1.04 0.99 1.04
MA 3 1.00 1.01 1.00 1.01
MA 4 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
MA 5 1.02 1.00 1.00 1.00
MA 6 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00
MA 7 0.99 1.01 1.00 1.01
MA 8 1.00 0.99 1.00 0.99
SC 5 0.96 1.01 1.00 1.01
SC 8 0.98 1.4 1.00 1.04

Researchers also considered the itemsd distribut

that compare these two sourcesfairmation §ee Appendix Bnd F). Thehistograms show how the items are
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spread out across a range of difficulties that align with students' abilities. It is important in test development tt
items reflect a range of difficulties across stu

studentysd fabitleims are not vastly more difficult o
curvesshows that:

1 HLA good alignment between person and item histogram for all grades
1 MA studentsvere skewed towards thever end of the item difficulty for all grades
1 Sciencstudents were skewed towardddher end of the item difficulty for all grades

Next, the item maps were reviewed which indicated how specific items are spread across student abilities. Tt
maps in general show that there are sufficient items across the range of student abilities. In particular, the ite!
show the difficulty odach score point which indicates that for many of the tests. The development team noted
there was a higher proportion of items in the center as well as at the upper (more difficult) end of the distribut
This was particularly true for grad@&nddh and science. These issues were also noted during the 2018 field tes
and have started to be addressed through new item development. For the 2019 assessment, items were add
grade 3 tests to increase the numbers of items by 10 percent tceimghiatsility and separation. Items were
specifically written that were easier items in o
reliability and the UH assessment team will continue to focus on improving the distriltiaiesnmap

through new item development and field testing.

8.3.2./tem Analysis

The next step in the Rasch analysis was to examine the functioning of thedteppend@ for Rasch item
statistics)This analysis was conducted on the assessment using Winsteps software, which has the capacity t
generate multiple statistics and output tables. For the purposes of this project, researchers focused their exat
on several important criteria. Thesria included item fit statistics, which provide an indication of how well the
item fits the Rasch model, and root mean squatealgRMSR), which provides information on the observed
versus expected values. Results of the initial calibration for each grade level were examined to identify any ir
that met the following indications of good model fit.

General criteria and considerations for item analyses include (Linacre, 2012):

Mean square infit between 0.6 and 1.4 (Underfit is indicated by values higher than the criteria and can
indicate unusual response patterns while overfit can indicate redundancy in the items),

Mean square outfit lower than 1.4 (values between 1.5 and 2.0 are generally considered as not degrac
measure),

RASCH item discrimination typically between .5 and 2.0,

Root mean square residual (RMSR) values close to 0. RMSR is a measure of the difference between
observed and expected values and is related to misfit,

Rating scales functionality, and

Differential Item Functioning (DIF) (which is addressed in Chapter 11: Fairness).

In general, the items fit the model well using the above @aefipgendix § with a few exceptions as detailed
below.
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Hawaiian Language Arts

Grade 3
For grade 4 HLA, seven items did not meet the IRT item criteria.

1 One item did not meet the criteria for infit, outfit or discrimination.
1 One item did not meet the criteria for outfit.

1 Two items did not meet the criteria for outfit disdrimination

9 Three items did not meet the discrimination criteria.

These items were reviewed to ensure they measured the construct and the response key was correct. While
the items were retained, one item was identified for removal from the item pool (this item had not met other ci
such as point biserial).

Grade 4
For grade 4 HLA, seven items did not meet the IRT item criteria.

1 One item did not meet the criteria for outfit disgrimination
1 Two items did not meet the criteria for outfit.
9 Four items did not meet the discrimination criteria.

These items were reviewed to ensure they measured the construct and the response keyivattberierhs
were retained

Grade 5
For grade 5 HLA, nine items did not meet the IRT item criteria.

M One item did not meet the criteria for outfit distrimination
M Three items did not meet the criteria for outfit.
1 Five items did not meet the discrimination criteria.

These items were reviewed to ensure they measured the construct and the response keyivabtberierhs
were retained

Grade 6
For grade 6 HLA, six items did not meet the IRT item criteria.

9 One items did not meet the discrimination criteria.
f Two items did not meet the criteria for outfit disdrimination
I Three items did not meet the criteria for outfit.

These items were reviewed to ensure they measured the construct and the response keyivattberrerhs
were retained

Grade 7
For grade 7 HLA, nine items did not meet the IRT item criteria.

1 One item did not meet the criteria for outfit disgtrimination
9 Four items did not meet the discrimination criteria.
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i Four items did not meet the criteria for outfit.

These items were reviewed to ensure they measured the construct and the response keyilvattberierhs
were retained

Grade 8
For grade 8 HLA, twelve items did not meet the IRT item criteria.

1 Two items did not meet the discrimination criteria.
9 Five items did not meet the criteria for outfit.
M Five itensdid not meet the criteria for outfit atidcrimination

These items were reviewed to ensure they measured the construct and the response ke¥igasrcofrtu.
itemsof the items were retaine@ne item will be spiraled out of the item pool.

Mathematics

Grade 3
For grade 3 Mathematics one item did not meet the IRT item criteria.

9 One item did not meet the criteria for outfit.

These items were reviewed to ensure they measured the construct and the response key hageaoreas.
retained

Grade 4
For grade 4 Mathematics six items did not meet the IRT item criteria.

M One item did not meet the criteria for outfit.
M Five items did not meet the criteria for discrimination.

These items were reviewed to ensure they measured the construct and the response key hagaoreas.
retained

Grade 5
For grade 5 Mathematics one items did not meet the IRT item criteria.

9 One item did not meet the criteria for outfit.

Thisitemwasreviewed to ensure they measured the construct and the response key wHsecheracias
retained

Grade 6
For grade 6 Mathematics four items did not meet the IRT item criteria.

I Four items did not meet the criteria for outfit.
 Five items did not meet the criteria for discrimination.

These items were reviewed to ensure they measured the construct and the response key wae demest.
will beretainedOne item will be spiraled out of the item pool.
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Grade 7
For grade Mathematics two items did not meet the IRT item criteria.

M One item did not meet the criteria for outfit.
I One item did not meet the IRT item criteria for discrimination.

These items were reviewed to ensure they measured the construct and the response keyowasteoredt.
beretainedOne item will be spiraled out of the item pool.

Grade 8
For grade 8 Mathematics two items did not meet the IRT item criteria.

1 One items did not meet the criteria for outfit.
1 One items did not meet the criteria for discrimination.

These items were reviewed to ensure they measured the construct and the response keylvasmervatit.
beretained

Science

Grade 5
For grade 5 Science six items did not meet the IRT item criteria.

1 Two items did not meet the criteria for discrimination.
i Four items did not meet the criteria for outfit.

These items were reviewed to ensure they measured the construct and the response keyivasrosvalit.
beretained

Grade 8
For grade 8 Science eight items did not meet the IRT item criteria.

M One items did not meet the criteria for discrimination.
M Seven items did not meet the criteria for ouftfit.

These items were reviewed to ensure they measured the construct and the response keyexsendterast.
will beretainedOneitemwill be spiraled out of use.

8.3.3.Rating Scale Review

Finally, researchers examined the score point estimation for teadgxbitems. This was accomplished by
examining the item curves to ensure that each score point was correctly ordered and the score points functio
expected. The graphs belowshaweh i t emds score point and its res|
overall respondent correct score (i.e., respondents with an overall higher score on the assessment should re«
more points on opeanded items). The midpoint of each linéhergraphs occurs where the probability is .5 for a
respondent receiving that score level on the item given their overall score. This is an indication of the difficult
each score point. For many of the epeded items, the curves looked reasomatdens of ordering, with the

score points becoming sequentially more difficult (see Figure 8.1 for an example curve). However, some prok
curves did not form distinct peaks, indicating lower differentiation between this category and the adjacent one
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addition, sometimes the score points did not have much separation in terms of difficulty (see Figure 8.2). The
items will be monitored in future administrations to see if the curves improve or if revising the items is warran
(Table 8.4).

Figure 8.1 Acceptable item response curve

FERARE]

Category Probability

Measure relative to item difficulty

Figure 8.2: Item response curve fomonitoring

2T o

Category Probability

e

Measure relative to item difficulty
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Table 8.6: Item numbers for monitoring the rating scales

Grade/Content OP items with acceptable curves Rating scales need monitoring
Hawaiian Language Arts
3 379, 1284, 138, 394ifproving relative to years prior) 1024, 1020,
4 35, 42, 395 1013
5 722, 706 712, 1030
6 1173, 666, 694, 1031 643, 664, 680,
7 1097, 770 878, 808, 1096, 872, 889, 1032
8 911, 820, 1034 767,870, 1214
Mathematics
3 235 233, 234
4 375, 262
5 464 463, 414, 1093, 435
6 502, 491 469, 1131, 1062
7 562 481, 547
8 583, 582, 613 1135, 1138
Science
5 1334, 1331, 1356 1372, 1341, 1350, 1315
8 937, 1114, 945
8.3.4./tem Review

Al | item data i s pl ac e dEDpemBeaeviawdSystem (KIRS) This sygemt ar e
automatically flags items that do not meesgeeified criteria. The UH team then accesses the KIRS to review th
items that are flagged and makes a determination about item revisions or deletion from the itefidpanek. (see
8.3).

Figure 8.3: Item Review Ecosystem

ARl B aMEv-
Master item List
Master ljtem List
- Eor UH review:
Notes: For definitions of each term ("DIF ContrastG™). chick column headings If there is a determination that an item should be deleted and the item was designated to be |
To filter items by flags only, go to Daia View View 1 - Flagged ems Oniy please suggest a replacement item (if available) from the set of EFT fiems. Note the replacer
Admins. Set flags by changing values in red text (boiiom row only)
fem- Injer- E-Value
liemiD ELAGT
o item_411 01290 GREEN MCSA 004 04" 052 004 O YES
item_412 MCMA
4 item_413 MCSA
5 item_414 ES
rtem_415 MCSA
item_418 0.558 0.019 GREEN MCMA YES
item_417 0618 GREEN 0.140 MCMA YES
0030 [REINN MCSA 025 026 022 027" 0 YES
item_418 00620 YELLOW MCSA 023 033 022" 022 O YES
<1 item_420 GREEN 0.060 MCMA YES
item_421 MCSA
item_422 MCSA
2 item_d423 MCMA
4 item 424 MCSA
0.0450 - 0.362 MCSA 023 044* 025 008 0O YES
item_426 MCSA
00250 0.040 MCMA YES
0 0 MCSA 031" 033 024 012 0 YES
0713 o.021 0.0180 0.190 MCSA 019 019 041 02 O YES
01130 MCSA 025 028" 03 017 0 YES
2 itemn_431 MCSA
item_432 GREEN 0.130 MCSA 043 012 031 013 0 YES
tam A%% Mres
4+ = T0C - @ 00-Masteritemlist ~ 1+ goz- 3+ @BA10- SAN- GAZ- BAB- BA 4
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8.4.Corrective Actions from Math, HLA and Science Assessments

Based on the review of the item statistics in 2016 through 2019, several items were determined to not be me:
the construct appropriately. As part of’NEEO continuous improvement process (now documented formally
via the use df NEO Feedback Integration) Remnitems were field tested in 2@D18 and 20189nd were
functioning appropriateljhese items were then added to the operational assessments.

8.5. Validity Based on Internal Structure

Types of validity evidence should align to the purposes and priorities of the assessment. As such, psychomet
often specify types of validity when evaluating an instrument. For ecamspiect validity addresses the degree

to which the test conforms to or measures the underlying construct or trait that is the target of the measure. T
often a statistical argument that focuses on such evidence as internal consistency in scores, relatieagbips of :
external factors, and understandingeggatterns. Evidence of internal consistency can support the claim that the
test conforms to or measures the underlying construct or trait that is the target of the measure.

Statistical Analyses of Assessment Data (Internal Structur@hese analyses examine the degree to which the
assessment represents the reporting structure. Psychometricians conducted correlation analyses and dimen:
anal yses t o be ti#HOeassessmedtstiuguteand t he KN

8.5.1.Dimensionality

Measurement research should include the consideration of unidimensionality to support score interpretation (
Popp, DiGangi, & JannaBennel, 2007; Tennant & Conaghan, 2007). It is assumed tiiEBed<sessments

are unidimensional and measure a single content domain. In order to test this assumption, Winsteps was use
conduct a Principal Component Analysis (PCA) of item residuals with the Rasch model (Yu, Popp, DiGangi, ¢
Jannasi?ennel, 2007;hacre, 2012; Tennant & Conaghan, 2007). If therassess represented by only one
dimension (e.g., unidimensional), the results will indicate a random pattern of residuals. However, if the initial
eigenvalues are higher than what would be expected by chance (i.e., above 2), this could indica®tlze presen
second underlying dimension thasessitating further examination. This approach is considered robust to
detecting multiple dimensions (Tennant & Conaghan, 2007) (see raspéadix J).

The results suggested that each assessment had higher eigenvalues than might be attributed to chance (i.e.,
than 2). The results were examined for distinct captatdd interpretationggble8.7). In general, the items

loading positively on construct one consisted of items that were flagged for review in the Classical Test Theo
analyses (e.g., low point biserial correlations) or the Rasch analyses (e.g., misfit the model).
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Table 8.7: Contrasts from Rasch Dimensionality Analysis

subject

grade Eigenvalue

Dimension 1 Items

Dimension 1Items loading

Loading Positively on Contrast 1

negatively on contrast 1

HLA 3 3.0507 145, 91, 1024, 379, 1020, 1026 119, 1277, 123, 1022, 156, 130
HLA 4 2.9101 20, 7, 64, 389, 42, 8 25, 5551, 1015, 57, 56
HLA 5 2.7812 719, 712, 713, 696, 1222, 723 729, 716, 672, 1215, 1208, 724
HLA 6 2.6823 680, 688, 694, 678, 653, 651 682, 661, 649, 638, 703, 659
HLA 7 2.7543 888, 879, 877, 763, 1098, 777 1179, 1182, 887, 834, 902, 869
HLA 8 3.0219 926, 826, 1078, 1092, 914, 893 917, 929, 1199, 1126, 921, 833
MA 3 2.6857 185, 211, 217, 219, 1035, 223 172, 184, 198, 169, 229, 201
MA 4 2.6615 1007, 265, 264, 268, 170, 164 377, 378, 109, 239, 267, 250
MA 5 2.5093 414, 458, 452, A4R4, 428 413, 1130, 412, 445, 453, 1202
MA 6 2.9699 1062, 468, 1131, 571, 491, 502 577, 580, 526, 466, 514, 551
MA 7 2.8562 559, 1234, 543, 477, 1134, 474 481, 498, 527, 562, 536, 552
MA 8 2.7022 598, 530, 532, 607, 596, 548 612, 1274, 569, 6566, 614
sC 5 2.6459 1374, 1333, 1348, 1361, 1326, 1337 1341, 1322, 1356, 1315, 1350, 1334
sc 8 2.9108 946, 939, 936, 962, 987, 965 1257, 984, 970, 954, 972, 949

It was important to understand if different constructs were being measured&gathimhach would violate the
assumption of unidimensionality; for example, whether the math test had subtests that focused heavily on rez
The items in each contrast were reviewed by project staff. UH staff noted that the items within the contrasts
typically represent challenging vocabulary (e.g., unfamiliar words) or content (e.g., fractions). However, these
differences were represented across both constructs and not embedded within a specific contrast. As a resul
determined that it would noé productive to generate subtests to improve unidimensionality. The results for
science indicated that there were no underlying dimensions and that the assessment was unidimensional.

8.5.2.Correlations

These analyses examined correlations between the assessment subdomains to examine if these factors corr
more highly with each other than with domains within a test of the other content area (e.g., algebra with
measurement higher than algebra withngediterary text). Correlations were corrected for disattenuation to
account for measurement erkfalues were typically above .8 with 3 values falling below .8 between Heluhelu a
Olelo, and kkau and Olelo in grade 8 (disattenuated correlatioha@ed & grey in Tables 8%8). These

values showstrong relationship between the domains in each of the content areas as expected. With median
values of .99 for math, 1.0 for HLA and .94 for science. It is important to note that disattenuated values great
than 1.00 indicate neandomly distributed maaement error and these values are reported as 1 (Schumacker,
1996). The observed correlations were slightly lower with values ranging between .31 and .85.

Table 8.8: HLA Observed and Disattenuated (in grey) Correlation Results for Subscores

Grade Subscore Ka_Olelo Ka_Heluhelu Ke Kakau \ Ke Mele Oli
Ka_Olelo -- 0.90 0.97 0.97
3 Ka_Heluhelu 0.66 -- 1.06 1.01
Ke_Kakau 0.71 0.75 -- 0.98
Ke_Mele_Oli 0.72 0.72 0.70 -
Ka_Olelo -- 0.82 1.02 0.83
4 Ka_Heluhelu 0.58 -- 0.97 1.04
Ke_Kakau 0.69 0.60 - 0.89
Ke_Mele_Oli 0.60 0.70 0.57 --
5 Ka_Olelo -- 0.93 1.03 0.99
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Subscore Ka_Olelo Ka_Heluhelu Ke Kakau Ke Mele Oli
Ka_Heluhelu 0.69 -- 1.02 0.96
Ke_Kakau 0.69 0.73 -- 1.06
Ke_Mele_Oli 0.67 0.69 0.69 -
Ka_Olelo -- 1.13 1.16 1.38
6 Ka_Heluhelu 0.70 -- 1.07 1.19
Ke Kakau 0.72 0.85 -- 1.2
Ke_Mele_Oli 0.62 0.69 0.71 -
Ka_Olelo -- 0.95 1.14 1.05
7 Ka_Heluhelu 0.59 -- 1.05 0.90
Ke_Kakau 0.69 0.79 -- 1.10
Ke_Mele_Oli 0.46 0.49 0.58 -
Ka_Olelo -- 0.71 0.76 0.84
8 Ka_Heluhelu 0.54 -- 1.05 0.94
Ke_Kakau 0.56 0.85 -- 0.99
Ke_Mele_Oli 0.48 0.57 0.59 -
Table 8.9: Math Observed and Disattenuated (in grey) Correlation Results for Subscores
Grade Subscore C1 C2_C4 (OX]
C1 -- 0.97 0.82
3 Cc2_c4 0.69 - 0.89
C3 0.50 0.50 -
Ci1 -- 0.92 0.99
4 C2_C4 0.59 -- 1.11
C3 0.53 0.53 --
Ci1 - 0.95 1.08
5 C2_C4 0.63 - 0.96
C3 0.58 0.47 -
C1 - 0.99 1.00
6 C2_C4 0.70 - 1.04
C3 0.72 0.70 --
C1 -- 1.05 1.06
7 C2_C4 0.42 -- 1.06
C3 0.49 0.41 --
Ci1 -- 0.89 0.99
8 C2_C4 0.36 -- 1.23
C3 0.55 0.47 --

Table 8.1Q Science Observed and Disattenuated (in grey) Correlation Results for Subscores

Subscore Halawai Lalo Luna

5 Lalo -- -- 1.05
Luna - 0.71 -

Halawai -- 1.04 0.81

8 Lalo 0.67 -- 0.83
Luna 0.31 0.35 --

8.5.3.Validity Based on Relationship with External Variables

It is also important to consider the relationship between the assessment and scores from other tests of the se
content area and/or tests of different content areas. These analyses provide information with regard to the de
to which the assessmenteett key content by relating scores to other variables. This type of evidence is typica
generated by examining the relationships between assessment scores and scores from other similar assessr
(e.g., the state assessment system and NAEP, TIM®@readliness assessments, NWEA). However, there are

no similar Hawaiian language assessments by which to make these comparisons. Future studies are plannec
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examine concurrent/external validity by collecting information from teachers and students about achievement
factors related to achievement.

In order to generate information regarding validity related to external variables, correlations were generated k
subscores in math and HLA and science. Disattenuated resulfsibleSihl In general, the subscore

correlations were lower than .80 math, HLA, and science (median value of the correlations across grades wa
relative to the correlations seen between the math subscores and HLA subscores reported above (median ve
were aproximately 1.0 for corrected correlations). There was a pattern of higher correlations between the HL,
Ssubscores and the math domain of oCommunicating
higher correlations might be attributed toicgighips between the two constructs; however, has identified the
need to improve the reliability of C3 which might also improve the correlations across subscores (by reducing
impact of the disattenuation correction).

Table 8.11 Correlations between Observed and Disatten
Subscores Across subjects: Grade 3

C1l c2 Cc4 (0K} MA OP Ka Olelo Ka Heluhelu KeKakau Ke Mele Oli HLA OP
C1 0.76 0.96 0.83 1.16 0.77 0.75 0.82 0.75 0.78
c2.c4 0.69 0.67 0.89 1.14 0.84 0.91 0.91 0.88 0.89
C3 0.50 0.50 0.48 1.07 0.57 0.73 0.74 0.70 0.70
MA OP 0.94 0.86 0.69 0.85 0.78 0.82 0.86 0.80 0.82
KaOlelo 0.58 0.60 0.35 0.63 0.77 0.89 0.97 0.97 1.03
Ka Heluhelu 0.55 0.63 0.42 0.63 0.66 0.70 1.06 1.01 1.12
Ke Kakau 0.60 0.63 0.43 0.67 0.71 0.75 0.71 0.98 1.14
Ke Mele Oli 0.55 0.61 0.41 0.63 0.72 0.72 0.69 0.72 1.07
HLA OP 0.65 0.70 0.46 0.72 0.86 0.90 0.91 0.86 0.91

Table 8.12 Correlations between Observed and Disatten
Subscores Across subjects: Grade 4

C1 c2 _C4 C3 MA OP KaOlelo KaHeluhelu KeKakau Ke Mele Oli HLA OP
C1 0.73 0.92 0.99 1.18 0.66 0.61 0.73 0.59 0.68
c2.Cc4 0.59 0.57 1.11 1.19 0.65 0.74 0.70 0.73 0.71
C3 0.53 0.53 0.40 1.35 0.91 0.91 1.06 0.79 0.95
MA OP 0.91 0.81 0.77 0.82 0.72 0.71 0.80 0.67 0.75
Ka Olelo 0.50 0.43 0.50 0.57 0.77 0.82 1.02 0.83 1.10
Ka Heluhelu 0.42 0.45 0.46 0.52 0.58 0.65 0.97 1.04 1.03
Ke Kakau 0.48 0.41 0.52 0.56 0.69 0.60 0.59 0.89 1.20
Ke Mele Oli 0.42 0.45 0.41 0.50 0.60 0.70 0.57 0.69 1.02
HLA OP 0.55 0.50 0.56 0.64 0.90 0.78 0.87 0.80 0.88

Table 8.13 Correlations between Observed and Disatten
blue) for Subscores Across subjects: Grade 5

Ka (G (G Science
Heluhelu Kakau Mele Oli OoP

C1 0.73 0.95 1.08 | 1.19 0.78 0.83 0.88 0.84 0.84 | 0.83 0.80 0.81
C2_C4 0.63 0.60 0.96 | 1.16 0.68 0.81 0.85 0.78 0.79 | 0.85 0.75 0.80
C3 0.58 0.47 0.40 1.34 0.78 0.86 1.00 0.96 0.91 | 0.98 0.90 0.94
MathOP 0.92 0.82 0.77 0.82 0.75 0.83 0.90 0.85 0.84 | 0.86 0.80 0.84
Ka Olelo 0.56 0.44 0.41 0.57 0.70 0.93 1.03 0.99 1.05 | 0.92 0.87 0.89
Ka Heluhelu | 0.63 0.56 0.48 0.67 0.69 0.79 1.02 0.96 1.09 | 0.99 0.96 0.97
Ke Kakau 0.60 0.53 0.51 0.65 0.69 0.73 0.64 1.06 1.19 1.07 1.02 1.04
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Ka Ka Ke Ke Science

Olelo Heluhelu Kakau Mele Oli OP
Ke Mele Oli | 0.58 0.49 0.49 0.62 0.67 0.69 0.69 0.66 1.08 | 0.95 1.02 0.96
HLA OP 0.68 0.58 0.54 0.72 0.84 0.92 0.91 0.83 0.90 | 1.00 0.97 0.98
Lalo 0.61 0.57 0.53 0.68 0.67 0.76 0.74 0.67 0.82 | 0.75 1.05 1.23
Luna 0.53 0.45 0.44 0.57 0.56 0.66 0.64 0.64 0.72 | 0.71 0.60 1.23
Science OP | 0.62 0.57 0.54 0.69 0.68 0.78 0.76 0.71 0.84 | 0.96 0.87 0.82

Table 8.14 Correlations between Observed and Disattenuated (ingrey)a@dr onbachdés Al pha
Subscores Across subjects: Grade 6

C1 c2 C4 C3 MA OP KaOlelo KaHeluhelu KeKakau Ke Mele Oli HLA OP
C1 0.74 0.99 1.00 1.13 0.84 0.82 0.88 1.01 0.83
C2_Cc4 0.70 0.66 1.04 1.15 0.87 0.82 0.88 0.94 0.83
C3 0.72 0.70 0.68 1.16 0.99 0.89 0.91 1.06 0.89
MA OP 0.91 0.88 0.90 0.88 0.89 0.84 0.89 1.00 0.85
Ka Olelo 0.50 0.49 0.57 0.58 0.48 1.13 1.16 1.38 1.21
Ka Heluhelu 0.63 0.59 0.66 0.70 0.70 0.79 1.07 1.19 1.11
Ke Kakau 0.68 0.64 0.68 0.75 0.72 0.85 0.81 1.21 1.12
Ke Mele Oli 0.57 0.50 0.57 0.61 0.62 0.69 0.71 0.42 1.29
HLA OP 0.69 0.65 0.70 0.76 0.80 0.94 0.96 0.80 0.91

Table 8.15 Correlations between Observed and Disattenuated (ingrey)a@dr onbachés Al pha
Subscores Across subjects: Grade 7
Cl cC2cCc4 cC3 MA OP Ka Olelo Ka Heluhelu Ke Kakau Ke Mele Oli HLA OP

C1 0.48 1.05 1.06 1.50 0.73 0.73 0.68 0.54 0.68

C2 C4 0.42 0.34 1.06 1.57 0.88 0.88 0.94 1.15 0.92
C3 0.49 0.41 0.45 1.33 0.84 0.81 0.94 0.54 0.83

Ka Olelo 0.87 0.76 0.74 0.69 0.79 0.78 0.81 0.70 0.77
Ka Heluhelu | 0.36 0.36 0.40 0.46 0.50 0.95 1.14 1.05 1.13
Ke Kakau 0.45 0.45 0.48 0.57 0.59 0.78 1.05 0.90 1.10
Ke Mele Oli | 0.40 0.47 0.53 0.57 0.69 0.79 0.73 1.10 1.18
HLA OP 0.23 0.41 0.22 0.36 0.46 0.49 0.58 0.38 1.16
Ka Olelo 0.45 0.50 0.52 0.60 0.75 0.91 0.95 0.67 0.89

Table 8.16 Correlations between Observed and Disattenuated (ingrey) a@dr onbach6és Al pha
Subscores Across subjects: Grade 8

Cl C2C4 C3 MAOP Helos,  KeKakau | K€ . HLA OP Halawai Ko Lalo
c1 058| 089 | 0.99| 134 | 063 0.77 0.79 0.85 0.79 084 | 081 | 055 0.80
c2ca | 036 028 | 123 186 | 0.77 0.91 1.16 1.03 1.03 1.17 113 | 086 | 1.13
c3 055| 047 | 052| 130 | 075 0.78 0.86 0.92 0.83 090 | 085 | 052 084
Maop | 0.87| 070 |o080| 073 | 069 0.80 0.89 0.91 0.85 093 | 089 | 061 088
KaOlelo | 0.41| 034 |046| 050 | 071 0.71 0.76 0.84 0.83 066 | 062 | 0.65| 064
Ka Heluhelu | 0.54| 0.43 | 051| 0.62 0.54 0.82 1.05 0.94 1.09 096 | 098 | 065 095
Ke Kakau | 054| 054 | 055| 0.67 0.56 0.85 0.78 0.99 1.14 0.99 101 | 060 | 0.98
Ke Mele Oli | 0.44| 036 | 0.44| 052 0.48 0.57 0.59 0.45 1.06 086 | 090 | 0.93| 0.90
HLAOP | 057| 052 | 057| 0.69 0.67 0.94 0.96 0.67 0.91 095 | 096 | 0.66| 094
Halawai | 049| 047 | 050| 060 | 042 0.66 0.67 0.44 0.69 0.58 104 | 081 | 122
Lalo 053| 050 | 052 064 | 044 0.75 0.75 0.51 0.78 067 | 071 | 083| 126
Luna | 021] 023 | 019 026 | 028 0.30 0.27 0.31 0.32 031 | 035 | 0.25| 1.12
scop |055| 053 |054| 067 0.48 0.77 0.77 0.54 0.80 083 | 095 | 050 | 0.80
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Finally, the team matched the studentsd scores f
students in grade 3 in 20@7ade 4 in 2018, grade 5 in 2019 and grade 7 in 2021. Cohort 2 included students in
grade 3 in 2018, grade 4 in 2019, and grade 5 in 2021. Correlations were generated to examine the relations
between their scoreBaple8.17). The correlations tended to be highest between the scores within a content are:
(e.g., between HLA tests) and between HLA and science (.72 to .87). Scores between math and HLA were g
lower especially across grade levels (.58 to .74).

Table 8.17 Correlations between studentsd scores acro

Grade/ Content GR3 GR4 GR4 GR5 GR5 GR 7 GR7
MA HLA MA HLA MA HLA MA
Cohort 1
2017 GR3 HLA 0.75 0.77 0.62 0.71 0.60 0.59 0.49
2017 GR3 MA -- 0.74 0.77 0.65 0.69 0.53 0.52
2018 GR4 HLA -- -- 0.74 0.79 0.63 0.66 0.49
2018 GR4 MA -- -- -- 0.65 0.75 0.49 0.58
2019 GR5 HLA -- -- -- -- 0.67 0.70 0.47
2019 GR5 MA -- -- -- -- -- 0.60 0.68
2021GR7 HLA -- -- -- -- -- - 0.57
Cohort 2
2018 GR3 HLA 0.67 0.76 0.69 0.71 0.63 -- --
2018 GR3 MA -- 0.56 0.74 0.57 0.63 -- --
2019 GR4 HLA -- -- 0.74 .078 0.62 - --
2019 GR4 MA -- -- -- 0.69 0.70 - --
2021 GR7 HLA -- -- -- -- 0.73 -- --
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Chapter 9 : Reliability

Reliability and precision of assessment scores are a critical consideration of any testing program. The Stand:
Educational and Psychological Testing defines th
multiple administratis of the same assessment (AERA/APA/NCME, 2014). Building evidence in support of
reliability includes evaluating reliability statistics, generating estimates of classification consistency and accur
examining the scoring processes to ensure cotysiabel accuracy of the scores provided.

The testing program analyzed operational test data for accuracy and reliability per AERA/APA/NCME (2014):

Standard 2.Appropriate evidence of reliability/precision should be provided for the interpretation for
each intended score use.

This standard explicitly states that the reliability of the test should align with the uses of the test scores. As sL
assessments with outcomes that are associated with high stakes decisions should demonstrate higher reliab
of the purposesdfh e Kai apuni Assess men tEOsthatEhed tesulistbe used ot Ou
accountability and therefore analyses were conducted to demonstrate reliability in several ways.

9.1.Classical Test Theory Statistics

The first reliability analyses focused on Classical Test Theory (CTT) methods. These analyses included gene
item pvalues, point biserial correlations, and alpha if item removed (how the alpha values would change if the
was removed from the testatistics for all items on each test. Item statistics showed that the items were
functioning in a consistent manner to support the overall test reliability. Test level statistics were also comput
each test, including meamglues, alpha coeffieie, and mean scordsble9.1). Alpha values ranged from .69 to
.91 and meanyalues ranged from :24B. These values indicate that each test has good internal reliability but a
that these tests tended to be slightly difficult for students.

In addition, the average raw score SEM was calculated using the formylaiérthereaw test score standard
deviation and ais the reliability):

Oe=0x [1-pxx

Table 9.1 Overall Reliability by Test
N Number of Std Mean Cronbach's

SuEe! AIEEE Valid Points Possible ST Deviation p-values Alpha <12
HLA 3 271 57 67 22.37 11.56 0.39 0.91 3.56
HLA 4 250 57 66 27.07 10.68 0.47 0.88 3.65
HLA 5 252 57 68 26.14 11.96 0.46 0.90 3.82
HLA 6 164 57 75 25.57 13.24 0.45 0.91 3.93
HLA 7 160 57 77 25.90 11.91 0.45 0.89 4.04
HLA 8 127 56 73 37.38 13.23 0.49 0.91 3.97
MA 3 272 55 58 19.18 7.84 0.35 0.85 3.03
MA 4 252 55 59 20.24 7.71 0.37 0.82 3.31
MA 5 246 58 66 20.37 8.48 0.35 0.82 3.58
MA 6 162 57 71 17.12 9.81 0.30 0.88 3.47

Page | 80



N N of Number of Std Mean Cronbach's

sulglet gt Valid items Points Possible Deviation p-values Alpha i)
MA 7 161 56 63 13.49 5.53 0.24 0.69 3.09
MA 8 135 56 63 13.91 5.87 0.25 0.73 3.06
SC 5 251 53 69 18.95 8.45 0.36 0.82 3.55
SC 8 143 58 66 15.99 7.67 0.28 0.80 3.42

The reliability analyses also provide information on the degree to which the assessments were reliable for
demographic subgroups. Cronbach alpha statistics and SEMs were calculated for each subgroup that showe
consistency in reliability across the subgréap$ef.2), with reliability generally ranging fron® .&hich was

similar to the overall assessments. The only lower reliabilities were observed for students with IEPs in grades
and 7 (.58, .61, and .35 respectively) and boys in grade 7 math (.6srusfiiemgdiwitdAl DOEG s Tec hn
Advisory Committe@ AC), the hypothesis is that these lower reliabilitiesostdikely the result cinge

restriction or the assessments being very difficult. These values will be monitored in future administrations.

Table 9.2: Overall Reliability by Subgroup

. Raw Score Raw Score | Cronbach's
Subject Grade Category Valid n Mean SD Alpha SEM

Language Backgrou English 252 21.77 11.37 0.90 3.52
HLA 3 Language Backgrou Hawaiian 16 25.75 12.01 0.91 3.65
HLA 3 FRL N 121 26.13 12.77 0.92 3.72
HLA 3 FRL Y 154 18.85 9.24 0.87 3.38
HLA 3 Gender F 154 24.14 12.09 0.91 3.59
HLA 3 Gender M 116 19.45 10.20 0.89 3.44
HLA 3 Federal Ethnicity Hispanic 54 20.15 7.94 0.81 3.50
HLA 3 Federal Ethnicity Multiple 35 26.46 13.98 0.93 3.75
HLA 3 FederaEthnicity Pacific Islander 175 21.75 11.77 0.91 3.49
HLA 3 State Ethnicity Filipino 11 22.82 14.79 0.94 3.62
HLA 3 State Ethnicity Native Hawaiian 217 21.50 11.10 0.90 3.49
HLA 3 State Ethnicity White 12 22.50 12.85 0.92 3.66
HLA 4 IEP N 236 27.72 10.57 0.88 3.66
HLA 4 IEP Y 14 16.21 5.42 0.63 3.32
HLA 4 FRL N 106 29.85 10.84 0.88 3.71
HLA 4 FRL Y 144 25.03 10.12 0.87 3.61
HLA 4 Gender F 130 30.04 10.74 0.88 3.69
HLA 4 Gender M 120 23.86 9.67 0.86 3.59
HLA 4 Federal Ethnicity Hispanic 47 25.11 9.30 0.85 3.64
HLA 4 Federal Ethnicity Multiple 27 30.89 9.52 0.84 3.82
HLA 4 Federal Ethnicity Pacific Islander 165 26.48 11.00 0.89 3.63
HLA 4 State Ethnicity Native Hawaiian 199 26.13 10.81 0.89 3.63
HLA 4 State Ethnicity White 17 30.88 9.36 0.85 3.64
HLA 5 |Language Backgrou English 235 25.92 11.73 0.89 3.81
HLA 5 IEP N 241 26.68 11.88 0.90 3.82
HLA 5 IEP Y 11 14.36 6.55 0.70 3.56
HLA 5 FRL N 114 28.86 12.74 0.91 3.82
HLA 5 FRL Y 138 23.90 10.81 0.88 3.80
HLA 5 Gender F 142 28.15 11.99 0.90 3.81
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. . Raw Score Raw Score | Cronbach's
Subject Grade Category Valid n Mean SD Alpha SEM
5

HLA Gender M 110 23.55 11.45 0.89 3.78
HLA 5 Federal Ethnicity Hispanic 55 24.84 11.04 0.89 3.73
HLA 5 Federal Ethnicity Multiple 36 33.28 12.24 0.90 3.90
HLA 5 Federal Ethnicity Pacific Islander 155 24.83 11.76 0.90 3.80
HLA 5 State Ethnicity Filipino 12 34.42 12.37 0.91 3.71
HLA 5 State Ethnicity Native Hawaiian 194 24.84 11.55 0.89 3.78
HLA 5 State Ethnicity White 13 37.00 12.54 0.91 3.78
HLA 6 |Language Backgrou English 148 25.58 13.10 0.91 3.90
HLA 6 |Language Backgrou Hawaiian 15 25.40 15.51 0.93 4.08
HLA 6 IEP N 150 26.79 13.03 0.91 3.95
HLA 6 IEP Y 14 12.50 7.40 0.83 3.09
HLA 6 FRL N 75 27.45 13.96 0.92 4.02
HLA 6 FRL Y 89 23.99 12.48 0.91 3.83
HLA 6 Gender F 91 28.05 13.13 0.91 4.00
HLA 6 Gender M 73 22.48 12.82 0.91 3.80
HLA 6 Federal Ethnicity Hispanic 33 24.73 13.38 0.92 3.88
HLA 6 Federal Ethnicity Multiple 17 25.12 12.85 0.91 3.90
HLA 6 Federal Ethnicity Pacific Islander 110 25.58 13.31 0.91 3.95
HLA 6 StateEthnicity Native Hawaiian 138 2541 13.44 0.92 3.92
HLA 6 State Ethnicity White 11 27.09 13.02 0.91 3.91
HLA 7 |Language Backgrou English 152 25.88 11.91 0.89 4.04
HLA 7 IEP N 147 26.84 11.59 0.88 4.07
HLA 7 IEP Y 13 15.31 10.59 0.89 3.47
HLA 7 FRL N 63 28.70 13.80 0.91 4.23
HLA 7 FRL Y 97 24.08 10.17 0.85 3.90
HLA 7 Gender F 81 30.07 11.10 0.86 4.12
HLA 7 Gender M 79 21.62 11.23 0.89 3.81
HLA 7 Federal Ethnicity Hispanic 32 27.88 13.18 0.90 4.17
HLA 7 Federal Ethnicity Pacificlslander 115 25.15 11.11 0.87 3.97
HLA 7 State Ethnicity Native Hawaiian 139 25.95 11.70 0.88 4.04
HLA 8 |Language Backgrou English 116 27.79 13.00 0.91 3.95
HLA 8 |Language Backgrou Hawaiian 11 23.00 15.45 0.93 4.08
HLA 8 FRL N 56 31.11 13.43 0.91 4.09
HLA 8 FRL Y 71 24.44 12.38 0.90 3.82
HLA 8 Migrant N 124 27.41 13.31 0.91 3.95
HLA 8 Gender F 67 30.24 14.78 0.92 4.09
HLA 8 Gender M 60 24.18 10.47 0.87 3.75
HLA 8 Federal Ethnicity Hispanic 19 29.11 13.72 0.91 4.16
HLA 8 FederaEthnicity Multiple 13 31.85 15.77 0.93 4.08
HLA 8 Federal Ethnicity Pacific Islander 88 25.64 12.53 0.91 3.86
HLA 8 State Ethnicity Native Hawaiian 102 25.93 12.60 0.90 3.91
HLA 8 State Ethnicity Samoan -- -- -- -- --

MA 3 |Language Backgrou English 252 19.15 7.77 0.85 3.02
MA 3 |Language Backgrou Hawaiian 17 18.76 8.26 0.87 3.00
MA 3 FRL N 120 21.54 9.09 0.89 3.02
MA 3 FRL Y 151 17.34 6.11 0.76 3.01
MA 3 Gender F 154 19.86 8.63 0.88 3.01
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. . Raw Score Raw Score | Cronbach's
Subject Grade Category Valid n Mean SD Alpha SEM
A 3

M Gender M 117 18.32 6.62 0.79 3.03
MA 3 Federal Ethnicity Hispanic 56 17.00 5.74 0.74 2.93
MA 3 Federal Ethnicity Multiple 34 21.44 9.30 0.89 3.04
MA 3 Federal Ethnicity Pacific Islander 175 19.25 8.01 0.86 3.04
MA 3 State Ethnicity Native Hawaiian 219 18.75 7.68 0.85 3.02
MA 3 StateEthnicity White 12 18.92 7.44 0.85 2.92
MA 4 IEP N 238 20.57 7.77 0.82 3.30
MA 4 IEP Y 14 14.71 3.73 0.30 3.12
MA 4 FRL N 109 22.24 8.43 0.85 3.30
MA 4 FRL Y 143 18.72 6.76 0.76 3.30
MA 4 Gender F 132 21.41 8.43 0.85 3.32
MA 4 Gender M 120 18.96 6.65 0.76 3.28
MA 4 Federal Ethnicity Hispanic 48 18.81 6.79 0.77 3.23
MA 4 Federal Ethnicity Multiple 28 22.00 9.12 0.87 3.30
MA 4 Federal Ethnicity Pacific Islander 465 20.13 7.58 0.81 3.31
MA 4 State Ethnicity Native Hawaiian 200 19.77 7.47 0.81 3.30
MA 4 State Ethnicity White 18 21.33 8.07 0.83 3.29
MA 5 |Language Backgrou English 229 20.11 8.33 0.82 3.56
MA 5 |Language Backgrou Hawaiian 13 19.77 6.80 0.70 3.71
MA 5 |Language Backgrou Japanese 13 39.50 6.36 0.65 3.75
MA 5 IEP N 235 20.62 8.55 0.82 3.59
MA 5 IEP Y 11 15.18 451 0.47 3.27
MA 5 FRL N 112 22.47 9.15 0.84 3.66
MA 5 FRL Y 134 18.62 7.47 0.78 3.49
MA 5 Migrant N 242 20.43 8.53 0.82 3.58
MA 5 Gender F 137 20.77 8.71 0.83 3.62
MA 5 Gender M 109 19.87 8.19 0.81 3.52
MA 5 Federal Ethnicity Hispanic 54 18.80 8.18 0.81 3.54
MA 5 Federal Ethnicity Multiple 36 24.17 9.39 0.84 3.70
MA 5 Federal Ethnicity Pacific Islander 150 19.89 8.23 0.81 3.55
MA 5 State Ethnicity Filipino 12 23.17 7.99 0.78 3.74
MA 5 StateEthnicity Native Hawaiian 188 19.71 8.28 0.82 3.55
MA 5 State Ethnicity White 13 26.15 11.33 0.89 3.74
MA 6 |Language Backgrou English 146 17.00 9.52 0.87 3.46
MA 6 |Language Backgrou Hawaiian 15 18.67 12.75 0.92 3.52
MA 6 IEP N 148 17.74 9.98 0.88 3.50
MA 6 IEP Y 14 10.57 3.82 0.47 2.77
MA 6 FRL N 75 19.00 11.55 0.91 3.52
MA 6 FRL Y 87 1551 7.71 0.81 3.40
MA 6 Gender F 90 17.20 9.38 0.86 3.52
MA 6 Gender M 72 17.03 10.38 0.89 3.39
MA 6 Federal Ethnicity Multiple 16 17.63 9.84 0.87 3.56
MA 6 Federal Ethnicity Pacific Islander 109 16.86 9.07 0.86 3.44
MA 6 State Ethnicity Native Hawaiian 137 16.92 9.63 0.87 3.43
MA 6 State Ethnicity White 11 20.45 11.54 0.89 3.88
MA 7 Plan 504 N 153 13.68 5.56 0.69 3.10
MA 7 FRL N 63 14.73 6.52 0.76 3.18
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Subject Grade Category Valid n Ra,\\//lvesacnore Ravvsgcore Cr%rrgﬁgh‘s SEM
MA 7 FRL Y 98 12.69 4.65 0.58 3.03
MA 7 Gender F 80 13.68 4.80 0.58 3.12
MA 7 Gender M 81 13.31 6.20 0.76 3.04
MA 7 Federal Ethnicity Hispanic 33 14.27 5.28 0.64 3.17
MA 7 Federal Ethnicity Pacific Islander 115 13.11 5.58 0.70 3.05
MA 7 State Ethnicity Native Hawaiian 140 13.44 5.61 0.70 3.09
MA 8 |Language Backgrou English 120 14.24 5.89 0.73 3.08
MA 8 |Language Backgrou Hawaiian 15 11.27 5.09 0.67 2.92
MA 8 FRL N 60 15.22 6.32 0.76 3.12
MA 8 FRL Y 75 12.87 5.29 0.68 3.01
MA 8 Gender F 73 13.66 6.09 0.75 3.02
MA 8 Gender M 62 14.21 5.62 0.70 3.10
MA 8 Federal Ethnicity Multiple 14 17.07 9.56 0.89 3.17
MA 8 Federal Ethnicity Pacific Islander 93 12.95 4.87 0.62 3.00
MA 8 State Ethnicity Native Hawaiian 108 13.05 4.92 0.63 3.00
SC 5 |Language Backgrou English 233 18.79 8.23 0.81 3.56
SC 5 |Language Backgrou Hawaiian 13 18.92 9.55 0.88 3.32
SC 5 IEP N 239 19.41 8.37 0.82 3.59
SC 5 IEP Y 11 9.64 3.14 0.26 2.70
SC 5 FRL N 113 20.65 9.10 0.84 3.64
SC 5 FRL Y 137 17.61 7.63 0.79 3.48
SC 5 Gender F 140 20.12 8.60 0.82 3.65
SC 5 Gender M 110 17.54 8.06 0.82 3.43
SC 5 Federal Ethnicity Hispanic 55 17.64 8.29 0.82 3.51
SC 5 Federal Ethnicity Multiple 36 24.00 10.13 0.86 3.86
SC 5 Federal Ethnicity Pacific Islander 153 18.25 7.73 0.80 3.49
SC 5 State Ethnicity Filipino 12 23.83 7.88 0.76 3.89
SC 5 State Ethnicity Native Hawaiian 192 18.22 7.95 0.81 3.50
SC 5 State Ethnicity White 13 25.15 9.27 0.80 4.15
SC 8 |Language Backgrou English 128 15.98 7.43 0.79 3.42
SC 8 |Language Backgrou Hawaiian 15 16.07 9.66 0.88 3.38
SC 8 FRL N 63 17.97 7.88 0.80 3.51
SC 8 FRL Y 80 14.43 7.13 0.78 3.31
SC 8 Gender F 79 16.78 8.19 0.82 3.48
SC 8 Gender M 64 15.00 6.86 0.77 3.31
SC 8 FederaEthnicity Hispanic 21 17.38 6.82 0.74 3.49
SC 8 Federal Ethnicity Multiple 16 17.56 8.37 0.81 3.62
SC 8 Federal Ethnicity Pacific Islander 99 14.99 7.57 0.81 3.33
SC 8 State Ethnicity Filipino 10 14.60 8.32 0.83 3.42
SC 8 State Ethnicity NativeHawaiian 114 15.27 7.50 0.80 3.37

*Any group <10 was removed from the report. If only one category met this rule then the redadtethrathdyaraisegasibs ¢althaated
demographic group. In that case, category with the next fewest members was also removed.

Statistics were also computed for all the substaid=9(3). These alpha values generally ranged between .6 to .9
which exceeded the general guidance of .50 set for by the USDOE Institute for Education Sciences (WWC, 2
The exceptions to this were the C1 in gradatiematics,Z C4 in grades 7 &Bathematics,Zin grades 3,4,5

& 7 mathematicKa b | en goade 6 HLAKe Mele/ Oliin grades 6, 7 & 8 HLA, abdO K o in grade &
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science. The reason for these low values might be attributed to a small number of items (between 6 and 14) «
items that might be reducing reliability. The psychometric team identified items that could be removed in futur
administrations to improveigddility and will work with the UH team to add items to claims and ddmain

addition, education disruptions related to the Covid pandemic contributed to decreases in overall scores and
s ubs cor&Q. Thisin tukhiproduced range restriction in tiscores impacted reliability. These values
will also be monitored in future years as school

Table 9.3: Reliability by Subscale

subject | grade | Subscale | Total Possible Points Raw Score Mear, Raw Score SD Cronbach's Alpha

HLA 3 Ka Heluhelu 23 7.11 3.62 0.70
HLA 3 Kadblelo 11 4.42 2.74 0.77
HLA 3 Ke Mele/Oli 11 4.57 2.54 0.72
HLA 3 Ke Kn 22 6.02 411 0.71
HLA 4 Ka Heluhelu 27 9.32 4.76 0.77
HLA 4 Kadblelo 8 4.34 1.89 0.65
HLA 4 Ke Mele/Oli 9 5.50 2.29 0.69
HLA 4 Ke Kn 22 7.84 3.54 0.59
HLA 5 Ka Heluhelu 26 8.62 4.77 0.79
HLA 5 Kadblelo 9 453 2.30 0.70
HLA 5 Ke Mele/Oli 9 3.80 2.12 0.66
HLA 5 KeKnk a 24 9.19 4.31 0.64
HLA 6 Ka Heluhelu 26 7.43 4.64 0.79
HLA 6 Kadblelo 7 3.88 1.58 0.48
HLA 6 Ke Mele/Oli 9 3.42 2.04 0.42
HLA 6 Ke Kn 33 10.83 6.22 0.81
HLA 7 Ka Heluhelu 31 7.63 4.86 0.78
HLA 7 Kadblelo 7 2.88 1.58 0.50
HLA 7 Ke Mele/Oli 9 4.17 1.80 0.38
HLA 7 Ke Kn 30 11.12 5.34 0.73
HLA 8 Ka Heluhelu 28 8.95 5.34 0.82
HLA 8 Katblelo 6 4.35 1.69 0.71
HLA 8 Ke Mele/Oli 6 2.72 1.24 0.45
HLA 8 Ke Kn 33 11.24 6.33 0.78
MA 3 C1 28 12.50 4.61 0.76
MA 3 C2 C4 16 4.39 2.75 0.67
MA 3 C3 14 2.29 1.68 0.48
MA 4 C1 27 10.07 4.29 0.73
MA 4 C2_C4 18 4.87 2.49 0.57
MA 4 C3 15 5.31 2.32 0.40
MA 5 Ci1 30 11.20 4.54 0.73
MA 5 C2_C4 20 4.89 2.92 0.60
MA 5 C3 16 4.28 2.49 0.40
MA 6 C1l 27 7.36 413 0.74
MA 6 C2_C4 22 5.05 3.13 0.66
MA 6 C3 22 4,71 3.66 0.69
MA 7 C1 29 6.91 3.04 0.48
MA 7 C2_C4 20 4.69 2.21 0.34
MA 7 C3 14 1.89 1.66 0.45
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subject | grade | Subscale | Total Possible Points Raw Score Mear| Raw Score SD Cronbach's Alpha

MA 8 C1 28 7.19 3.35 0.58
MA 8 C2_C4 22 3.94 2.01 0.28
MA 8 C3 13 2.78 1.91 0.52
SC 5 @ Ko Lalo 13 13.40 5.91 0.75
SC 5 @O Ko Luna 33 5.55 3.16 0.60
SC 8 600 Ko 39 1066 5.13 0.71
SC 8 60 Ko 14 3.97 2.52 0.56
SC 8 60 Ko 13 1.61 1.27 0.29

9.1.1.Rasch Statistics

The psychometric team also considered the reliability of the assessments using the RasRastatanddeding
statistic called the separation index provides reliability information in standard error units. If the instrument ha
good person separation (i.e., above a 2.0), then it is highly likely the instrument is sufficiently sensitive to
differentate students (Linacre, 2012). For these assessments, person separation ranged from 1.32 to 3.23 (T
9.6), suggesting that in general, the assessments are reliably measuring student ability. However, there are 4
assessments that the UH content develapesm will focus on building assessment items to improve separatior
(mathematics in grades 5, 7,&add grade 8 science). The content development team has been successful in
improving separation indices for these grade levels which increased notably from the 2018 field test (on aver:
separation statistics improved by .3 across the gihdssdssment) . I n addition, the a
range between .63 and .91 and in general exceeded the criteria of .8 (Linacre, 2012). With tid¢rexéaytion
testsnoted above, these statistics indicate good overall test reliability.

In addition, researchers examined the item summary statistics, which provide an indication that there was a
sufficient range of item difficulties. Item reliability statistics were between .93 and .98 with separation values
between 3.70 and 7.4 alfle9.4). General criteria suggest that item reliability Yedloss .9 and separation values
below 3 might be indicative of the sample size being too small to confirm item difficulties. Good separation
indicates that there are sufficient items and students to confirm the Rasch model. Grades 4, 5, 7 & 8 mathem
ard grade 8 science did not meet the criteria for person separation or person vefipbitithyx . In particular,
grades 7 and 8 math were low and decreased froml2séetreasaould relate to score range restriction due
to the pandemic disruptioasd will be monitored in future ye&ar all tests that did not meet the criteria, items
will be adjusted to improve range restriction and reliability.

Table 9.4: Rasch Reliability Statistics

Subject Grade Person Separation Person Reliability Item Separation Item Reliability

Criteria | Above 2 Above 0.8 Above 3 ' Above 0.9
HLA 3 2.83 0.89 7.14 0.98
HLA 4 2.65 0.88 6.64 0.98
HLA 5 2.94 0.9 6.57 0.98
HLA 6 3.14 0.91 5.91 0.97
HLA 7 2.86 0.89 5.79 0.97
HLA 8 3.08 0.9 5.54 0.97
MA 3 211 0.82 7.47 0.98
MA 4 2.00 080 6.01 0.97
MA 5 1.9 080 5.63 0.97
MA 6 2.25 0.84 4.15 0.95
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MA 7 1.8 0.& 3.83 0.94
MA 8 143 0.67 3.0 0.93
SC 5 210 0.8 5.63 0.97
SC 8 192 0.®@ 4.10 0.94

9.2.Precision of Student Performance Score

These analyses examine the degree to which the assessment provides an adequate estimate of student achi
for the range of students taking the test (e.g., high achieving, low achieving). This includes examining the tes
information function (TIF)whic pr ovi des i mportant test informatic
conditional standard error of measurement ( CSEM)

9.2.1.Standard Errors

All tests have some degree of error which result
error can result from numerous factors such as a student feeling ill on the test day or misunderstanding a tes:
These factorsaremge r al |y t er med Omeasurement error. o6 Test s

to generate accurate and reliable estimates of student ability. Researchers generated standard error of meas
(SEM) statistics associated with each scedepsint AppendixH). These values inform the team about the
accuracy of the scale scores. For example, smaller standard errors would be expected at the middle of the
distribution with higher values at the extremes. The SEM values provide an indication of how aceulagée the €t
score is in relationship to his/her ability. An SEM value of 1 at a score of 50 would indiesttel¢vatopere
68% sure that the studentds true ability is betw
scores,suclsa when we are assessing a student to be opr

The importance of SEMs is that they should be lower at key points across the distribution of scores. This me:
that a criteriomeferenced testing program should typically have smaller SEMs around the cut scores. For the :
assessment, the SEMs rangam fL2 to 299ee Table

Table 9.5: Standard Errors at the Cut Points
Subject Grade Level 2 SE Level 3 SE Level 4 SE

HLA 3 14.18 13.89 21.00
HLA 4 15.32 14.99 15.98
HLA 5 15.08 13.70 13.99
HLA 6 14.29 13.92 14.76
HLA 7 17.19 15.84 15.00
HLA 8 14.28 13.36 13.04
MA 3 13.65 12.44 12.45
MA 4 20.01 19.49 19.83
MA 5 22.04 19.24 18.90
MA 6 22.16 18.15 17.41
MA 7 28.53 25.63 24.63
MA 8 24.82 22.17 20.91
SC 8 21.67 19.40 18.30
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9.2.2.Test Information Function (TIF)

The research team generated Test Information Functions (TIF). These analyses provide data about the inforr
provided by the test across the range of scores (i.e., measurgjoiféet considerations when examining TIF
results are not necessarily the values but the shape of the distribution, in that each curve should peak at key
in the distribution (Linacre, 2012). In this case, the peaks should be approximatelptavtezethe

proficiency cut score is located. The TIF graphs show that for each of these tests, the peak is approximately |
at the cut score between level 2 and 3 (i.e., profickemoghdix I: Test Information Function Graphs.

9.3.Classification Consistency and Classification Accuracy

Student scores from educational assessments are estimates of student ability in the measured domain. Thes
estimates include some random variations, referred to as measure error. Measurement error can lead to erro
student scores areusedtoclassiyu dent s i nto performance | evels. F
such that he or she belongs in the Kelakela performance level, but due to measurement error, his or her test
may be below the minimum score needed to be classifiedkatak@&ls a result, the student is classified into a
lower performance level.

Two measures are commonly used to assess the degree to which measurement error influences student
classifications into performance levels. Classification consistency is a measure of how consistently students ¢
classified into performance levels fromitwlependent administrations of the same test or from two parallel
forms. Classification accuracy is a measure of a
theoretical score without measurement error) and the classificationbase st udent sd obser\
the test).

Repeated administrations of the same test or administration of parallel forms are costly and burdensome.
Classification consistency, therefore, is typically estimated from a single administration of a test. Similarly, a
student ds tr ue,sasdassification accuragy is also estinvatedfiora a single administration of a
test.

Analysis examined consi sECQperoynaneelalelssonaka,rHalenpa, f or t
MAakaukau, Kelakela and for a dichotomous split b

9.3.1 Method

Classification consistency and classification accuracy were estimated for all grade levels and content areas f
20210 p e r at PEO® assdssmEnis using the@®BASS computer software (Brennan, 2004). Estimates for
consistency and accuracy were estimated using the Livingston and Lewis (1995) procediufsSnidgBause

the assessments included polytomous itemsifiCdi®n consistency and classification accuracy were estimated
using the fouparameter beta distribution, because Livingston aigl ([1895) focused their procedure on this
distribution.

For each student, BBLASS calculates the expected score based on the analytic model. Across the entire san
expected scores are compared to actual scores incassiBisation table. Students whose expected and actual
performance levels agree aresiered accurately classified. With four performance levels, this means that the
analysis fills in a 4 by 4 matrix of expected and actual scorablé8feas an example).
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Table 9.6: Example of crossclassification table using four performance levels

Expected Kelakela Expected M ExpectedHolomua Expected Hotomaka
Actual Kelakela Accurate
Act ual Mn k g Accurate
Actual Holomua Accurate
Actual H@omaka Accurate

From the crosslassification table, BBLASS calculates the following indexes of consistency: proportion of
consistent decisions, chance proportion of consistent decisigmefttgon of consistent decisions that can be
expected to occur by chance), kappa (an index of agreement), and the probability of misclassification. For
classification accuracy,-BBASS provides the following indices: the probability of correct elissiftbe false
positive rate (the percentage of students classified in a performance level higher than expected by their true ¢
and the false negative rate (the percentage of students classified in a performance level lower than expected
true score). For ease of interpretation, proportions and probabilities are converted to percentages in the table
below. BBCLASS also provides two checks that the analytic procedure is functiosopgar€hialues are used to
evaluate model fit.

Results

All the analyses ran well and checks of function and fit were well within expectd@@b&s The sum of
bivariate probabilities should be 1.00 or very close to 1.00.-3tpeachivalues should not be overly large relative
to their degrees of freedom (df). These values are the same for the analysis of four performance levels and tt
analysisfahe proficient/norproficient split.

Table 9.7: Checks of Functioning and Fit with four performance levels

Subject | Grade | Sum of bivariate probabilities Likelihood Ratio | Pearson
Chi-Square | Degrees of freedcom| Chi—Squarel Degrees of freedcom

HLA 3 1.00 107.91 68 92.9 68
HLA 4 1.00 80.51 67 65.4 67
HLA 5 1.00 58.34 65 63.44 65
HLA 6 1.00 47.10 67 46.19 67
HLA 7 1.00 68.26 75 84.73 75
HLA 8 1.00 61.68 70 50.31 70
MA 3 1.00 188.71 74 134.08 74
MA 4 1.00 100.00 62 77.41 62
MA 5 1.00 84.69 65 71.12 65
MA 6 1.00 69.42 69 118.81 69
MA 7 1.00 66.66 66 73.71 66
MA 8 1.00 68.83 68 70.63 68
SC 8 1.00 37.45 65 36.03 65
SC 8 1.00 44.87 61 41.66 61

For analysis on four performance levels, classification consistency and accuracy resstsai@esgiven the

small sample size and the number of cells within thelassfication matriX¢ble9.8 andTable9.9). The

proportion of consistent decisions ranged from 44.74% for grade 7 mathematics to 75.65% for grade 6 Hawa
Language Arts (HLA). Quite consistentlyptioportion of consistent decisions was higher for HLA than for
mathematics. And generally, the proportion of consistent decisions was higher in the lower grade levels. The
was true for the probability of misclassification. Kappa values ranged foorgra2iz 7 mathematics to .68 for
grade 3 HLA.
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Table 9.8: Classification Consistency Results for four performance levels
Subject Proportion of Chance proportion of Kappa Probability of

consistent decisions consistent decisions misclassification

HLA 3 61.76% 50.01% 0.68 16.11%
HLA 4 70.24% 35.89% 0.54 29.76%
HLA 5 68.48% 27.42% 0.57 31.53%
HLA 6 75.65% 40.49% 0.59 24.35%
HLA 7 63.67% 26.55 0.51 36.34%
HLA 8 71.72% 32.22% 0.58 28.28%
MA 3 63.59% 33.86% 0.45 36.41%
MA 4 71.36% 41.01% 0.51 28.64%
MA 5 61.10% 33.14% 0.42 38.90%
MA 6 67.70% 35.59% 0.50 32.30%
MA 7 44.74% 33.37% 0.22 52.26%
MA 8 49.44% 31.80% 0.26 50.56%
SC 8 57.91% 27.72% 0.42 42.10%

Note. Grade Science is not included in analysis because in 2021 there was only a preliminary cut score for the nonproficipht/proficient s

The results for classification accuracy mirrored those for conststadey/ mathematics had the lowest
probability of correct classification (59.89%) and grade 3 HLA had the highest (88.45%). The same was true
false positive rate: grade 7 mathematics was 30.27%, and grade 3 HLA was 6.54%. The lowest &kse negativ
was for grade 3 HLA (5.01%), but the highest was for grade 8 SC (19.96%). In general, correct classification
false positive rates were better for HLA than for mathematitise fhaitse negative rates tended to be better for
mathematics than for HLA.

Table 9.9: Classification Accuracy Results for four performance levels
Subject Probability of correct False positive rate  False negative

classification rate

HLA 3 88.45% 6.54% 5.01%
HLA 4 77.22% 12.82% 9.96%
HLA 5 77.16% 12.34% 10.50%
HLA 6 81.63% 9.78% 8.60%
HLA 7 72.93% 14.24% 12.84%
HLA 8 77.96% 11.41% 10.63%
MA 3 73.70% 16.71% 9.58%
MA 4 79.05% 12.87% 8.09%
MA 5 71.03% 17.66% 11.31%
MA 6 76.67% 15.60% 7.73%
MA 7 57.89% 30.27% 11.84%
MA 8 59.28% 28.21% 12.52%
SC 8 67.18% 18.86% 13.96%

Note. Grade 5 science is not included in analysis because in 2021 there was only a preliminary cut score for tiferoficiprafipén

Analyses were also conducted to estimate classification consistency and accuracy using a gasfcegritnon
split Table9.10andTable9.1) . Thi s spl it was b e tomakeeperformanee leMaiskAs u k
expected, consistency and accuracy were much higher than those for the classification into four categories.

In terms of consistency, the proportion of consistent decisions ranged from 84.99% for grade 8 MA to 95.12%
grade 3 HLA. Probability of misclassification was lowest for grade 3 HLA (5.88%) and highest for grade 8
mathematics (15.01%) and grade 8 sc{@bd0%). Across the tests, results for consistency were mixed but the
mathematics tests tended to be slightly more consistent than the HLA tests when classifying students as eith
proficient or not proficient.
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Table 9.1Q Classification Consistency Results for a proficient/noproficient split

Subject Proportion of Chance proportion of Kappa Probability of
consistentdecisions consistent decisions misclassification

HLA 3 95.12% 74.27% 77 5.88%
HLA 4 87.23% 57.06% .70 12.78%
HLA 5 88.02% 53.34% 74 11.98%
HLA 6 90.51% 58.19% 77 9.49%
HLA 7 85.65% 50.74% 71 14.35%
HLA 8 88.39% 53.76% .75 11.61%
MA 3 91.30% 67.00% 74 8.70%
MA 4 91.66% 70.43% 72 8.35%
MA 5 89.21% 66.79% .68 10.80%
MA 6 93.35% 71.30% 77 6.65%
MA 7 85.06% 64.87% .57 14.94%
MA 8 84.99% 63.62% .59 15.01%
SC 8 92.84% 83.15% .57 7.16%
SC 8 85.00% 54.21% .67 15.00%

Results for accuracy were also somewhat mixed across all 14 tests, but as with consistency, the mathematic
to be slightly more accurate than the HLA tests when classifying students as either proficient or not proficient
probability of correatlassification was lowest for grade 8 mathematics (89.55) and highest for grade 3 HLA
(95.85%). The false positive rate ranged from 2.39% for Grade 3 HLA to 8.36% for grade 7 mathematics. The
negative rate was lowest for grade 5 science (1.57%hastfor grade 8 science (4.86%).

Table 9.11 Classification Accuracy Results for a proficient/nofproficient split
Subject Probability of correct False positive rate  False negative

classification rate

HLA 3 95.85% 2.39% 1.76%
HLA 4 90.92% 5.06% 4.02%
HLA 5 91.47% 4.73% 3.80%
HLA 6 93.28% 3.41% 3.31%
HLA 7 89.75% 5.48% 4.77%
HLA 8 91.75% 4.31% 3.94%
MA 3 93.83% 3.87% 2.30%
MA 4 94.08% 3.62 % 2.30%
MA 5 92.46% 4.45% 3.09%
MA 6 95.34% 2.61% 2.06%
MA 7 89.39% 8.36% 2.25%
MA 8 89.55% 7.36% 3.09%
sc 5 94.85% 3.58% 1.57%
sc 8 89.41% 5.72% 4.86%

9.3.2.Conclusions

Il n general, the classi fi c@&0Owaseasonabla and & expectedygiven thed a

number of performance levels and sample size. Classification accuracy was good for the prpficfentfmon
split. All but one test had a probability of correct classification above 90%, and no test hagavialsganeger
5%.
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Chapter 10 : Fairness

Tests that impinge on the rights and life chances of individuals are(@Grarbati, di983al6).

10.1Fairness and Accessibility

Fairness and accessibility of the assessment are aamgidatation of any testing program. The Standards for
Educational and Psychological Testing emphasize the importance of tests minimizing construct irrelevant var
for all groups of students to allow for valid interpretations to be made fromsbertss{AERA/APA/NCME,

2014). Building evidence in support of fairness includes statistical analysis of item functioning for different grc
of students (e.g., Differential ltem Functioning) and understanding how students are thinking about the items
cognitive interviews).

The testing program analyzed operational test data fairness as defined by AERA/APA/NCME (2014):

Standard 3.QAll steps in the testing process, including test design, validation, development, administrat
and scoring procedures, should be designed in such a manner as to minimizéricesanicvariance

and to promote valid score interpretations for teaded uses for all examinees in the intended
population (p. 63).

For the Kaiapuni Assess meQ)tfairress artel dogcessibility veere an inteQral pact of
the development process. An important factor for this assessment was language. Language is the marker of
and has avisionofthepastpr esent and future: oOLanguage not onr
expressions of social relationships, individual friendships as well as community knowledge, a wealth of organ
experiences, rules about social relationships plus ideastabmaft, science, poetry, song, life, death and languag
itself. o6 (Baker, 20 1-Kangap (2009 lerms& aneotterrguenlanguage, auch aS ther t n
Hawaiian | anguage, is an act of rrentpacenretteworldas wi t
indigenous peoples, and imagining the future of our language, culture, and community througHankgaaggian
lens. These benefits and rights have been confirmed by the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoj
(2008)

The language diversity of the Kaiapuni students represents a range based on their home language and time
into the Kaiapuni system. However, all students in 3rd and 4th grade are educated exclusively in Hawaiian. T
language acquisition of emagdilingual students presents a challenge to test development but also an opportL
to explore ways to more appropriately engage and assess students. Research has shown that emerging bilin
possess ocognitive and rhamagluiimgueal P& a(cMe rckeesn ,t hku c
and that these traits and differences should be examined and evaluated independently in order to best under
their unique characteristics (Menken, et al., 2014; Mislevy & Duran, 2014). FaninEloi$sl & Trumbull

(2003) state that these specific and unique mental processes of bilingual students should be a foremost conc
test development to ensure students are interpreting the items as intended. In addition, research suggests th
myriadproblems can arise when students are taught in one academic language and tested in another. Theref
correspondence should exist between the language of assessment and the language of instruction (Abedi et
Keiffer et al., 2009).

Page | 92



Accessibility for students with disabilities as well as studentrwdHawaiian language fluency is also a key
factor in the dEvAsdesspantgmdgrams ¢an dfténencludidNitems that are composed of
complicated text and syntax. Through language and sentence modification, the assessment content can be n
more accessible to students (Abedi, Hofstetter, & Lord, 2004). For example, research shows specific languag
modifications, such as reducing low frequency vocabulary and thbeipassgive voice can improve scores for
low and average ELL students (Abedi, Hofstetter, & Lord, 2004; Cavanaugh, 2008). This is one of the more
effective modifications for emerging bilingual students. There is also little evidence that simplifyfiiggor modi
assessment language was a threat to validity (Keiffer et al., 2009). It is important to identify factors that may
threaten validity, including studentsd | evel of
school location there are geographic differences based on thesisidedts live on

In addition, it is imperative that students with disabilities have opportunities to fully participate in the assessm
T h e @ONpecifies accommodations for students with disabilities that mirror those used by the HIDOE for tl
statewide assessmermgrams. Students with a range of disabilities were considered when developing researcl
focused on fairness and accessibility. Fairness and accessibility are monitored by the assessment program ir
ways:

Documentation of it e rEOweveldpinantgncladeddraining v hoe o evalliatee
items for potential bias in order to explicitly support and guide educators who wrote and reviewed item
0OTeachers can br i ng tablkmpoacerhirgitdms and itlentifymapotentiahsources
of cultural and | inguistic biasdé (Trumbull &
trained specifically on what to look for with regard to bias, students with disatuiliaeguage. These
aspects were included in item writing and review training. The training will continue to be revised as wi
understand more about the items through the validity studies (e.g., cognitive interview, alignment studi

Cognitive Interviews: I tems are included on a
analyses to evaluate differences in cognitive processes required by a subset of items. Based on the fo
the interviews, a variety of items aedand students are sampled based on different factors (e.qg., differe
levels of Hawaiian language background, achievement levels) (see Cognitive Interview Chapter 8 in th
and Chapter 10 in the 2018 Technical Reports). These cognitive intgrloesvihexhought processes
that students use to solve ¢ omiEO0.€ognitve imdeviewswsere a
conducted with students in 2015, 2016, and 2018. Cognitive interviews were not conducted in 2017 du
increased levelsitdm development for grade8.9n 2018, cognitive interviews were conducted in grades
5-8 and will resume when schauks reopened to visitors post pandemic.

10.2 Differential Item Functioning

The testing program conducted Differential ltem Functioning (DIF) analyses to examine the degree to which
individual items might have differential response patterns between demographic groups (e.g., boys versus gil
pattern emerged, items were emachfor potential bias.

The sample size for the tests were notably low relative to statewide accountability assessments. Using Winst
allow the psychometric team to conduct DIF, and research supports the use of DIF for instruments of moders
length with the given samplees{Scott, Fayers, Aaronson, Bottomley, de Graeff, Groenvold, Gundy, Koller,
Petersen, Sprangers, 2009). However, given the small sarhple side® Assessment Tedocused on
running DIF on only the gender and free or redpoed lunch status subgps, which were fairly balanced in
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terms of numbers of students. Other subgroups were considered but due to the imbalance across the subgro
the research team deemed that there were insufficient data (i.e., in 2016, approximately 97% of students wer
an IEP or 504 plan, only 1%nreenigrant, and 85% of students were Hawaiian or Pacific Islander).

DIF was conducted in the Winsteps program using the Maste$zel (MH) procedure and a DIF contrast
(Linacre 20120 ppendix | provides the Winsteps DIF outptlitee MH procedure calculates the odds that two
groups of students who are at the same level of achievement will answer the item correctly. The MH procedu
accommodate polytomous responses and the Winsteps procedures are robust for missing datatth¢owever
Rasch model, MH can over identify items with DIF and statistical methods shoelldseot with small sample
sizes. Linacre (2012) proposed that the preferable method for identifying DIF is by using the contrast method
DIF contrast conducted in Winsteps compares the difference between the average measure score for the twc
groups ointerest.

For the current DIF study, the team conducted the analyses for each of the grade and content &blel tests (
101). Items were flagged faotential DIF if the DIF contrast exceeded .64 (Linacre, 2012). items were flagged ¢
having a contrast greater than .64 or less.@%an

Any item flagged was reviewed by the UH team with the goal of understanding any context or wording issues
may have caused the differences. Across the items, the team was unable to identify any reasons for the DIF.
items that were flagged folalso had been reviewed during the Rasch and Classical Test Theory analyses al
part of that process, were identified as candidates to be removed in future administrations

Table 1Q1: DIF Items and Review Results

Subject

Item Harder for
Students eligible
for FRL

Iltems Harder for
Studens not
eligible for FRL

Iltem Harder
for Girls

Iltems Harder
for Boys

HLA - 1026, 104, 113, 158 127, 1285, 94, 95, 1 119
HLA 1016 1017 8 13,1017 23 56,57, 62, 63
HLA 711, 1208 . 1183 716, 1208
647, 691, 651, 682,
HLA 1172, 667, 676 668 667, 1170, 701, 700 661, 687, 692
663
1118, 886, 843, 903, 87 885, 774, 1178, 869, 871 1185, 903, 879, 891, 8
HLA 884 839, 834 762, 887, 875, 874 829, 876, 1104
917, 929, 848, 793, 107" 867, 848, 91693, 1105
HLA 785, 914, 810, 910 1168, 763 708 802, 1210, 925, 924 i
MA 231'995igg4’209'21‘ 992, 368 182, 1036 225, 172
MA 244, 259 109, 1005, 239, 1010, 2¢ 252, 168, 1010 244, 154
MA 1217'113fag44'420’4‘ 417, 460 420, 1229 1130, 439
577, 478,575,521, 1256, 484, 567, 1225
MA 585, 580, 1225, 512 553, 482 o prapei(s
1066, 1234, 555, 557, &I ) 564, 1066, 559, 1234
MA o 475,513, 492,523,521 555,536,561, 562 g o0 %30 &
569, 601, 591, 1228, 58 504, 569, 573, 531, 620, 1273, 576, 548, 5
MA 542 586, 556, 532, 11¢ 51 1273,126948, 1218 55" 595" 588 114¢ 1218, 611
sC 1366, 1348 1357, 1360 1353, 1360 1357, 1337
980, 958, 1110, 983, 12¢ 983, 951, 977, 1205, 9
, 958, 1110, 983, 984, 944, 945, 958, 283, 951, 977, 1205,
| 1258, 961, 946, 1260, 12 , 944,945, 958, “g27 950 975, 083, 95
SC 984,949, 984,949, 97" " 951’ 946, 944, 980, 958 1096: 984,944,958 o35 ") 550 956 967, 9
10 979, 1056 =
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UH staff conducted a review of potential bias of language used as well as content used for the question (i.e.,
knowledge or activities that traditionally were reserved for a specific gender or might be impacted by socio
economic status). First, this adddil review found no apparent reason for gender bias. Two potential reasons fc
this lack of bias were identified. First, in the Hawaiian language, pronouns are not gender specific. For examy
wordd ia can mean he, she, or it and is dependergonthe ader 6 s i nter pretation
names in general are not gender specific, unless they are transliterations from an English name, and these ty
names were not used on these questions. Because of this difference in ldniyadgekasf gendspecificity,
guestions could potentially not be as prone to gender bias as they would be in English. UH staff will continue
review questions with potential gender bias during the item development process as well as in fthaaalysis o
administrations of the assessment.

UH KEXD assessment staff also reviewed these items feesmuaonic bias and found no apparent reason for
socieeconomic bias towards non FRL students. In the review of items that were flagged as more difficult for F
students, two potential reasomnstiiis bias were identified. The first had to do with context, particularly for
mathematics questions that were word problems or that had a context that may be unfamiliar for students froi
lower socieeconomic backgrounds. While FRL students may notdmeiler to some of these contexts (i.e.,
flying in an airplane), these contexts are certa
understanding of a question. The second reason has to do with exposure to language. Many of the questions
identified as being more difficult for FRL students included references and analysis of figurative language. Lo
socieeconomic students may have less exposure to language in general, and more figurative forms of the Ha
language in particular. Tisisiot always the case but could be a reason for these items being flagged for this
particul ar 6EQ assessment staffwilllkcdntinue to review questions with potential bias towards FRL
students during the item development process, as welleaanalitsis of future administrations of the assessment.

10.2.1 DIF Based onSurvey Results

After compl eting the HL AEOostudemsaateladmmistered@ survayshat asksatvoeit
their Hawaiian Language usdgblel02).

Table 102: Survey Items used to Determine Hawaiian Language Usage
When Bm with friends at school, we speak Hawaiian
When Bm with friends outside of school, we speak Hawaiian

| understand what ntgacher says in Hawaiian
My teacher speaks Hawaiian in the classroom
| think in Hawaiian
When | 8dm wjwe bpeanpawdiiaami | vy
| like to write letters or stories in Hawaiian
| like to read stories in Hawaiian
It is easier for me to spddkwaiian rather than English

The student responses were used to assign students a survey score on the RASCH logit metric. Any student
logit score of less than 0 was categorized as having lower Hawaiian language usage. Any student with a logi
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greater or equal to zero was categorized as having Hawaiian langudgbled@geshows the items flagged for
DIF based on studentsd rating of their Hawaii an
COVID-19 impacts

Table 103: Hawaiian Language Usage DIF

subject Harder for students rating their HI low Harder for students whorated their HI high
3 HLA 89, 137, 156 95, 97, 384, 145
4 HLA 13, 54, 46 38
5 HLA 1215, 672, 718, 707, 1208 644, 636, 1222, 677, 625, 714, 684
6 HLA 691, 682, 692, 697, 669, 663 635, 1075, 1172, 674, 701
7 HLA 883, 1098, 811, 876 886, 903, 88Q,179
8 HLA 916, 793, 893, 905 772,910, 1078, 917, 1127, 855, 764, 766
3 MA 13083, 215, 992, 233, 189 178, 198
4 MA 166, 103 170, 244, 1010, 240, 274, 258
5 MA 417, 1223, 420, 439, 429, 1093 414, 436
6 MA 577, 487, 575, 521 571, 482
7 MA 483, 5591247, 1252, 467, 471, 543, 1264 475, 516, 1066, 555, 513, 1244
8 MA 615, 1138, 582, 529, 556 604, 576, 1141, 1268
5 SC 1348, 1325, 1363 1369, 1327, 1366, 1370, 1368, 1318
8 SC 947, 984, 986, 1056, 1110, 975 971, 945, 958, 983, 951, 959
UH staff reviewed the items based on the student

discernable pattern for items flagged for lower or higher language use categbezatwere some questions

that may have used higher level vocabulary or grammatical patterns, were word problems or extended respo
guestions, as well as figurative language, but there was no pattern seen within an entire group of questions o
test @ for either groups of students. If questions did usddvighlanguage, it was done in order to align with a
content standard.
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Chapter 11 : Scaling and Results

11.1. Scaling

Based on the results of the 2015 field test, researchers determined that Rasch analyses are appropriate for s
test scores (e.g., the model converged with few iterations, test statistics were acceptable). The scaling proce:
transforms the initial Raslogit scale for the items and examinees into units of measurement that are more eas
interpreted. The foll owi n@EOtestschles(Yeral99gr e used f o

Scale scores should be whole numbers.

Scale scores scales need enough precision to handle the precision of the logit scores.

Scale score scales need enough range, especially at the high end to allow for increase in difficulty of t
over administrations and years.

3rd and 4th grade scales should be set so itd
Scales can be the same for the same grade in different content areas to aid in user friendliness, but th
must meet other criteria.

Discussions between the psychometric staff and the project staff about scaling resulted in each grade level te
being transformed to have a mean of 500 and a standard deviatidalleb01 shows the Rasch scaling
constants used to placEOitems sodl esxamoneeacbnyeée

Table 111 Scaling Constants

Grade Mean Sd
Mathematics
3 515.7501 39.4276
4 551.1439 68.0442
S 565.924 74.9049
6 644.0309 84.5304
7 580.8718 72.1669
8 611.5326 72.6965
3 528.7454 50.9541
4 514.1317 56.4491
5 527.8135 52.7446
6 537.5123 56.0902
7 562.559 60.5407
8 535.0402 52.4211

Science

|

571.9933 69.4905
8 612.6851 67.8289

As part of transforming the test forms to an interpretable scale, lowest obtainable scale scores (LOSS) and h
obtainable scale scores (HOSS) also need to be set. These scores help ensure that students who score very
very high on the test dotmeceive scores that are also associated with an extremely large degree of error. The
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following criteria were taken into account when making recommendations for the LOSS and HOSS for each ¢
level (Yen 1991):

Setting LOSS
" The LOSS should be low enough that is does not create a floor effect.
The LOSS should be high enough that the SE for LOSS < 15 x Min (SE); this criterion can be difficult t
meet for some tests.
Usually the LOSS should be lower than the lowest number correct score but can be higher if this resul
too high an SE.
The SE should change smoothly over lower levels of the test.
The LOSS gap (b/w LOSS and 1 item correct) should be in the same ballpark as the Penultimate Loss
(b/w 1 item correct and 2 items correct).
The LOSS gap should change smoothly over levels.

Setting HOSS
" The HOSS should be high enough that is does not create ceiling effects.
The HOSS should be sufficiently high to allow for a high scale score at 1 item wrong.
The HOSS should be low enough that the SE for HaSsx<Min (SE).
The SE should change smoothly over levels.
The HOSS gap (b/w HOSS and 1 item wrong) should be in the same ballpark as the Penultimate HOS
(b/w 1 item wrong and 2 items wrong).
The HOSS gap should change smoothly over levels; it is more difficult, and less important, to keep the
smooth over levels than it is to keep the SE(HOSS) values smooth over levels.

Tablell2 provides for LOSS and HOSS for each grade level as well as score intervals for the performance le
Values for LOSS and&a®esSalesand emanednstdntacross téseadnkinistrations
from year to year. The values for the HO&® specifically set with the consideration that the testing program
would need to accommodate potential improvements in performance on future operational administrations ar
avoid ceiling effects in later years.

Table 1122 @@ Test Scale LOSS and HOSS
Grade LOSS(SE) Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 HOSS(SE)
Mathematics
3 350(~30) LOSS473 474512 513545 546HOSS 750(~72)
4 350(~35) LOSS486 487534 535556 557HOSS 750 (~35)
5 350(~40) LOSS485 486532 533557 558HOSS 750(~33)
6 350(~43) LOSS477 478536 537573 574HOSS 750(~31)
7 350(~51) LOSS488 489532 533557 558HOSS 750(~28)
8 350(~53) LOSS487 488526 527554 555HOSS 750(~27)
Hawaiian Language Arts
3 350(~32) LOSS493 494530 531640 64EHOSS 750(~41)
4 350(~29) LOSS498 499519 520576 57*HOSS 750(~42)
5 350(~33) LOSS485 486508 509550 55EHOSS 750(~40)
6 350(~30) LOSS487 488509 510558 559HOSS 750(~35)
7 350(~37) LOSS483 484514 515559 560HOSS 750(~30)
8 350(~30) LOSS494 495520 521532 533HOSS 750(~34)
5 300 (~54) LOSS569 570HOSS 750 (~32)
8 350(~49) LOSS497 498526 527554 555HOSS 750(~26)
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It should be noted that scaling is sample dependent. When data is scakahiplenta have a mean of 500, that
mean is a local mean. The average score of the sample could be given 509,08, 27.5Mut it will

always be the average of that particular sample. So transforming a logit scale to a scale score toEsenot mear
test scores are independent of that sample. This means that steps must be taken to ensure that scores from
administrations across successive years have equivalent meaning in terms of achievement for the different s.
of students who participateeach administration. This process is known as equating.

Grades 3 and 4 Equating

The psychometric team equated scores from the 2021 operational tests in grades 3 and 4 for Hawaiian langu
and mat he ma@EQ tess scales estaliished i112016. The equating process places the operational tes
onto the established scaledach respective grade and content area and helps ensure consistency in the
interpretation of scores from one year to the next. For example, a student scale score of 500 on the 2021
operational test should mean the same in terms of achievement as scatadeore of 500 on the 2016
assessment.

Grade 3 and 4 operational t e stO testscalesusingwreananor igemmu a t
procedurg also known as common item linkinprough the Rasch model and Winsteps program (Linacre,
2016). Anchor item equating uses known paravadéies of items on the established scale to place items from a
current administration onto the established scale.

Prior to the 2019 operational administration, all items from the test were used as anchors for the equating. St
with the 2019 administration, the Hawaiian language arts and mathematics operational tests were updated b
removing a selection of itenmslaeplacing these items with new items. Thus, anchor parameter estimates were
available for all items on these four operational tests. The 2019 operational tests were equated using a subse
items from the test, known as an anchor set.

The anchor sets for grades 3 and 4 Hawaiian language arts and mathematics will provide the foundation for
equating for 2019 and beyond and will remain consistent from year to year. In general, the anchor sets were
so that they represent a miniatuersion of the operational test, particularly in terms of the range of item
difficulties and range of content. The following specific criteria were used to select the anchor sets.

The anchor sets were selected so that they represent the major content categories of the test (i.e., domains)
same proportion as they are represented in the operational test. Ideally, this proportion is measured by the nt
of points rather tharmé number of items, with an allowable variance of £10%. The anchor sets also were selec
to span the range of difficulty of the operational test. In other words, the items included in the anchor sets var
difficulty as the operational test itemgedaexcept that the anchor sets do not include any items of extreme
difficulty or easiness.

Other criteria for selecting the anchor sets included the following: The anchor sets include items from the diff
item types included in the operational test and in the same proportion (£10%). Extended response items, hov
tend to be easily rememdxt by teachers and students, so the anchor sets do not include this item format unles
this format was the only one assessing a particular domain. If anchor items are associated with a reading pas
the passage will be of average length avoidingeytteng or extremely short passages. The anchor sets also we
selected so that they represent approximately 20% of the operational test in terms of the number of points.
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In terms of performance characteristics, the anchor sets do not include any items that exhibit poor model fit, |
DIF, or low discrimination. Anchor items are placed in the same relative position in each operational test
administration, with a minimurhleeing in the same third of the test, but anchor items are placed at the very
beginning or end of the test or any session. Finally, no changes are allowed to anchor items once they have |
selected and administered. Neither changes in wording nos ehémgevay the item is administered are allowed.
Either of these could affect the 1 temds perfor ma

Prior to the 2019 operational administration of the tests, an equating study was osimgletiedfrom previous
operational assessmentsvaluathe anchor sets in terms of content, psychometric properties and the potential
impact of their use for equating on student scores (Englert, 2018). The equating study found that the content
anchor sets for grades 3 and 4 Hawaiian language arédhamdatics was typically within 5% of each content
criteria relative to the operational test, with amyekceptions for grade 4 math and only one instance where the
content exceeded the 10% criterion by 1%.

ltem parameters (i.e., difficulty and discrimination) from 2016 and 2018 were compared to evaluate stability o
time. In general, item parameters were stable, although the analyses revealed some items with poor fit that w
eliminated as potential anckiems.

Test statistics and impact on scores of the anchor sets was evaluated by comparing results from the 2018 te:
equated using all items (the previous method) and the same tests equated using only the anchor sets. Tests
(difficulty, model SE, amdliability) from the two methods of equated were compared for all four tests and founc
to be similar, especially in terms of the model SE and reliability. The overall test difficulty did change slightly ¢
each test, with grade 3 and 4 HLA becomiglgtlglmore difficult and grade 3 and 4 Math becoming slightly easie
These differences in difficulty were less than .05.

The final analysis focused on the degree to which the use of the selected anchor sets affected the performan
of students by applying cut scores to the data equated using the two methods. In grade 3 math and grade 4 t
the two equating methodsuked in all students being placed in the same performance level. Anchor set equati
resulted in 11 students in grade 4 math increasing by one performance level, and in 17 students in grade 3 H
decreasing one performance level. No students in thasstsaghanged from proficient to-4pooficient or vice

versa as a result of the anchor set equating.

For the202Dbperational analyses, anchor items were evaluated to ensure that they are functioning in the same
manner across test administrations. For Hawaiian language arts and mathematics, items in the anchor sets v
evaluated; for science, all items were usadhassand evaluated. Evaluations included scatterplots of the best fi
line to examine the degree to which the items fit across the two test administrations (see Englert, 2018). Also
examined were other item indices, such as the difficulty paramweaites,@nd item correlations to evaluate item
stability. If an item differs between its operational parameter estimates and its anchor estimates, it might indic
that the item is not suitable as an anchor item and should be considered for removalrfcbor thet. The two
administrations also were compared to examine the overall difficulty, test characteristic curves, changes in
percentages of students in the performance levels, and estimates of classification consistency and classificat
accuracy. Tgse examinations showed that the anchor set equating was functioning sufficiently well.
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Using the anchor items for each respective test, and the appropriate scaling constants and LOSS and HOSS
described above, each t e stO tesiascale.[Stoeedistributiona forteach graldes
and content area along with measureareors are provided Appendix G.

Grades 5, 6, 7 and 8 Equating

The psychometric team equated scores from the 2021 operational tests in grades 5, 6, 7, and 8 Hawaiian lan
arts, and mat hemat i c stEO teshsdalegastabtiseed B 204 The egeaéng pracess h
places the operational tests onto the established scale for each respective grade and content area and helps
consistency in the interpretation of scores from one year to the next. For exstagsde; scale score of 500 on

the 2021 operational test should mean the same in terchseoEment as a student scale score of 500 on the 201
assessment.

Grades 5, 6, 7, and 8 Hawaiian language arts, and mathematics; and grade 8 science operational test scores
equated to t&E®tesessdesa usihgas dnehdr itetnprodedise known as common item

linkingi through the Rasch model and Winsteps program (Li2@té3, Anchor item equating uses known
parameter values of items on the established scale to place items from a current administration onto the esta
scale.

In 2021, all items from the Hawaiian Language Arts grades 6, 7, & 8, and from mathematics grades 5, 6, 7, ¢
were used as anchors for the equating. Due to a change in displacement from 2019 to 2021, one item was re
from the grade Hawaiian Laiage Arts anchor group and two items were removed from the grade 8 science
anchor group.

After the 2022 administration, an anchor study will be conducted to determine the best items for an anchor se
Then starting with the 2023 administration, the Hawaiian language arts and mathematics operational tests wi
updated by removing a selectibitasns and replacing these items with new items. And the 2023 operational tes
will be equated using a subset of items from the test, known as an anchor set.

Using the anchor items for each respective test, and the appropriate scaling constants and LOSS and HOSS
described above, each t e stO tesiascale.[Btoeedistributiona forteach gralaes
and content area along with measurement errors are provigpdndix G.

11.2. Quality Assurance and Forensic Analysis

After the 2@1data were scaled, the psychometric team conducted a series of checks on thgpgatad(S&e
for additional details). These checks provided greater detail to the HIDOE about the veracity of the results be
reporting. The analyses included:

Examination of proficiency level distributions from 2016, 2017 220113019

Examination of the changes in school level percent proficient results from year to year to understand
patterns in growth;

Forensic analyses that included examining student response patterns by school, person fit statistics.
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These results wer e pr oEDdssessmendstaff. Waile kbld&iditize patierds cauld
be seen in the test scores, these results could be used to inform future test administration training or monitor

11.3. Standard Setting Results

After the administration of the first operational assessn®919 t h e TEQ Assésdinent staff contracted
with a leading national expert in standard setting, EdMetric (see Standard Setting report for a full description
process, participants, and results).

11.4. Grades 3 - 8 Hawaiian Language Arts and Math & Grade 8 Science

The standard setting provided cut scores for each of four achievement @mékdidevel 1), Holomua (Level
2) , MAkaukau (Level 3), and Kelakela (Level 4).
equi val ent cut <Eogbshlangdfageraccauptabibty tésts.iTlee mesults are meported below for
each test and demographic reporting category for 2021.
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Hawaiian Language Arts Grade 3

Table 113: Redacted State ReporHawaiian Language Arts Grade 3

Summary Data - Spring 2021

Dat a

Numberof | Average Scale 544 Do %ofa'uder:ts in| %D‘E)tuder'ns in %G‘S‘tudel:ns in % cmeder:E in
Students Tested Score Std. Dev. n Le&fel .1 n Levelzl n Levell3 n .Lg\rel‘lt
Beginning Developing Proficient Distinguished
{;&aﬁup Schools) n 477 51 188 67.8% 47 17.0% 4 14.8% 1 0.4%
Language Background
English 257 476 50 78 68.6% 42 16.3% 5 13.68% 1 0.4%
Hawaiian 18 402 48 8 44.4% 5 27.8% 5 7.8% 0 0.0%
Samoan o | o | o o o o | o |
Tagalog o = o = o o o o = o =
IEP N o g o g o o o o g o g
¥ o o o o o o o o ] o ]
504 Plan N o = o = o o o o = o =
¥ o o o o ] o ] o o o o
Lunch Status N 12 405 5 i 53.3% 2% 20.5% £l 254% i 0.8%
Numberof | Average Scale ot Dew % of&'uder.ns in| % of S‘tuder.lﬁ in| % of S‘tudel:ns in % G'Smder'ﬁs in
Students Tested iy Std. Dew. n Le'\fel _1 n Level 2 n Level3 n _L_E\rel_4
Beginning Developing Proficient Distinguished
[Tﬁmup Schools) i 477 51 188 67.0% 47 17.0% 4 14.8% 1 0.4%
Federal Ethnicity
m‘f_ﬂc‘!“ i o 2] o 2] o o o o 2] o 2]
Asian o o o o o o o o o o o
Hispanic 57 488 i 44 7.2% 10 17.5% 3 5.3% 0 0.0%
Multiple 35 485 60 18 51.4% 7 20.0% 10 28.6% 0 0.0%
Pacific [slander 78 476 52 124 60.3% n 15.1% n 15.1% 1 0.6%
White o o o o o o o o o o o
State Ethnicity
:r:‘i:can A o x| o x| o o o o x| o x|
Black o o o o o o o o o o o
Chinese o o o o o o o o o o o
Filipine 11 472 L 7 §3.6% 1 0.1% 3 7.3% 0 0.0%
Hispanic o x] o x] o o o o x] o x]
Japanese = o o o o o o = o o o
Harean o x| o x| o o o o x| o x|
Micronesian o o o o o o o o o o o
Muttiple o o o o o o o o o o o
Mative Hawailan 24 475 45 158 71.0% % 16.6% 2 12.8% 1 0.4%
Other Pacific Islander o o o o o o o o o o o
Portuguese o o o o o o o o o o o
Samoan o x| o x| o o o o x| o x|
Tongan o o o o o o o o o o o
White 12 479 M 8 66.7% 2 16.7% 2 16.7% 1] 0.0%
* Total for all four achievement levels combined may not equal 100% due to rounding.
masked to comply with reporting privac gui del i
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Table 114: Redacted State ReporHawaiian Language Arts Grade 4

Hawaiian Language Arts Grade 4 Summary Data - Spring 2021
;I;:l‘la:ll.lp Schools) 253 496 43 125 49 4% 52 20.6% 63 24 9% 13 51%
Language Background
English 244 7 B 120 49.2% 52 21.3% 60 246% 12 4.9%
Hawaiian o o o o o o o o o o o
Japanese o =] o a o o o o o o o
IEP N 239 499 48 12 46.9% 51 21.3% 63 26.4% 13 5.4%
Y 14 446 28 13 92.9% 1 T1% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
504 Plan N o o o o o o o o o o o
Y o o o o o o o o o o o
Lunch Status N 108 508 49 42 38.9% 2 20.4% 35 324% g 8.3%
Y 145 487 46 a3 57.2% 30 20.7% 28 19.3% 4 2.8%
Migrant N o o o o o o o o o o o
Y o o o o o o o o o o o
Gender
Female 130 510 a7 52 40.0% 26 20.0% a1 315% 1" 8.5%
Male 123 481 45 73 59.3% 26 21.1% 22 17.9% 2 1.6%
e T oo |, NOSeme e wam ese
Beginning Developing Proficient Distinguished
;I::Itla:‘ LIP Schools) 253 496 48 125 49.4% 52 20.6% 63 249% 13 51%
Federal Ethnicity
Asian ] ] o o o ] ] o o o ]
Hispanic 48 488 4 2 56.3% 1 229% 8 16.7% 2 42%
Multiple 7 514 4 7 259% 1 40.7% 7 259% 2 T4%
Pacific Islander 167 493 al 89 53.3% 2 17.4% 4 246% 8 48%
White ] ] o o o ] ] o o o ]
State Ethnicity
Black o o o o o o o o o o o
Chinese ] ] o o o ] ] o o o ]
Filiping o o o o o o o o o o o
Japanese ] ] o o o ] ] o o o ]
Multiple o o o o o o o o o o o
Native Hawaiian 202 491 49 110 54.5% 7 18.3% 45 22.3% 10 5.0%
Other Pacific Istander o o o o o o o o o o o
Part-Hawaiian ] ] o o o ] ] o o o ]
Portuguese o o o o o o o o o o o
Samoan ] ] o o o ] ] o o o ]
Tongan o o o o o o o o o o o
White 17 514 40 5 29.4% 5 29.4% L] 353% 1 59%

* Total for all four achievement levels combined may not equal 100% due to rounding.
i Data masked to comply with reporting privacy guidelines
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Table 115: Redacted State ReporHawaiian Language Arts Grade 5

Hawaiian Language Arts Grade 5 Summary Data - Spring 2021
T e L B
Beginning Developing Proficient Distinguished
Iﬂol'lal!l LIP Schools) 252 400 50 17 46.4% 41 16.3% 82 246% 32 127%
Language Background
English 235 490 49 11 47 2% 40 17.0% 56 238% 28 11.9%
French o o o o o o o o o o o
Hawaiian 13 485 69 5 38.5% 1 T7% 5 38.5% 2 15.4%
Japanese o o o o o o o o o o o
Portuguese o o o o o o o o =] o =]
IEP N 241 403 49 108 44 8% 39 16.2% 62 257% 32 133%
Y 1 439 34 9 81.8% 2 18.2% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
504 Plan N o o o o o ] o o a o o
Y o o o o o o o o o o o
Lunch Status N 114 501 53 43 37.7% 17 14.9% 33 28.9% 21 18.4%
Y 138 481 46 74 53.6% 24 17.4% 29 21.0% 11 2.0%
Migrant N o o o o o a o o a o o
Y o =} o o =] o =] = o o o
Gender
Female 142 499 49 57 40.1% 24 16.9% 38 268% 23 16.2%
Male 110 479 50 60 54 5% 17 15.5% 24 21.8% 9 B82%
sudens Tested| " Siare | S0 " Begimig " | ooviogs | " Promen " | ostnguishes
Iholtlagl LIP Schools) 252 400 50 17 46 4% 4 16.3% 62 24 6% 32 127%
Federal Ethnicity
ﬁ':‘:::“" e o o o o o o o o o o o
Asian o o o o o = o o o o =
Hispanic 55 486 47 27 49.1% 13 23.6% 10 18.2% 5 9.1%
Multiple 36 519 49 ] 25.0% 2 5.6% 14 38.9% 1" 30.6%
Pacific Islander 155 485 50 79 51.0% 24 15.5% 37 23.9% 15 9.7%
White o o o o o o o o o o o
State Ethnicity
ﬁ:ﬁ:‘“ Indian or Alaska o o o o o o o o o o o
Black o o o o o o o o o o o
Chinese o o o o o o o o o o o
Filipino 12 522 51 2 16.7% 0 0.0% 5 MNT% 5 41.7%
Hispanic o o o o o o o o o o o
Japanese o o o o o o o o o o o
Multiple o o o o o o o o o o o
Native Hawaiian 194 485 49 99 51.0% 32 16.5% 44 227% 19 9.8%
Other Asian o o o o o o o o o o o
Other Pacific Islander = o o o o o = o o o o
Portuguese o o o o o o o o o o o
Samoan o o o o o o o o o o o
Tongan o o o o o o o o o o o
White o o o o o o o o o o o

* Total for all four achievement levels combined may not equal 100% due to rounding.
1 Data masked t o guidelimgsl y with reporting privacy




Table 116: Redacted State ReporHawaiian Language Arts Grade 6

Hawaiian Language Arts Grade 6 Summary Data - Spring 2021
R o B I L I LT L ok
Beginning Developing Proficient Distinguished
;I.-Aol‘la:l LIP Schools) 165 478 56 95 57.6% 21 12.7% 3 22.4% 12 7.3%
Language Background
English 149 478 b5 86 57 7% 18 12.1% 35 235% 10 6.7%
Hawaiian 15 475 66 9 60.0% 2 13.3% 2 133% 2 13.3%
Samoan o o o o o o o o o o o
IEP N 151 483 54 82 54 3% 21 13.9% 36 238% 12 7.9%
Y 14 419 ETS 13 92 9% 0 0.0% 1 T 1% 0 0.0%
504 Plan N o o o o o o o o o o o
Y o o o o o o o o o o o
Lunch Status N 76 485 58 38 50.0% 12 15.8% 19 250% 7 92%
Y 89 472 53 57 64 0% 9 10.1% 18 202% 5 5.6%
Migrant N o o o o o o o o o o o
Y o o o o o o o o o o o
Gender
Female a1 488 54 44 48 4% 1 12.1% 30 33.0% 6 6.6%
Male 74 464 55 51 68.9% 10 13.5% 7 9.5% 6 B8.1%
T = BT I I P o I L
Beginning Developing Proficient Distinguished
;I;:I‘Ia': LIP Schools) 165 478 56 95 57.6% 2 12.7% v 22.4% 12 73%
Federal Ethnicity
Hispanic 33 474 55 18 54.5% 5 15.2% 8 242% 2 6.1%
Multiple o = ] o o o = =] o o o
Pacific Islander 1 478 56 67 60 4% 1 9.9% 25 22 5% 8 T2%
White =} = o o o o = o o o o
State Ethnicity
American Indian or Alaska 3 E = = 5 3 5 = = 5 3
Black o o o o o o o o o o o
Chinese o o o o o o o o o o o
Filipino o o o o o o o o o o o
Japanese o o ] o o o o ] o o o
Native Hawaiian 139 477 56 a2 59.0% 15 10.8% 32 23.0% 10 72%
Portuguese o o ] o o o o o o o o
Samoan o = o o o o = o o o o
White 1 484 55 6 54 5% 1 9.1% g 27.3% 1 9.1%

* Total for all four achievement levels combined may not equal 100% due to rounding.
1 Data masked to comply with reporting privacy guidelines.




Table 117: Redacted State ReporHawaiian Language Arts Grade 7

Hawaiian Language Arts Grade 7 Summary Data - Spring 2021
R T N - N o I - I o
Beginning Developing Proficient Distinguished
;I;:I‘IaL LIP Schools) 163 506 56 50 30.7% 41 25.2% 43 29.4% 24 147%
Language Background
English o o o o o o o o o o o
Hawaiian = = o o o = = o o o o
IEP N 150 510 54 40 26.7% 40 26.7% 47 313% 23 15.3%
Y 13 451 57 10 76.9% 1 T7% 1 7.7% 1 T7%
504 Plan N o o o o o o o o o o o
Y o o o o o o o o o o o
Lunch Status N 64 516 65 16 250% 13 20.3% 22 34.4% 13 20.3%
Y 99 499 49 M 34.3% 28 28.3% 26 26.3% 1 11.1%
Migrant N o o o o o o o o o o o
Y o o o o o o o o o o o
Gender
Female 83 525 49 14 16.9% 20 241% a2 386% 17 205%
Male 80 485 57 36 45 0% 21 26.3% 16 20.0% 7 B8.8%
T o P B - I ok I <o BN
Beginning D Proficient Distinguished
;I;:I‘Iai!l LIP Schools) 163 506 56 50 30.7% 41 25.2% 43 29.4% 24 14.7%
Federal Ethnicity
Asian a o a o a a o a o a a
Hispanic 3z 516 59 8 25.0% 9 28.1% 9 281% 5 18.8%
Multiple o o o o o o o o o o o
Pacific Islander 118 502 53 38 322% 30 254% 36 30.5% 14 119%
White o o o o o o o o o o o
State Ethnicity
Filipino o o o o o o o o o o o
Japanese o o o o o o o o o o o
Native Hawaiian 142 506 55 42 29.6% 38 26.8% 42 29.6% 20 14.1%
Other Pacific Islander o o o o o o o o o o o
Part-Hawaiian o o o o o o o o o o o
Portuguese o o o o o o o o o o o
Samoan o o o o o o o o o o o
White o o o o o o o o o o o

* Total for all four achievement levels combined may not equal 100% due to rounding.
1 Data masked to comply with reporting privacy guidelines.




Table 118: Redacted State ReporHawaiian Language Arts Grade 8

Hawaiian Language Arts Grade 8 Summary Data - Spring 2021
e I A e
Beginning Developing Proficient Distinguished
&’I‘Ia:‘ LIP Schools) 138 501 53 62 44.9% 2 23.2%| 5 36% 39 283%
Language Background
English 123 503 51 56 45 5% a7 22.0% 5 41% 35 28.5%
Hawaiian 15 485 66 ] 40.0% 5 33.3% o 0.0% 4 26.7%
IEP N o o o o o o o o o o o
Y o o o o a o o o o o o
504 Plan N o o o o o o o o o o o
A o o o o o o o o o o o
Lunch Status N 61 515 53 20 32.8% 15 24.6% 2 3.3% 24 39.3%
Y 77 490 51 42 54 5% 17 21% 3 39% 15 19.5%
Migrant N o o o o o o o o o o o
Y o o o o o o o o o o o
Gender
Female 75 509 58 " 413% 14 18.7% 3 4.0% 27 36.0%
Male 63 481 44 3 49.2% 18 28.6% 2 32% 12 19.0%
IET =) R B R e s
Beginning Developing Proficient Distinguished
I:I‘Ia:‘ LIP Schools) 138 501 53 62 44 9% 32 232% 5 S,E%I 39 28.3%
Federal Ethnicity
ﬁ':‘li"i‘:‘“ e o o o o o o o o o o o
Asian o o o o o o = o o o o
Hispanic 21 507 55 7 33.3% 3 23.8% 2 9.5% ¥ 33.3%
Multiple 15 514 61 6 40.0% 2 133% 1 6.7% 6 40.0%
Pacific Islander 95 495 51 48 50.5% 23 24.2% 2 21% 22 232%
White =} =} o o o o o o o o o
State Ethnicity
fmencan Indian or Alzska o o o o o b o o o o o
Filipino o o ] o o o a] o o o a]
Japanese o o o o o o o o o o o
Native Hawaiian 110 496 51 53 43.2% 27 245% 3 27% 27 245%
Part-Hawaiian o o o o o o a o o o a
Portuguese o o o o o o a] o o o a]
Samoan o o o o o o =] o o o =]
White o o o o o o o o o o o

* Total for all four achievement levels combined may not equal 100% due to rounding.
1 Dat a mas krepbrting privacyoguigelings. wi t h




Table 119: Redacted State ReporMathematics Grade 3

e T O
Beginning Developing Proficient Distinguished
;I;:I‘IB:I LIP Schools) 275 487 34 110 40.0% 107 38.9% 41 149% 17 6.2%
Language Background
English 255 487 4 101 39.6% 101 39.6% 38 149% 15 5.9%
Hawaiian 18 483 36 9 50.0% 5 27.8% 3 16 7% 1 5.6%
Samoan o o o o o o o o o o o
Tagalog o o o o o o o o o o o
IEP N o o o o o o o o o o o
Y o o o o o o o o o o o
504 Plan N o o o o o o o o o o o
Y o = o o o =] o o o o =
Lunch Status N 121 497 39 a7 306% 43 35.5% 28 231% 13 10.7%
Y 154 479 27 73 47 4% 64 41.6% 13 8.4% 4 26%
Migrant N o o o o o o o o o o o
Y o = o o o =] o o o o =
Gender
Female 156 489 a7 62 39.7% 55 35.3% 27 17.3% 12 T7%
Male 119 483 29 48 40.3% 52 437% 14 118% 5 42%
s T e T
Beginning Developing Proficient Distinguished
;':I'Ia:l LIP Schools) 275 487 £ 110 40.0% 107 38.9% a1 14.9% 17 62%
Federal Ethnicity
American ndin or Alsska 3 3 z z z 3 3 = 5 z 3
Asian o o o o =] o o o o o o
Hispanic 56 47T 26 9 51.8% 21 37.5% 8.9% 1 18%
Multiple a5 501 g 9 257% 15 429% 7 20.0% 4 11.4%
Pacific Islander 178 487 35 il 39.9% 67 37.6% 28 15.7% 12 6.7%
White o o o o o o o =} o o o
State Ethnicity
::Iievr:an Indian or Alaska - - - - - - - - - - -
Black o o o o a =} o o o o o
Chinese o o o o o o o o o o o
Filipino o o o o o o o ] o o o
Hispanic 11 4a7 53 4 364% 4 36.4% 2 18.2% 1 9.1%
Japanese o o o o o o o ] o o o
Korean o o o o a o a o o o o
Micronesian o o o o =] o o o o o o
Multiple o o o o o o o ] o o o
Native Hawaiian o o o o o = o o o o o
Other Pacific Islander 222 485 33 95 428% 83 37.4% kXl 14.0% 13 59%
Portuguese o o o o o o o o o o o
Samoan o o o o a o =] o o o o
Tongan o o o o o o a] o o o o
White o o o o o o o o o o o

Dat a

masked t

wi t h

reporti

* Total for all four achievement levels combined may not equal 100% due to rounding.
o comply

ng

privacy

gui del i
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Mathematics Grade 4

Table 1110 Redacted State RepoHMathematics Grade 4

Summary Data - Spring 2021

R T L I e I L o I o
Beginning Developing Proficient Distinguished
I:Itla:H.IP Schools) 252 491 47 146 57.9% 60 23.8% 17 6.7% 29 12.0%
Language Background
English o o o o o o o o o o o
Hawaiian o o o o o o o =] o o o
Japanese o o o o o o o o o o o
IEP N 238 493 43 133 55.9% 59 24.8% 17 71% 29 12.0%
Y 14 457 26 13 92 9% 1 71% 0 0.0% 0 00%
504 Plan N o o o o o o o o o o o
Y o o o o o o o o o o o
Lunch Status N 109 503 51 54 49.5% 23 21.1% 13 11.9% 19 17.0%
Y 143 482 42 92 54.3% 37 25.9% 4 28% 10 7.0%
Migrant N o o o o o o o o o o o
Y o o o o o o o o o o o
Gender
Female 132 498 51 70 53.0% 3 23.5% g 6.8% 22 17.0%
Male 120 483 M 76 633% 29 24 2% &8 6.7% 7 6.0%
umserof | Average Scale | gy pg PO e =~ AR o < IR < o IR <
Beginning Developing Proficient Distinguished
;I;:I‘Iai!l LIP Schools) 252 491 47 146 57.9% 60 23.8% 17 6.7% 29 12.0%
Federal Ethnicity
Asian o o o o o o o o o o o
Hispanic 48 482 43 30 62.5% 13 27 1% 1 21% 4 8.0%
Multiple: 28 501 56 13 46 4% T 25.0% 3 107% 5 18.0%
Pacific Islander 165 491 46 ) 50.4% 38 23.0% 12 7.3% 17 10.0%
White o o o o o o o o o o o
State Ethnicity
Black o o o o o o o o o o o
Chinese = = o o o = = o o o o
Filipino o o o o o o o o o o o
Japanese o o o o o o o o o o o
Multiple o o o o o o o o o o o
Native Hawaiian 200 488 46 121 60.5% 48 24.0% 12 6.0% 19 10.0%
Other Pacific Islander o o o o o o o o o o o
Part-Hawaiian o o o o o o o o o o o
Portuguese o o o o o o o o o o o
Samoan o o o o o o o o o o o
Tongan o o o o o o o o o o o
White 18 498 48 ] 44.4% B 33.3% 2 MA% 2 11.0%

* Total for all four achievement levels combined may not equal 100% due to rounding.

1 Data masked to comply with reporting del i nes.

pri
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Table 1111 Redacted State RepoHMathematics Grade 5

Mathematics Grade 5

Summary Data - Spring 2021

R T B e B e L - I
Beginning Developing Proficient Distinguished
I:ltlaf!l LIP Schools) 249 502 49 95 38.2% 102 41.0% 22 8.8% 30 12.0%
Language Background
English 232 500 43 92 39.7% 94 40.5% pal 9.1% 25 11.0%
French o = o o o = = o o o o
Hawaiian 13 500 40 3 231% 8 61.5% 1 77% 1 80%
Japanese o o o o o o o o o o o
Portuguese o o o o o o o o o o o
IEP N 238 503 49 89 37.4% a7 40.8% 22 9.2% 30 13.0%
Y 1 471 3 6 54 5% 5 45.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
504 Plan N o o o o o o o o o o o
Y o o o o o o o o o o o
Lunch Status N 13 514 51 35 31.0% 44 38.9% 15 13.3% 19 17.0%
Y 136 491 45 60 44 1% 58 42.6% 7 51% 1 8.0%
Migrant N o o o o o o o o o o o
Y o o o o o o o o o o =
Gender
Female 140 503 50 53 3T.8% 56 40.0% 10 T1% 21 15.0%
Male 109 499 43 42 38.5% 46 42.2% 12 11.0% 9 8.0%
e Tl PR I s - R I
Beginning Developing Proficient Distinguished
;I:I‘Ia:l LIP Schools) 249 502 49 95 38.2% 102 41.0% 22 8.8% 30 12.0%
Federal Ethnicity
e = = = a B o o = o o o
Asian o o o o o o o o o o o
Hispanic 54 492 49 22 40.7% 25 46.3% 3 5.6% 4 7.0%
Multiple 36 524 53 7 19.4% 18 50.0% 3 8.3% 8 220%
Pacific Islander 153 409 48 66 43.1% 56 36.6% 14 9.2% 17 11.0%
State Ethnicity .
Amarican Indian or Alazka - - - - - - - - - - -
Black o o o o o o o o o o o
Chinese o o o o o o o o o o o
Filipino 12 518 47 3 25.0% 4 33.3% 2 16.7% 3 250%
Hispanic a] o o o o o o o o o o
Japanese a o o o o o o o o o o
Multiple a] o ] o o o o o o o o
Native Hawaiian 191 447 48 80 41.9% 5 39.3% 16 8.4% 20 10.0%
Other Asian o o o o o o o o o o o
Other Pacific Islander a o o o o o o o o o o
Portuguese a] o ] o o o o o o o o
Samoan o o o o o o o o o o o
Tongan o o ] o o o o o o o =
White o o o o o o o o o o o
* Total for all four achievement levels combined may not equal 100% due to rounding.
1 Data masked to comply with reporting privacy guidelines.
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Table 1112 Redacted State RepoAMathematics Grade 6

Mathematics Grade 6 Summary Data - Spring 2021
o T T
Beginning Developing Proficient Distinguished
I:l‘la:l LIP Schools) 162 488 85 7 43.8% hB 38.9% 13 8.0% 15 9.0%
Language Background
English 146 487 54 63 43.2% 59 40.4% 1" 7.5% 13 9.0%
Hawaiian o o o o o = o o o o =
Samoan o o o o o o o o o o o
IEP N o o o o o o o o o o o
Y o = o o o o o o o o =
504 Plan N o o o o o o o o o a o
Y o o o o o o o o o o o
Lunch Status N 75 497 62 29 387% 30 40.0% 5 6.7% 1 15.0%
Y &7 479 47 42 48.3% 33 37.9% 8 9.2% 4 5.0%
Migrant N o o o o o o o o o a o
Y o o o o o o o o o o o
Gender
Female ] 488 54 36 40.0% a7 411% 9 10.0% 8 9.0%
Male T2 487 58 35 48.6% 26 36.1% 4 5.6% 7 10.0%
Tl e P B Rt T - o
Beginning Developing Proficient Distinguished
;I;:ItlaL LIP Schools) 162 488 55 7 43.8% 63 38.9% 13 8.0% 15 9.0%
Federal Ethnicity
Hispanic 33 481 61 19 57.6% 9 27.3% z | 9.1% 2 6.0%
Multiple o o =} o o o o =} =] o o
Pacific Islander 108 487 53 45 413% 46 42.2% 9 83% 9 80%
White o = o o o o = o o o o
State Ethnicity
z;i'r;ran Indian or Alaska - - - - - - - - - - -
Black o o o o o o o o o o o
Chinese o o o o o o o o o o o
Filipino o = =] o o o = =] o o o
Japanese o o =] o o o o =] o o
Native Hawaiian 137 487 85 60 438% 54 39.4% 12 88% " 8.0%
Portuguese o o =] o o o o =] o o o
Samoan o = o o o o = o o o o
White 11 506 63 3 27.3% 5 45.5% 1 9.1% 2 18.0%
* Total for all four achievement levels combined may not equal 100% due to rounding.
i+ Data masked to comply with reporting privacy guidelines
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Table 1113 Redacted State RepoAMathematics Grade 7

Mathematics Grade 7 Summary Data - Spring 2021
T e I I I sk I o I G
Beginning Developing Proficient Distinguished
I:ltlal!l LIP Schools) 162 503 47 Il 43.8% 52 32.1% 24 14.8% 15 9.0%
Language Background
English o o o o o o o o o o o
Hawaiian o o o o o o o o o o o
IEP N 149 504 48 B4 43.0% 47 31.5% 24 16.1% 14 9.0%
Y 13 494 31 7 53.8% B 38.5% 0 0.0% 1 80%
504 Plan N o = o o o = = o o o o
Y o o o o o o o o o o o
Lunch Status N 64 513 54 23 35.9% 20 3M.3% 12 18.8% 9 14.0%
Y 98 497 4 48 49.0% 32 32.T% 12 12.2% 6 6.0%
Migrant N = = o o o = = o o o o
Y o o o o o o o o o o o
Gender
Female 80 506 43 M 42 5% 23 28.8% 17 213% 6 80%
Male 82 501 51 ar 45 1% 29 35.4% 7 8.5% 9 11.0%
I ) T L o I I I
Beginning Developing Proficient Distinguished
I:ltlal!l LIP Schools) 162 503 47 Al 438% 52 321% 24 148% 15 9.0%
Federal Ethnicity
Asian o o o o o o o o o o o
Hispanic 3 510 46 13 39.4% 9 27.3% [ 182% 5 15.0%
Multiple o o o o o o o o o o o
Pacific Islander 116 500 43 52 44 8% 40 34 5% 16 138% a T.0%
White o o o o o o o o o o o
State Ethnicity
Filipino = = ] o o o o o o o o
Japanese o o o =] o o o o o o o
Native Hawaiian 141 502 48 61 433% 46 326% 22 156% 12 9.0%
Other Pacific Islander o o o o o o o o o o o
Pari-Hawaiian o o o o o o o o o o o
Portuguese o o o o o o o o o o o
Samoan o o o o =] o o o o o o
White o o o o o o o o o o o

* Total for all four achievement levels combined may not equal 100% due to rounding.
1 Data masked t o guidelimgsl y with reporting privacy
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Table 1114 Redacted State RepoAMathematics Grade 8

Mathematics Grade 8 Summary Data - Spring 2021
e T e e
Beginning Developing Proficient Distinguished
;I;:l‘lal!lLlP Schools) 135 505 44 50 37.0% 52 38.5% 19 14.1% 14 10.0%
Language Background
English 120 508 43 41 34 2% 48 40.0% 18 15.0% 13 11.0%
Hawaiian 15 483 42 9 60.0% 4 26.7% 1 6.7% 1 7.0%
IEP N o o o o o o o o o o o
Y o o o o o o o o o a o
504 Plan N o o o o o o o o o o o
Y o o o o o o o o o o o
Lunch Status N 60 516 43 17 28.3% 25 41.7% " 18.3% 7 12.0%
Y 75 497 42 33 44.0% 27 36.0% 8 10.7% T 9.0%
Migrant N = = o o o = = o o o o
Y o o o o o o o o o o o
Gender
Female 73 503 45 29 39.7% 30 411% 8 11.0% 6 B8.0%
Male 62 508 43 21 33.9% 22 35.5% " 17.7% ] 13.0%
I [ RSP R s R - I e T
Beginning Developing Proficient Distinguished
;I,-Aoltlal!ll_lP Schools) 135 505 44 50 370% 52 38.5% 19 141% 14 10.0%
Federal Ethnicity
fAmerian Indian er Alaska o o o o o o o o o o o
Asian o o o o o o = o o o =
Hispanic 21 510 47 8 38.1% 5 23.8% 5 238% 3 14.0%
Multiple 14 526 64 3 21.4% 7 50.0% 0 0.0% 4 29.0%
Pacific Islander 93 499 38 38 40.9% 39 41.9% " 11.8% 5 5.0%
White o o o o o o o o o o o
State Ethnicity
ﬁ_me'i“" Indian or Alaska o o o o o o o o o o o
Filipino o o o o o o = o o o =
Japanese o o o o o o o o o o o
Native Hawaiian 108 499 39 45 417% 42 38.9% 15 13.9% 6 6.0%
Pari-Hawaiian o o o o o o o o o o o
Portuguese o o o o o o o o o o o
Samoan o o o o o o o o o o o
White o o o o o o o o o o o
* Total for all four achievement levels combined may not equal 100% due to rounding.
1 Data masked to comply with reporting privacy guidelines.
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Table 1115 Redacted State ReporScience Grade 8

Science Grade 8 Summary Data - Spring 2021
% of Students in % of Students in % of Students in % of Students in
oo Toieo S| om0 | v gmmb |0 mem, | 0 [ dma | 0 okmi
;I;:Itla}ll LIP Schools) 138 514 49 50 36.2% 39 28.3% 19 13.8% 30 22.0%
Language Background
English 123 514 47 43 35.0% 36 29.3% 17 138% 27 22.0%
Hawaiian 15 509 63 7 46.7% 3 20.0% 2 133% 3 20.0%
IEP N o o o
Y o o o o o o o o o o o
504 Plan N o o o o o
Y o o o o o o o o o o o
Lunch Status N 61 526 49 14 23.0% 20 32.8% 9 148% 18 30.0%
Y v 504 46 36 46.8% 19 24.7% 10 13.0% 12 16.0%
Migrant N o o o
Y o o o o o o o o o o o
Gender
Female 75 519 51 24 320% 21 28.0% 12 16.0% 18 24.0%
Male 63 507 45 26 413% 18 28.6% 7 11.1% 12 19.0%
I [T I D - B s I e I
Beginning Developing Proficient Distinguished
;I;:ltla}ll LIP Schools) 138 514 49 50 36.2% 39 28.3% 19 138% 30 22.0%
Federal Ethnicity
z:ﬂ“" s o o o o o o o o o o o
Asian o = o o o = o =} o o o
Hispanic 21 523 42 5 23.8% 7 33.3% 2 14.3% 6 28.0%
White = o o o o o o o
Multiple 15 528 48 3 20.0% 5 33.3% 2 13.3% 5 33.0%
Pacific Islander a5 506 50 42 44.2% 26 27.4% " 11.6% 16 17.0%
State Ethnicity
::;Tan Indian or Alaska - 5 = = a - o o o o o
Filipino o o o o o o o o
Native Hawaiian 110 509 49 46 418% 32 29.1% 12 10.9% 20 18.0%
Japanese o o o o
Portuguese o o =] o o o o o =} o o
Samoan o o o o o
White o o o o o o o o o o o
Part-Hawaiian o o o

* Total for all four achievement levels combined may not equal 100% due to rounding.
1 Data masked to comply with reporting privacy guidelines.

11.5. Grade 5 Science

Due to the COVIDB19 pandemic the initial grade 5 standard setting provided cut scores for each of two
achievement | evels: Holomua (Level 2), and Mninkau
became the equival @&nti nclEthgd ¢ esrhe | fammguamreo faiccioamtt a
administration, cuts scores wilrdestablishefr the four KAEO achievement levels. The results are reported
below for each test and demographic reporting category for 2021.

Table 1116 Redacted State RepoHScience Grade 5

* Total for all four achievement levels combined may not equal 100% due to rounding.
i Data masked to comply with reporting privacy guidelines.
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Chapter 12 : Reporting

Eachy e a r , &EO pregrafk provides a host of reports for distribution to parents, schools, and the communi
The results of the assessment are delivered in the form of Student Reports, School Reports, Roster Reports,
Tables, and State Reports, actl egport type is provided in parallel versions: Hawaiian and English. The
production and distribution of these reports follows a standard protocol for both public and internally released
state and schoelevel report documents. Each of these formaesditded below, along with its distribution
protocol(s).

Parents receive studémiel information about their student(s)Stialent Reports A report document is
provi ded @GEMmconteatareahasskssed (Hawaiian Languaddainesmatics, and Science). Prior to

2021, these reports displayed information that a
(mean) scale scores calculated at the school and state level; for 2021, however, Student Repert designs we
modified to include information about the impacts of COVI®; dat a previously used

scale score to scheahd statdéevel scores was omitted in light of the impacts of the pandemic.

Schools receive studéenel information viRoster Reports Each roster report provides a list of students for the
school, along with the relevant scale scores and performance levels for each content area and grade levels a
v i a®E® Bchools are also provided with an electronic (MS Excel) versionosténé&Rports in spreadsheet
form. These electronic files are knowR@ser Tables

Schools are also provided v@thool Reports which show both schea@nd statéevel information in the form
of average (mean) scale scores for each content area and grade level assessed.

State Reportsare provided only to the state (HIDOE). They show both aggregated and disaggregated assesst
performance for key demographics such as free/reduced lunch, gender, IEP, federal/state ethnicities, et cete
These reports are provided in both confidéntidhcte@nd unredactedrms. Parents and schools do not have

the opportunity to view State Reports until they are publicly released (in redacted form) by the state.

Each report type is desi g riEOdparticipatingdchonlsid hoth &lawdiiars u p p
and English versionsFigure 121and
Figurel22illustrate the dudl an g u a g e d é&Rirapartingsistein.h e KN

Page | 116



Figure 121 Example of Student Reports in Hawaiian

KA‘EO

Kalapuni Assessment of Educational Outcomes

He palapala kéia e hd'ike ana i na kaha haumana no ka e
KAEO, he ha'ike i ho'chana ‘ia ma Ka Papahana Kaiapuni. ‘O ka
‘dlelo Hawai'i ka ‘glelo ho'okahi o ka ho'ona‘auac ‘ia ‘ana ma Ka
Papahana Kaiapuni a hiki i ka papa 5.

Inoa Haumana: Sample Student
Pili Helu Papa 5
Kaha: 505

505

¥

186-532
Paa Holomua

No ka Hauména Pae Holomua:

‘Ane‘ane ko na pahuhopu makaukau o kéia papa, ‘o ka
ho'omaopopo ‘ana i ka ‘ike a me ka makau pili helu e
pono ai i hiki ke holomua i ia papa aku.

He mana'o ho'akdka: he mea ma‘amau ka loli ‘ana o ke kaha ina
hana ‘ia ka ho'ike he mau manawa. Ina hana hou ‘ia ka ho'ike, aia
ana paha ke kaha ma 481-529

Figure 122: Example of Student Reports in English

KA‘EO

Kaiapuni Assessment of Educational Outcomes

This report reflects student performance for KA'EO: Kaiapuni

of Educational Quicomes, an used in
conjunction with the Hawaiian Language Immersion Program.
Ka Papahana Kaiapuni delivers instruction exclusively through
the medium of Hawaiian language until grade 5.

Student: Sample Student
Mathematics Grade 5
Score: 505

505

486532
Developing

Description of a Developing student:

This demonstrates partial proficiency of achievement
standards at this grade level in mathematics necessary
for proceeding to the next grade level

Note: a student's score can vary if the test is taken several times.
If your child was tested again, the likely score would be between
481 and 529.

2021 Palapala Kaha Haumana

Kula:  Sample School
Mokupuni: ~ Sample Island
Papa: 5

Na Hopena o ka Ma‘i Ahulau COVID-19

| ka n@na “ana i n@ kaha, e no'ono’o pii i n@ hopena o ka
ma’i ahulau COVID-19. Ua ana mana'o ‘ia na haumana a
me na kumu i mea e noif ai i na hopena like ‘ole o ka ma'i
ahulau ma ka pae makaukau ‘Glelo Hawai'i, ke a'c ‘ana
aku me ke a'o "ana mai. a me ke komo ‘ana i ka hana, a
eia mai na ha'ina

Hé'ike mai he 83% o na haumana, he "hapa Ia"
ai‘ole he "hapa la a emi mai" ka |13 kula ma ka
makahiki kula 2020-2021.

H&'ike mai he 70% o na kumu, “a‘ole i komo piha
na haumana ma ke a'oc ‘ana ma ke kula, ke
ho'ohalikelike ‘ia me na makahiki ma mua.

D 11

Ha'ike mai he 42% o na kumu, "he loli nui” ka
hopena o ka ma‘i ahulau COVID-19 ma ka pae
‘glelo o na haumana

EHGE
No ka ‘ikepili hou aku, e nana ma: 3 ﬁ

:llackaiapuni.weebly com/ o}

2021 Student Report

School:  Sample School
Island:  Sample Island
Grade: 5

COVID-19 Impacts

Please consider the unprecedented impacts of COVID-19
when reviewing your child's results. Surveys were given
to both educators and students to help determine the
impact of COVID-19 en Hawaiian language proficiency,
instruction and learning, and engagement and showed:

83% of students reported their school day was
“half day” or “less than half a day” during the
2020-2021 school year.

less engaged in school compared to previous
years

Q 70% of educators reported their students were

students” Hawaiian language proficiency “to a
great extent.”

For more information, visit: @@
:/faokaiapuni.weebly.com/ X #ﬁ
=

@ 42% of educators reported COVID-19 impacted

The r el@Qraporting fiirdats have been provided consistently to parents, schools, and the state since
first
i mprovement s

each year

operati on®&IO admRoiét r &ED iemnirig sybtenkhBishneplerkeNted
i nce incept.i

, such as
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parti ci pa tED pragrain (202il)lorehe Kefivery of studierel data in a more timely manner (e.qg.,
schools can receive Roster Table reports in spreadsheet form well before the PDF versions are made availat

In 2021, electronic files containing PDF versions of Student, School, and Roster Reports were distributed dire
schools using a secure electronic delivery system, and these files were designed to be physically printed. Ro
Tables, which were prded as MS Excel files only and not designed for physical printing, were also delivered ¢
part of each school 6s reporting package.

The logistical plan for report distribution required each school to access its own secure online file download
location. Each school was provided with a unique URL link and a unique password to access the reports
electronically, and access was monitaaegliditing tools available within the secure delivery system.

As a mat t e &EO eeportipgpiotocol yollowskHIDOE policy, which requires official approval by the
HIDOE Superintendent. Upon approval, actual report production with live data begins; until then, all reporting
data aggregation work is coesed preliminary and part of a preparatory stage.

Each year, the k&EQr repotdseimtionprotosol imclfidet he KN

early delivery of Roster Tables in Excel format to each school via secure file transfer service;
production of all report types in PDF form: Student, Roster, School, and State Reports;

delivery, either via FedEx (physical) or electronic (PDF) format, of a reporting package including Stude
School, and Roster Reports to each school that participated in the assessment; and

delivery, via secure electronic means, of State Reports widlveltateta to UH exclusively, in both
redacteé@nd confidential formats (both in Hawaiian and English).

12.1. Student Reports

From i nc &@ teporsnwere desdigned to communicate an overall scale score along with a relevant

K NEO achievement level. The overall score indicates how the student performed on the entire test in a scals
metric. These scores are then assigne performance level as showfrigurel23. These performance levels
were established fol |l owlEO(gradesid enatteMatic® anal HUA), 201 79gradeadt i
science), and 2019 (grad8sathematics and HLA, grade 8 science). Cut score recommendations were made
based on the selts of standassetting workshops which takes place during the summer of the first operational
field test. Recommended cut scores were approved by the HIDOE Superintendent and remain in place for
subsequent years.

For 2021, achievement level information is communicated using both graphics and text, as shown in the scre
example ofFigurel23.. Both Hawaiian and English versions of the reports use the associated terms for the
achievement | evels (for exampl e, Hawaiian report
student 6s scale scor e i s llyfordachccantest drealfHatvaian fangoagerartsc a
mathematics, and science).
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Figurel24i | | u st r @EOetIdent Raportk $how scale scores with a prominent visual indicator on the
report. In this example, the overall score is 502, which is in Level 2 (Developing/Pae Holomua).

Figure 123: Example of Scale Scores and Performance Levels on Student Reports

Student. Sample Student

Hawaiian Language Arts Grade 5

Score: 502

502

The report shows 350 - 485 486- 508 509 - 55 1. 75

' eginning Developing oficier nguished
your student's el
overall score and
achievement

q—-
level for the L N

' = L ping student:
subjéit aces. \ Description of a Developing student

This demonstrates partial proficiency of achievement
standards at this grade level in Hawaiian language arts
necessary for proceeding to the next grade level.

Note: a student's score can vary if the test is taken several times.

If your child was tested again, the likely score would be between
486 and 518.

A reference to SEM is also represented via text near the bottom of each Student Reporfigsrehadvn

Users are provided with a note of explanation about the potential for variability of student scores (which repre
the SEM) and its applicability to their own stud
K NEO Student Reports.

Figure 124: Example of SEM reference in Student Reports

iR T WV A i SRS RIP S S e PP

N T P,

Note: a student’s score can vary if the test is taken several times.
ﬁ If your child was tested again, the likely score would be between
486 and 518.
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12.2. Interpretive Guide

Teachers and administrators in Kaiapuni schdmol s
this end,nterpretive guides are provided to schools to facilitate these disc&sgpimata5).

Figure 125: Example of Interpretive Guide

KA‘EO

Kaiapuni Assessment of Educational Outcomes

2021 Student Report

This report reflects student performance for KA'EO: Kaiapuni School:  Sample School
of i Outcom used in Island:  Sample Island
conjunction with the Hawaiian Language Immersion Program. Grade: 5

Ka Papahana Kaiapuni delivers instruction exclusively through
the medium of Hawaiian language until grade 5.

Student: Sample Student

Hawaiian Language Arts Grade 5 COVID-19 Impacts
Score: 502 Please consider the unprecedented impacts of COVID-19 '/44 This part Of the
when reviewing your child's results. Surveys were given report provides
to both educators and students to help determine the some data to
502 impact of COVID-19 on Hawaiian language proficiency, i
\ instruction and learning, and engagement and showed: help Interp]rletA
| I e —— score resuits In
The report shows .58 5 83% of students reported their school day was the context of
your student's opses : e % “half day” or “less than half a day” during the COVID-19.
overall score and / Ty o e thon!

achievement
level for the o 5
o p ping :
subject area. Description of a Developing student
This demonstrates partial proficiency of achievement
standards at this grade level in Hawaiian language arts
necessary for proceeding to the next grade level.

g 70% of educators reported their students were
less engaged in school compared to previous
Tl yeers.

T\ 42% of educators reported COVID-19 impacted
=) students’ Hawaiian language proficiency “to a

great extent.”
; For more information, visit: B
Note: a student's score can vary if the test is taken several times. ek TVl oam i ﬁg
. / If your child was tested again, the likely score would be between Nilp:Fackaiapunl. veenly.com: 2

This text 486 and 518. .
describes the
score range the
student would
likely fall within if
tsga:::ls(t‘r:eultiple Score ranges were determined for each subject
times with the area with the help of Kaiapuni educators. The
same knowledge displayed values i_ndicate the n_\inimum score a
and preparation. student must achieve to place in the Beginning

Developing, Proficient, or Distinguished level.

There may be occasions when studemtssor e nt s do not agree with their
that case, students or parent $E O apvreo girhaem rfioglhlto w so
for protesting assessment scores if and when these events occur.

12.3. Other Report Types

K NEO reporting also includes Roster Reports, which contain the same essential elements as the Student Re
(scale scores and performance levels) grouped for an entire school/classroom. The graphic representations
Roster Reports for 2021 are shawRigurel26 andFigurel2?.
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Figure 126: Example of a Roster Report, page 1

b

KA‘EO

2021 Roster Report

Kaiapuni Assessment of Educational Outcomes

This report reflects school-level performance for KA'EQ: Kaiapuni Assessment of
Educational Qutcomes, an assessment administered in conjunction with the

Hawaiian Language Immersion Program. For more information about the program,

see: http-//ackaiapuni weebly com/

Participation Level: HIGH 95-100%
participation
Thank you for participating in

KA'EQ in 2021. Over 85% of

students af your school

pariicipated in the assessment.

This level of participation will

allow you to make informed

decisions about the

achievement level of your

students.

Scores and Achievement Levels

School: Sample School
Island: Sample Island
Grade: 5

IMPORTANT

Please consider the unprecedented impacts of Covid-19 when reviewing these resulis. The degree to which
your school was able to engage Students, cover your standard curriculum, and provide instruction may impact
YOUF Scores

These results should be used with multiple sources of evid (such as

and previous il results) in idering student achis This
you to use the data to plan in a manner that is most productive for your school community.

will allow

If you have questions, please confact hsa@k12 hius

Sample School

R

by Student and Content Area Grade 5
Hawaiian Language Arts Mathematics
Student Scale Achievement Scale Achievement
uden Score Level Score Level
Sample Student 1 400 Beginning 470 Beginning
Sample Student 2 450 Beginning 480 Beginning
1of2
Figure 127: Example of a Roster Report, page 2
Scores and Achievement Levels Sample School
by Student and Content Area Grade 5
Hawaiian Language Arts Mathematics
Student Scale Achievement Scale Achievement
Score Level Score Level
Sample Student 3 470 Beginning 490 Developing
Sample Student 4 470 Beginning 490 Developing
Sample Student § 490 Developing 500 Developing
Sample Student & 490 Developing 500 Developing
Sample Student 7 490 Developing 500 Developing
Sample Student 8 490 Developing 500 Developing
—
Sample Student 9 540 Proficient 580 Distinguished
— ———
Sample Student 10 590 Distinguished 600 Distinguished




Roster reports allow schools and/or teachers to make a simultaneous comparison of student scale scores an
performance levels for both Hawaiian language arts and mathematics. Separate roster reports for science ar
provided to make similar comparisonsabeifproduced only for those grade levels in which the science assessm
is administered.

Roster Reports for 2021 also included informatio
were categorized into High{B80%), Medium (8%%), and Low (#85%) rates of participation, and schools

with participation rates less ti7&9%6 received a report document that contained no average scale score or score
distributions. High, Medium, and Low participation rates were indicated using a standard stoplight visual
representation system (green, yellow, pink) along with written guidande e | p user s i nterpr
scale score in light of its participation level.

School
al | four

r e @O display distributiontofstudents by achievement level (as a percentage of 100% total
|l evel s) along with an average (mean) sc

Textual guidance, along with the
illustrated irFigurel28.

gr aphi@EOIne0@Ipare s e

Figure 128: Example of a School Report
¥

KA‘EO 2021 School Report

Kaiapuni Assessment of Educational Outcomes

This report reflects school-level performance for KA'EQ: Kaiapuni Assessment of School: Sample School
Educational Qutcomes, an assessment administered in conjunction with the Island: Sample Island
Hawaiian Language Immersion Program. For more information about the program, Grade: 5

see: hitp-/faokaiapuni.weebly com/

Sample School Grade 5
Average Scale Score
for Hawaiian Language Arts: 507

507 Participation Level: HIGH 95-100%

_ participation
l _ Thank you for participating in KA'EO this year. Over
95% of students at your school participaied in the E
486 508
Average for all HLIP schools: 490

Developing assessment. This level of participation will allow you to

make informed decisions about the achievement level
of your students.

The average scale score for Sample School is within the
Developing achievement level This demonstrates partial
proficiency of achievement standards at this grade level in

IMPORTANT

Please consider the unprecedented impacts of COVID-19
when reviewing these results. The degree to which your

Hawaiian language arts necessary for proceeding to the next
grade level.

Sample School
Grade 5
Distribution by Achievement Level

Distinguished _ 25%
Proficient [N 25%
Developing [N 5%
Beginning I 25%

school was able to engage students, cover your standard
curriculum, and provide instruction may impact your scores.

These results should be used with multiple sources of
evidence (such as fi i its, attend;
and previ i it results) in

idering student ach it. This app hwill
allow you to use the data to plan in a manner that is most
productive for your school community.

If you have questions, please contact: hsa@k12 hi.us
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Like the Roster Reports for 2031¢ h o o | Reports also included inform
the program and were categorized into High@%o), Medium (8%6%), and Low (785%) rates of

participation. Schools with participation rates less than 75% receiveddacament that contained no average
scale score or score distributions. High, Medium, and Low patrticipation rates received the same written guide
di spl ayed on Roster Reports to hel p us eticipationlkevele r p

State Reportsar e al s o pr od u{E® mpodisy pgrkagetto slwow steted sumrialy dat@igure

129 andFigurel210). State level data is presented in aggregated groups that include gender, ethnicity, SES, «
other categories. Data is reported in standard report tables that include the percentage of students at each
performance level. Notes about rounding and thef tise mathematical median are included to help qualify the
data presented:

Figure 129: Example of a State Report (page 1 of 2)

L
R ¢
KA‘EO 2021 State Report
Kaiapuni Assessment of Educational Outcomes
School:  All Schools
This report reflects state-level performance for the 2021 administration of KA'EQ: Kaiapuni Assessment of Island: All Islands
Educational Outcomes, an assessment used in conjunction with the Hawaiian Language Immersion Program Grade: 5
Hawaiian Language Arts Grade 5 Summary Data - Spring 2021
Number of A Seal % of Students in % of Students in % of Students in % of Students in
Studonte Tomted| oo ot | st Dev n Level 1* n Level 2 n Level 3* n Level 4*
udents Teste core Beginning Developing Proficient Distinguished
Total
(All HLIP Schools) 252 490 50 17 46.4% 41 16.3% 62 24.6% 32 12.7%
Language Background
English 235 490 49 11 47 2% 40 170% 56 238% 28 11.9%
French o o
Hawaiian 13 485 69 5 38.5% 1 T7% 5 38.5% 2 15.4%
Japanese
Portuguese = B o o = B o o = B o
IEP N 241 493 49 108 44.8% 39 16.2% 62 25.7% 32 13.3%
Y n 439 34 9 81.8% 2 182% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
504 Plan N o o o o o o o o o o
Y o o o
Lunch Status N 114 501 53 43 37 7% 17 149% 33 289% 21 18.4%
Y 138 481 46 74 53.6% 24 174% 29 21.0% 1 8.0%
Migrant N o o o o o o o o o o
Y
Gender
Female 142 499 49 57 40.1% 24 16.9% 38 26.8% 23 16.2%
Male 110 479 50 60 54.5% 17 15.5% 24 21.8% 9 8.2%
* Total for all four achievement levels combined may not equal 100% due to rounding
o Data masked to comply with reporting privacy guidelines. (page 1 of 2)

* Total for all four achievement levels combined may not equal 100% due to rounding.
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Figure 121Q Example of a State Report (pag of 2)

" KA‘EO

Kaiapuni Assessment of Educational Outcomes

2021 State Report

School: All Schools
This report reflects state-level performance for the 2021 administration of KA'EQ: Kaiapuni Assessment of Island:  All Islands
Educational Outcomes, an assessment used in conjunction with the Hawaiian Language Immersion Program. Grade: 5

Hawaiian Language Arts Grade 5

Summary Data - Spring 2021

Number of
Students Tested

Average Scale
Score

Std Dev.

% of Students in
Level 1*

% of Students in
Level 2*
D

% of Students in
Level 3*
Proficient

% of Students in|
Level 4%
b .

Total
(All HLIP Schools)

Federal Ethnicity

American Indian or Alaska
Native

Asian
Hispanic
Multiple
Pacific Istander

White

State Ethnicity

American Indian or Alaska
Native:

Black

Chinese
Filipino
Hispanic
Japanese
Multiple

Native Hawaiian
Other Asian
Other Pacific Islander
Portuguese
Samoan
Tongan

White

252

55
36
155

490

50

47
43

27

)

46.4%

o
49.1%
25.0%
51.0%

4

13

24

16.3%

236%
56%
155%

24.6%

a
18.2%
38.9%
23.9%

32

1
15

127%

9.1%
306%
97%

* Total for all four achievement levels combined may not equal 100% due to rounding
o Data masked to comply with reporting privacy guidelines.

(page 2 of 2)
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Chapter 13 : Continuous Improvement

The high stakes nature of #esessment program necessitates a careful and thorough analysis and verification
process. Each phase of the proposed analyses is critical to build evidence about the assessment. Throughou
analyses, researchers worked in parallel to conduct sgialep@e checks to verify accuracy in coding data and to
examine any anomalies in the results. Results from the analyses continue to inform improvements to the test
processes.

Assessment programs should be continually monitored for quality and relevance. Kaiapuni Assessment of

Educati onal EOwilconsider multipl&fbirms of evidence in an effort to ensure quality and
promote continuous improvement throughout tleeolithe program.

13.1. Communication with the Technical Advisory Committees (TACS)

TheK NEO program works closely with the H@ix@épartment of Education (HIDOE) TAC and provides
progress reports twice a year. The committees are composed of technical staff who guide and advise the pro
Meeting minutes, agendas, PowerPoints, and-tgdlaations are documented.

13.2. Iltem Data Reviews

Periodic data reviews are an important part of the continuous improvement process. With each new administ
K NEO developers gain access to new information about new field test items as well as operational items wit
welle st abl i s h e drhesedrevieves arh tiypécally conduci@d shortly after new item data becomes avail:
and may be conducted in conjunction with or prior to the test form selection process described in Chapter 5.

13.3. Feedback Integration Documents

K NEO developers utilize a continuous improvement process that may be documented in a variety of ways,
including the use of a Feedback | nE® devetoperstomecel/é a n
feedback or recommended actions in almgdbam (e.g., alignment studies, cognitive labs, internal item data
reviews, external reviews) and a dedicated plan for tracking the action steps and progress needed to reconcil
fully address the feedback given. Action steps may require any nspdmfiothanges such as blacklisting

items, modifying the next round of field test content, modifying or updating item development procedures or
processes, and/ or making cha@&Qtessformneeleadiony. exi sti ng
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13.4. Inventory Audits and Other Item Quality Measures

Item quality can be a relatively subjective determination which can become a matter of reinterpretation over t
To thi SE@Mhwd ,i tkekm bank (referred to internally as
reconsideration from onerathistrative year to the next. Audits may be conducted as part of this review to ident
items which may be subject to content drift due to age, overuse, alignment drift, and/or clarifications or
refi nement sEQ SwudenthearningaOpjeckvds mterpreted over time.

13.5. Item Refreshing

T h e @ON a relatively new assessment system and, as such, a primary focus of our ongoing work will be
build an item bank. On a yearly basis, we will embed field test-kOrier(s) in the operational assessment. This
will ensure that the burdemschools is small while still allowing for increases in the number of items in the item
bank.

Assessment programs often provide multipl eEXor ms
assessment does not use multiple forms, we refresh the assessment by adding in new items. In 2017, we sta
embedded field test of items in tiperational assessment. Approximately 10% of each operational test form will
include embedded field test items. These items were checked for model fit and functionality but were not incl
in the calculation of student scores. Once items are fieldttesgedill be available for selection in future
operational tests and later administrations. The result will be that each operational test will have a portion of r
items every year. This approach will allow for new items to be spiraled in eactigeto hretp ensure items are
not overexposed. Item refreshing was placed on hold in 2021 on the recommeiktiatiDnE ACsmembers.

This allowed for the tests to be slightly shorter to allow higher participation while also creating stable test forn
better understand how students were being impacted by pandemic learning models (see Chapter 14 for more
details).

13.6. Anchor Set Equating

Spiraling in new items will mean that anchor equating with all items on the test will not be possible without
potentially introducing item drift. Anchor equating, therefore, is conducted using a subset of items or an anchi
The anchor set provides floeindation for the equating moving forward and will remain consistent from year to
year . Prior to a@Eassessments, rancnogsets iese setebtedJor giables 3 and 4. In 2022
anchor items will be selected for grae®arid an equatirsgudy will be conducted to demonstrate the efficacy of
the anchor set.

13.7. Item Bias and Sensitivity Review
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Methods have long been established by testing organizations to study item accessibility and fairness using p:
expertsAERA/APA/NCME, 2014). Panels typically review items with consideration for fairness issues related
such topics as gender bias, secanomic bias, and linguistic bias, as well as accessibility and universal design.
item review undertaken for tiaiapuni Assessment of Educational Outcqmi¢&80) certainly included

definitions and examples from industry best practices. Howeve E@ paheN also took a more

comprehensive approach to the review in order to provide spdamfamieducators to consider how these

issues might be represented in an assessment developed in the Hawaiian language and grounded in Hawaii:
wisdom and culture. For example, in Hawaiian language, pronouns and given names tend to be gender neut
panel mmbers were asked to consider gender bias knowing that the presentation in items might be more sub
necessitating deeper conversations antbegsembers.

An item review meetingasheld June 2020. A panel of Kaiapuni school educators condbotedigh review of
allitems to identify issues about bias/fairness/sensitivity and accessibility. The items reviewed were embedde
test and operational items that were selected for the canceled operational 2020 tesifoafostheneview

was toguide future item development by identifying itemseatiaiversonsideedto bepotentially biased,

contain sensitive conteat,had accessibility conceargjthenidentifying the characteristomaild be causing

these issues.

The review included Kaiapuni school educators, assessment consultants, and UniversityUt Hetaddi

Kaiapuni educators provided expert judgments in the form of ratings on bias/fairness/sensitivity and accessib
Twentyseven Kaiapuni educators participated in the review. The educators teach in schools from all five isla
where Kaiapui school s are | ocated and have experience
assessment subjects. These 27 teachers were divided into 4 résibyvgrade level bands and content areas.

The online item review workshop began with assessment experts providing a half day training. The training w
divided into two sections: bias/fairness/sensitivity and accessibility. Both sections were organized so that
participants received the contenprimfation as a whole group, reviewed sample items in their assigned panels a
then returned to the larger group to debrief on their small panel discussion and questions. After training,
participants broke up into assigned small groups and reviewdukeatkaig on their assigned content area
assessments. An online review tool gave panelists access to the items and provided space for panelists to re
individual ratings for bias, fairness, sensitivity and accessibility and a single place for camnmg&mésité&n

review, if a participant flagged an item as 2 (potential issues) or 3 (significant issues), facilitators prompted pe
to discuss their ratings and were encouraged to provide a comment to support their rating(s). Given the conte
the project to focus on bias/fairness/sensitivity and accessibility in the context of the Hawaiian language and
culture, the ratings allowed individual panel members to highlight items for distessmnments indicated

that the panelists discussed issues related to understanding how the items reflected cultural and linguistic
considerations. These ratings did not necessarily indicate an issue with the item but instead presented an
opportunity to jontly interpret the item for any concerns related t@bascessibilitylhis provided a rich source

of data for item developers to consider for future item development and when revising current items.

After the review meeting, analysts examined the information provided by panelists in their review sheets. Ane
used the individual ratings to calculate median item fairness and accessibility ratings. The analysts then quali
categorized and catlpanelists comments. Both the item and the comment analysis are presented by individue
assessment and overall for each subject area.
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Math Results

Two panels reviewed the mathematics assessments. Both thé gnatteaéhd the gradeB6nath panels were
comprised of seven teachers each. For all the math assessments, over 87% of items had a median rating of
issues) for both bias/fairness/sengit and accessibility. The comments associated with panelists of ratings of 2
(potential issue) or 3 (significant issues) for the math assessment were most frequently categorized as issues
clarity/directions, language/linguistigsual/clutter, athanswer choices.

Hawaiian Language Arts (HLA) Results

Two panels reviewed the HLA assessments. The gratleA3panel consisted of seven teachers and the gdade 6
math panel consisted of six teaclt@nsall the HLA assessments, over 87% of items had a median rating of 1 (n
issues) fobias/fairness/sensitivignd over 76% had a median rating of 1 (no issues) for acce$tibility
comments associated with panelists of ratings of 2 (potential issue) or 3 (significant issues) for the HLA asse:
were most frequently categorized as issues with langgageits, answer choices, clarity/directions, geographic
issues, sensitive issue, and task knowledge.

Science Results

Two panels reviewed the science assessments. Both the grade 5 and grade 8 panels consisted of seven tea
For both the science assessments, over 89% of items had a median rating of 1 (no issues) for both
bias/fairness/sensitivignd accessibilitfhe comments associated with panelists of ratings of 2 (potential issue)
3 (significant issues) for the science assessment were most frequently categorized as issues with visual/clutt:
answer choiceslarity/directions, geographic, language/litigajsensitive issue, standard, and task knowledge.

Conclusions

The goal of the workshop was to provide additional informationKoNHhe Ea&3essmetgam aboutheitems.

The teanmreviewed all the findings and specifically considered the panelists comments to determinraghe follow
action. In addition, the assessment team revised the item content speg¢ificatthng item and test

specifications, and accessibility guidetmetrifyvisuals, color choices, font sizessistency with regard to the
visual elements in math and science (charts, graphs, labels for visual ateht@mgslage consistency between
stimulus and answer chaicall content areas

13.8. Cognitive Interview Analysis and Summary

Cognitive interviews were conducted in 20P9. Cogitiveinterviews were not conducted in 20@QR1 because
of COVID. They will restart when schools reopen to visitors
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Chapter 14 : Considerations for the 2021 administration Related to
COVID -19

14.1. Guiding Framework

During this unprecedented year, the technical team workétlwbhO Eexclsnical Advisory CommittEBAC)

to plan for analyses that would support the use of the rEguteX4.1). We proposega framework outlined in
Tablel41 to structure our analyses. This framework was derived from several sources and modified to reflect
context of the&aiapunischools. These sources inclDdenaleskiBoyer, & Evans (2020) in their report to

CCSSO on evaluating assessment data for accountability and Keng@&®02@jrescriptionn their National
Academy of Education report on assessment comparability. In addition, Dadey, Keng, Boyer, & Marion (2021
delineate operational versus investigative apalysesc h ar e i mpor t an @O pragramWed e r a
also included research on opportunity to learn (OTL) because of the critical naderstahdimg the

relationship between the current context and the assessmerfFtedalis 2002; Gee, 2008; Marion, 2020).
Finally, we considered questions posed in MBxaomaleski and D& Br o ttEO(tearh @ids)dered T h e
these work collectivelin the development of a framework to focus our data collection and analyses to allow fol
structured analytical progression when evaluatingltagoal of the analyseasto provide HIDOE with

sufficient information to make decisions about the ugeporting of test scores.

Figure 141 Framework

Understanding the current context to inform use, impact,
and interpretability of the KA‘EO data.

Consistency & Communicating
Administration Evaluating Data & Reporting

Assessment data analysis Use of data

& Planning

Pre-assessment data
Impact &
Completeness & Context

0_r . Assessment and survey data
Participation analysis

Pre-assessment and
assessment data
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Table 141 Framework for 2021 analyses
Key questions

Evaluation
category

Administration
/Planning

9 To what degree do schools
administer the assessment outs
of the classroom (e.g., commur
colleges)?

1 To what degree do schools
request additional time to
complete the assessment?

Standard Context

9 In a standard
administration 10% of
theassessment is
comprised of EFT
items.

1 Administration is
conducted in a
classroom setting.

Context changes for 2021

1 No EFT items
9 No changes in
administration settings.

1 No extension of the test
window.

Decisions

1 Is there any evidence to
suggest an impact from the
administration modifications

Summary

9 There were no foreseeable
issues related to
administration.

Completeness
[Participation

9 What are our overall
participation rates and does
participation vary by
demographics?

1 Are there increased numbers
individual students who are hay
missing data or are not meeting
valid attempt rules?

1 Participation rates by
year

1 Missing data in stude
responses

9 Data cleaning
processes that identify
duplicate data or
numbers of students
who do not meet valid
attempt rules

9 Participation rates relativ
to historic participation
decreased by school

9 There were no difference
in demographics between
2019 and 2021

1 Generate summary lists
comparisons for HIDOE

9 Is there any impact from t
participatio
ability to make use of the
results (for example, are
missing data not random?)?
1 Is the sample size sufficie
to conduct IRT/CTT analyse

1 Participation rate varied by
school but not demographics
9 Participation might impact
reporting

1 The sample size was
sufficient for analysis.

Consistency/
Evaluating data

1 Are the test characteristics in
2021 comparable to historic dat
9 Are itemdunctioning in a
manner that is comparable to
historic data?

i Testlevel CTT and
IRT information (e.g.,
reliability, error, score
distributions,
dimensionality,
classification
consistency)

9 Item level information
(e.g., fit, DIF, difficulty,
discrimination).

9 Examine the test
functioning relative to
historic data (e.g., has
reliability decreased?)

9 Examine item
functionality relative to
historic data (e.g., are ther
increased items not meetir
acceptability criteria? Has
difficulty changed?).

9 Do the data converge and
the model appropriately?

1 Is reliability and error
acceptable?

9 Test and item characteristic
were comparable.

9 Data fit the model

Impact/ Context | § What do the OTL data tell us

about student learning from the
spring of 202@021?

9 How do wereport these data t
educators, public, and parents/
families?

1 N/A

9 Examine OTL data from
student and teacher data.
9 Jointly interpret OTL datg
with HIDOE to understand
relationships to the
assessment results

9 To what degree do the OT
results relate @ssessment
scores?

9 How to we use the results
support schools in 202D22?
9 How to we communicate
OTL results to stakeholders
a constructive and producti
manner?

i Teachers and students botl
indicated that the past year
impacted their learning conte
and Hawaiian language skills
9 UH worked with HIDOE to
interpret and disseminate the
survey results.
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Evaluation Key questions Standard Context Context changes for 2021 Decisions Summary

category
Communicating | § Taken in total, how do the 1 Typical reporting 1 Examine data and 1 What criteria do we use tolf| 1 Data will be provided to
/Reporting analyses outlined above suppol includes: analytics including make final determinations HIDOE for reporting
our decisions on how to use da 0 State summary| participation rates, test anq¢ about the use of results fronff| purposes.
from the 2021 assessment cycl data by itemfunctionality, and OTL| the assessment? 1 School reports included
 What should be considered demographic | results to make decisions | § At what adjustments or participation rates and how
when deciding what data to rep group about the use and disclaimers need to be maddj| those should be considered |
to stakeholders? 0 School reports | interpretability of the when communicating educators.
o Family reports | assessment results. assessment results to 9 Family reports included hig
stakeholders? level information from OTL
survey.
1 Schools received OTL
infographics to aid in the
interpretation of results.
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14.2. Administration Conditions

In order to best accommodate schools while maintaining the security of our item bank, limited options were
offered. The framework Figurel42 provides an overview of the considerations.

Figure 142: Administration and Planning
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In 2021, several options were considered for adjusting the administration given the challengk dth€ovid

goal of any changes in the administration was to make testing more accessible to families and schools and tc
the burden of testingh&€K NEO teamworkedclosely with HIDOE to plan for 2021 testministration in

response to the letter from the USED. The mamsiderations are as follows:

1 Extending the testing window and moving assessments to the summ@r lorefaBONssessment
providel limited flexibility to schools on an individual basis to extend their testing window following
HIDOE guidance. While limited, tliBowed fomaintaimgthe timing of the assessment scoring meeting
and a timely reporting of results.

Giving the assessment remotely, where feds$ibl&aiapuni school&dsome flexibility in administration
location, however, studemtsrenot be allowed to take the assessnmemistelyat home due to the

potential of security or administration issues. Requirements for alternative site administration include
administration of the assessment with a certified Test Administrator aredl &lltest security guidelines,

in alignment with HIDOE guidance for other assessmdmgdal was tmaintain a stalardized
administration and security of the item bank, while providing schools with additional options to adminis
assessments safely and follow Department of Health guidelines.

Shortening the state assessment, to make testing more feasible to implement and peisGiize in
learning timeT h e  H | D O EECatennhs disdlissed the possibility of shortening the assessment by
applying a modified blueprint. Due to the low reliability seen in previous administrations of some
assessments (particularly in middle school grades), it was deemed infeasible ® gperatiomial
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assessment. However, all embedded field test items were removed which reduced the length of each
assessment by approximately 10%.

In additont he KNB&6 EO As s es s rniereturn b epareon leeoning dcross thelimmersion
schools. While a portion Kaiapunischools returned to-pperson learningn s peci fi ¢ i sl ands
schools have remained hybrid or remote. This has resulted in aboka&#pwfistudents remaining on line,

67% hybrid and 20%-person (Sourc& NEO educator spring 2021 survey).

14.3. Population Comparison

Next, the team considered the degree to which the population of students changed as well as the sample of ¢
who participated in the assessment. This was informed by the framEigaorield.3.

Figure 143: Completeness and Participation
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To address this issue, we considered both overall population rates, participation rates, as well as demograph
differences. Our first step was to examine population with past tesfliaselld.2 was developeahdshows

that minor differences in the populations (greater than 10%) were noted. It was noted that there were two che
in the population. The first was a slight increase in English speaking stutigrasinahd the second was a

slight increase in the number of Hispanic studerftgjimde. It is difficult to know the root cause for the change

in 7" grade however, the increase in Hispanic studefitgriad@ was investigated by comparing the Federal
Ethnicity categories with a State ethnicity collection that uses different aggregation rules than the federal ethr
aggregations rules. The comparison of the changes in the state ethnicity categoeieshat there were no
demographic differeas in that data. Thus, the increase seen in the federal ethnicity categories is most likely re
to the twepart ethnicity question that was implemented shortly after the"20a8e8s entered kindergarten. This
issue is being investigated further by the Office of Hawaiian Education (OHE).
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Table 142: Comparison of 2019 to 2021 PopulatiohKaiapuni Students
Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6 Grade 7 Grade 8

2019 2021

Language Background
English 313| 88.9|321| 88.9|201| 87.0|295 89.7|266| 91.7|286| 88.5(237| 88.4|183| 87.6|172 80.4|205 141| 83.4| 168| 84.8
French e e i e I e i e R e e e D e I e e - - -- -
Hawaiian 34| 9.7 | 37| 10.2| 29| 12.6| 33| 10.0| 23| 7.9 | 33| 10.2| 30| 11.2| 25| 12.0| 42| 19.6| 19 28| 16.6| 30 | 15.2
Japanese e T T T e T M T M A M s M i I i M R e I e s -- -
Portuguese e e T T e T M T M A M i I i I i M e e e e s -- -
Samoan e e T i Rt e A i e I I I e i e i e R e e e s - -
Spanish e e T i e e A i A I I i e O e i e e e I e s -- -
Tagalog e e T i e e A i A I I i e O e i e e e I e s -- -
Pohnpeian e e T i e e A i A I I i e O e i e e e I e s -- -

IEP

N 342 97.2|346) 95.8|213 92.2|315 95.7|280 96.6|310 96.0|253 94.4|191 91.4|201 93.9|210 93.3|155 91.7| 188| 94.9
Y 10| 28 |15| 42 |18| 78 |14| 43 |10| 34 |13| 40 |15| 56 | 18| 86 | 13| 6.1 |15| 6.7 |14| 83| 10| 5.1
504 Plan
Migrant

N - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Y - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

Gender
F 197 56.0|203| 56.2|131] 56.7|167 50.8|141] 48.6|182 56.3|143 53.4|118 56.5|110 51.4|108 48.0| 98| 58.0| 107 | 54.0
M 155 44.0|158 43.8|100 43.3|162 49.2|149 51.4|141] 43.7|125 46.6| 91| 43.5|104| 48.6|117| 52.0| 71| 42.0| 91 | 46.0
Federal Ethnicity
American IndianorAlaskaNal - | - | - | - | ~-| - | ~-| - |-| = |~-| = |~-| = |- = |~-| =~ |- - || - - -

Asian - -1 -=-1-1-1{1-!-1-1-1-{-1-!-1-{-1-1-1-1-1-1] - -- -
Black - -1 -=-1-1-=-1-!-1-1-1-{-1-!-1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1 - -- -
Hispanic 75| 21.3| 78| 21.6| 46| 19.9| 61| 18.5| 58| 20.0| 68| 21.1| 54| 20.1| 42| 20.1| 35| 16.4| 47| 20.9| - | -- 33 -
Multiple 42| 11.9|40( 11.1] 23| 10.0| 34| 10.3[ 24| 8.3 | 41| 12.7| 28| 10.4| 21| 10.0/17| 7.9 13| 58| - | - [ 18| 9.1
Pacific Islander 225 63.9|232 64.3|157| 68.0|222 67.5|198| 68.3|207| 64.1|176/ 65.7|141] 67.5|155 72.4|160 71.1| - | - | 139]| 70.2
White - -1 -=-1-1-=-1-!-1-/-1-{-1-!-1-1-01-1-1-1-1-1] - -- -
Free/Reduced Lunch
N 161 45.7|171 47.4| 94| 40.7|152 46.2|136| 46.9|157| 48.6|119 44.4|100 47.8| 89| 41.6|110 48.9| 81| 47.9| 100| 50.5
Y 191 54.3|190 52.6|137 59.3|177| 53.8|154| 53.1|166| 51.4|149 55.6|109 52.2|125| 58.4|115/ 51.1| 88| 52.1| 98 | 49.5

State Ethnicity
American IndianorAlaskaNa] - | - | - | - | ~-| = | ~-| = |~-| = || = |- = || = |- = |- - || - - -
Black i i T e e e e e e D e e e e e e e e e e e - -
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Grade 3 Grade 4 Grade 5 Grade 6 Grade 7 Grade 8
2019 2021 2019 2021 2019 \ 2021 2019 2021 2019 2021 2019 2021

| | | %
Hispanic gl et et Mt Mt MOt Mt Mt Mt Mot et Mt et Mt et At et At ot Mt et Mt M s

Japanese S e e e e e M e M R M R M O M T M e M I e - -
Multiple -l -1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1-1-"1-1-1-1-1-1-+
Portuguese e e e e e A M e M R M R M A M R M A M A e - --
Samoan - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - -- - -- -
White 23| 6.5 19| 53 [13| 56 (21| 6.4 19| 6.6 |16] 50|13 49 [13[ 62 |11| 51| 9| 40] 9| 53] 12] 6.1
Chinese - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - -- - -- -
Filipino 13| 3.7 12| 33| ~-| - | -] - |11[ 38|13[40]13[49|~-| - |~-| - |~-] - |~-] - [10]5a2
Native Hawaiian 276| 78.4|294| 81.4|193 83.5(267| 81.2|245 84.5(255 78.9|214 79.9|177 84.7|176 82.2|195 86.7|153 90.5] 163| 82.3
PartHawaiian i B i e e T D e A e D e D e e e e e s - -
Korean - - 1=/l -1-!l-1-0/l-1-/l-I|1-/-=-I|-/l=-|l-/l=-|-1l-IA-1l-1-1n*=- - -
Micronesian i B i e e T D e A e D e D e e e e e s - -
Tongan i B i e e T D e A e D e D e e e e e s - --
Guamanian/Chamorro -l -l - -l -l -1l -1 ~-1-1l~-|-1l -0l -0l-0l-1-1*=- - -
Other Asian -l -1/l -1-!l-1-1l-1-"/-|1-/-|l-/=-|l-/l-|-1l-I|-1l-1-1n-=- - -
Other Pacific Islander -l -]l -0l -|l-l-1-]l-|-/-1|1-0l=-|-1-A~-1-\I|-1l-1-1*= - -
Pacific Islandertwoormore | - | - | - | - |- | - |~-| - |~-| - |~-| -~ |-~ -~ |-/ -~ |-|-~-~|-| ~-—1-1~- - -
Indo-Chinese -l -]l -1l -|1-l-]1-]l-|-]1-1|-0l-I|=-1-d0-01-I1-1-1-1*= - -
ALL
ALL 1352 100.0 361/ 100.0 231/ 100.9 329 100.0 290 100.0 323 100.0 268 100.0 209 100.0 214| 100.0 225 100.9 169 100.0 198]100.0
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14.4. Sample Comparison

Next the 2021 sample was compared relative to 2019. These data show that for most groups, there was little y#an tpepgearaoiation in the
participation rate by demographic group (plus or minus 10%). There were several exceptions wtesendiffereested population were different in
2021 relative to 2019. The first was the difference in percentages of Hispanic stiideade iin8ted in the population table above). The second was
that there were percentages of students eligiklectuoe free or reduepdce lunch in*7gradeln addition, when groups were very small (n<5), the
proportions could also fluctuate from year to year.

Table 143: DemographicParticipation
019 ade 0 015 ade A 019 ade 0 015 ade o 0 019 ade 0 019 ade o 0

All students 343 974 283 76.7| 227 983 258 775|280 96.6 260 783|239 89.2 171 79.2| 189 883 168 72.1| 135 79.9 143 70.4

F 191 970 161 77.4| 130 99.2 132 78.6| 135 957 145 78.0| 129 90.2 95 77.2| 97 882 86 76.1| 75 765 78 70.9

M 152 98.1 122 75.8| 97 970 126 76.4| 145 97.3 115 78.8| 110 8380 76 81.7| 92 885 82 68.3| 60 845 65 69.9
Two or More 42 1000 35 875| 22 957 28 824| 24 1000 36 878| 23 821 17 810| -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
American Indian | -- - - - | - - - -- - - - = - - - -- T I

Asian - - R - - - - - - - - - - - I S
Black or - - R - - - - - - - - - - - I S
" African American
= Hispanic 75 1000 59 72.8| 46 1000 48 787 | 57 983 58 817| 46 852 33 786| 33 943 33 673| 6 667 21 63.6
o | NativeHawaiianor| g g6 183 775|154 981 171 757|101 965 160 75.1| 163 92.6 117 79.1| 142 916 120 732|122 813 99 69.2
& Pacific Islander
& IEP-N 334 97.7 274 77.4| 210 98.6 244 765|271 968 248 78.0| 229 905 156 79.2| 177 88.1 155 71.1| 125 80.6 135 69.9
IEP-Y B T T T T
c
g 504- N 336 974 275 766|224 982 254 779 | 273 965 252 78.3| 235 894 166 790 | 182 883 160 71.1| 134 80.2 137 695
g 504- Y N T e T
& FRL-N 156 969 122 79.2| 91 968 108 766 | 133 078 114 809| 107 899 76 800 | 79 888 64 646| 67 827 61 735
FRL-Y 187 97.9 161 74.9| 136 99.3 150 78.1|147 955 146 76.4| 132 88.6 95 77.9|110 88.0 104 77.6| 68 77.3 82 683
Migrant- N 341 974 280 765|223 982 253 77.1| 273 965 256 78.0| 234 89.0 167 788|186 882 164 716| 133 79.6 140 704
Migrant- Y - - e - - - - -- e -- e B

Native Hawaiian or
PartHawaiian

Samoan -- -- -- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
White 23 1000 12 60.0| 13 1000 17 81.0| 17 895 13 813| -~ - = = | — o~ |« o o
Filipino 13 1000 11 91.7| - - - - |11 1000 12 923| - -~ = o | = o~ |~
Other 34 1000 24 80.0| 13 929 23 852| 14 1000 29 853| - - o~ - | - o o |
F 193 98.0 160 76.9| 130 99.2 134 798|135 957 143 76.9| 129 902 94 76.4| 96 87.3 83 735| 75 765 76 69.1
M 152 98.1 121 752| 97 97.0 122 739|143 960 114 781|109 872 74 796| 93 894 85 70.8| 60 845 64 68.8

Two or More 42 1000 35 875 22 957 29 853| 23 958 36 878 23 821 16 762| 13 765 8 615 -- - - -
American Indian -- -- - - - -- -- - -- -- - - - - - - -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Asian -- -- -- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
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Science
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223

251
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White
Filipino
Other

All students
F
M
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American Indian
Asian
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Native Hawaiian or
Pacific Islander
White
IEP-N
IEP-Y
504-N
504-Y
FRL-N
FRL-Y
Migrant- N
Migrant- Y
Native Hawaiian or
PartHawaiian
Samoan
White
Filipino
Other

97.8

228

100.0 12
100.0 11
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Next, the team looked at participation rates by grade and by school. In general, percent participation rates we
the low to mid 70s. Seventh and eightide had the lowest participation rate at 72.0% and 68.2% respectively
(Figurel44). This might be due to the fact that the state of Hawaii prioritized bringing younger students back f
in-person learning first while many of the middle schools were still participating in remote learning. There wer
notable variations inthe degree whi ch i ndi vi dua BEOths yearlfigureldy).dheei ci p
were three schools with less than 10% participation and one of those schools (school number 563) is relative
When that school is removed from participation rates, the overall percent participation increases from 75% to
(Figurel46).

Figure144. Par t i ci BQHUygrada i n KN
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Figure 145: Participation by school
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Figure 146: Participation Rate Differences With and Without School 563
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14.5. Consistency and Evaluating Data

Next the team analyzed the test and item data. The processeqtiptisg the tests was used to examine the
difficulty and drift of the 2021 assessments. In addition tequesing, we will plan to examine additional test
level statistics against hist@verages or 2019 test scores. We will also examine test score distributions betwee

historic and 2021 data using a data analysis tool repres€Eigiect14.7.

Figure 147: Consistency and Evaluating Data Framework
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14.5.1 Test analysis

These data show that the assessments varied in terms of difficulty. Most of the tests got more difficult from 2(
2021. Namely the HLAssessments which might be expected given that the wiajeaithers survey€dl%)
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reported that the pandemic i mpacted their studen
became easj@ther assessments were slightly more difliallte(44). For example, Grade 6 HLA was more
difficult in 2021 but Grade 8 science was easier in 2021. In table 15.5, scale scores highlighted in blue show
assessments where the scores were lower in 2021 and great show assessments where the scores were high

Table1l44: A Hi st ory Cronbachd Al pha and Logi't
S e Cronbachds Al p Average Scale Score
2017 2018 2019 2017 2018 2019
3 HLA 0.89 0.89 0.90 0.91 500.0 498.2 501.1 498.0 477.4
4 HLA 0.89 0.90 0.90 0.88 500.0 517.1 515.1 515.5 495.7
5 HLA - - 0.90 0.90 -- - -- 500.1 490.5
6 HLA -- -- 0.89 0.91 -- -- -- 500.0 477.6
7 HLA -- - 0.86 0.89 -- - -- 500.1 505.5
8 HLA -- - 0.88 0.91 -- - -- 500.2 500.9
3 MA 0.85 0.83 0.86 0.85 500.1 498.7 496.1 496.6 486.7
4 MA 0.85 0.87 0.84 0.82 500.0 511.5 503.7 507.2 491.3
5 MA -- -- 0.83 0.82 -- -- -- 500.1 501.5
6 MA -- - 0.84 0.88 -- - -- 500.0 487.6
7 MA -- -- 0.71 0.69 -- -- -- 499.9 503.2
8 MA -- -- 0.79 0.73 -- -- -- 500.1 505.5
8 SC - - 0.80 0.80 -- - -- 500.0 513.7

14.5.2 Item analysis

As part of the standard analyses, all items for an assessment were examined. During these analyses, items t
flagged for not meeting performance criteria (e.g., poor discrimination) are marked for further review. For 202
furthered these analy$asitems on the assessments that were flagged as different from historic administration
For these additional item level analysese E® Nssessment Teaatso examined the overall reliability and
difficulty against historic averages or 2019 stomsen more items were flagged for difficulty of less than .2 in
2021 relative to 2019 across all the tests. These items were reviewed by UH staff and there was no definitive
seen to the content of the items or the type of items. The team coti@dudech difficulty was not an

impediment to reporting data from the 2021 assessment.

Table 145: Item Difficulty

Difficulty less than 0.20 \ Difficulty greater than 0.95

Grade Grand Total

2019 Not 2021 2021 Not 2019 2019 & 2021‘ 2019 Not 2021 2021 Not 2019 2019 & 202ﬂ

Grand Total
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The technical teamonitored item displacements as part of our ongoing monitoring of the equating. Items were
flagged if they exceeded an absolute value of 1.5. These items were reviewed for content, exposure, test fati
language issudxaplel46).

Table 146: Displacements

2021 Notes (negative displacements indicated that the item weasier in
2021 relative to 2019)
This item was reviewed for exposure issues, if fatigue was a factor, con;
guess. There was no specific reason identified for the change in difficuli
because of the high displacement, it was decided that it would be removi
anchoring.
Item reviewed with UH staff and there was no issue with exposure, conte
This item was retained in the anchoring.
Item reviewed with UH staff because it got hdier. If their language
proficiency went down, it makes sense that this item is harder.
603 237 In 2019 8% of kids got right, in 2021, 48% of kids got right, UH staff revit
) and there was no content or exposure issue, or fatigue issue
MA In 2019 1% of kids got right, in 2021, 4% of kids got right. Item was revig
1140 -1.64 with UH staff but there were no issues of exposure. Might be content rela
teachers teaching roman numerals
2% of kids got this correct 2919 and 26% got it correct this year (reviewec
1205 -2.98 year but only flagged green). Because of the high displacement, it was de
8 it would be removed from anchoring.
932 168 10% of kids got this correct i_n_2019 and 39% got _it correge#risThere were
) no identified issues with this item.
SC 5% of kids got this correct last year, 40% got it correct this year (not revie|
972 -2.55 year) Reviewed with UH staff and retain as anchor. This somewhat balat
the items that g@asier versus harder.
32% got this correct in 2019 but only 3% of kids got it correct this year (re
1110 2.96 for difficulty and DIF this year). Because of the high displacement, it was
that it would be removed from anchoring.

Grade Test Displacement

5 HLA 1222 -2.83

525 -1.79

555 1.6

14.5.3 Examining OTL (Impact/Context)

Looking at the data collected throughQipportunity to LearnQgTL) During a @€0VID-19 school year,
surveys, h e E® Rssessment Team aimeditderstand how students was common to witnessdtaadhers
have been impacted by remote learhirmmarticulajt h e GE& N [studer®xchanges during instruct
Assessment Team was interestbédunthe pandemic affected learning andi me . Feedback |
language proficiengythis unique context and population of students  [thoughts] on a topic or [lesson] pr

was immediated both [teachers] ar
OTL has traditionally referred to the degree to which students have beE’ﬂudents] could possibly explore ¢

equally exposed to a concept they see on an assessment, but the ternyhas.s i expand in their learning
evolved to include whether schools have access to the resources requjjed fQentional time for moaednent
provide quality instruction and whettie learning environment accountshere was intentional time to paus
for the diversity of students (Floden, 2002; Gee, 2008; MarionQdQ20). \oflect The importance of being to
is not a new issue for Kaiapuni schools, but it requires a more purposefill |earn together, [face to face], w
approach because of the unique nature of Hawaiian languag@immersi|ace. THIS WAS NONEXISTENT
Traditional considerations exist, such as access to academic content, BU{= 1o THE IMPACT OF

there is also the consideration of opportunity to learn the Hawaiian -y ipD-19./ Educator

language that demands equal study. For this r@dsosurveys have been
emb e dd e d &EOror thetpast skviral years.
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In 2021, the goal of the surveys took on new importance because of the need to understand the impact of the
pandemic in our schools. The COVIB pandemic has had an impact on many

aspects of life both nationally and within Hawldiis impact is apparent in V4 10/00f educators
educational systems due to rapid and ongoing changes in learning enviror | eported their
such as the shift to remote learning. During spring 2021, educators and st Hawaiian language

in Kaiapuni schools were surveyed separately about how théiexqotidences  proficiency was impacted

were impaetd by the pandemic. The surveys focused on the impact of the to a moderate or great
pandemic on Hawaiian language proficiency, instruction and learning, and extent.

engagement. Sixdix percent of educators from 5 islands and 17 of the 19 0

Kai apuni school s t had;sesedtpit percestofgnade 26%00f students de

358 students responded to the surveys. reported a decrease in th
Hawaiian language

Both educators and students indicated a loss of Hawaiian language profici proficiency

during the pandemic. Around the same percentage of educators reported tneir

studentsd®é ability to communicate in Hawaiian wit

pandemic to at least a moderate to great extent. More students in grades 7 and 8 (39%) reported a decrease
Hawaiian language proficiency ttadents in grades 3 and 4 (20%) and grades 5 and 6 (23%) did.

14.6. Impact on Instruction and Learning

Educators responded to a range of questions about instruction and curriculum.

29%00f educators Regarding mode of instruction, 58% of educators reported their students were

reported covering at least learning online during spring 2020. This changed substantially by spring 2021,
threequarters of their ~ with educators repanty only 8% of students were learning online. There were

standard curriculuduring  also changes in curriculum coverage.-Ewty percent of educators reported

spring 2021. they were able to cover only half or less of the standard curriculum in spring
2020. By spring 2021, however, only 268dwsators reported so. These results

5290 of students correspond to changes in instructional time from spring 2020 to spring 2021, a:

reported being in school 89% of educators reported engaging their studed ho0rs of daily

less than half a day duringinstruction in spring 2020 while 42% reported providindpéursof daily
the 2020/21 schoolyear insiryction in spring 2021.

6 1%of educators

reported students received
less instructional time durir
the 2020/21 compared to
years past.

Finally, respondents answered an additionalemplenl questioabout the
impact of the pandemic on studélgarning and language proficie ajf

of the teachers who responded to this question indicated that language
proficiency impacts learning as well. For example, one educator stated
olanguage loss profoundly impadtesi t u chlglity to sldskhoolwork in
immersion. Most of our students do not come from households that 39
communicate using Hawaiian language. When kids came back to scho 0 of students
were struggling to express themselves in Hawaiidad uc at or s
connection between | anguage prof
learning during the pandemic.

Page | 142

reported they never or only
sometimes learned as much
as in previous years.



14.7. Impact on Engagement

Both educators and students responded to questions about the impact of the pandemic on student engagem
first set of questions focused on student access to the internet and digital devices because these are fundam
participating and engagingnline learning. For the second set of questions, educators reflected on instructionz
time and student engagement, and students reflected on learning and engagement in online school.

14.7.1 Access to the Internet and Digital Devices

Access to both the internet and digital devices at home is important for students to be able to participate in or
learning. Eight percent of students reported they never had reliable access to the internet to participate in onl
learning during théd20/21 school year, and 25% indicated they never had access to a digital device at home.
Similarly, 13% of educators reported their students had access to the internet less than half of the time, and :
reported less than half of their students had dcaessa di gi t al devi ce d&htefobus me .
wasn't the same. Couldn't rely on the internet working smoothly

14.7.2 Student Engagement

A large proportion (61%) of educators indicated their students received less instructional time during the 202(
school year compared to years past. This corresponded to student sunsev

results that showed students felt they were learning less in 2020/21 re

to past school years. Additionally, both educators and students report: 70%0f educators

lower student engagement thapravious years: 70% of educators stater reported students were less

their students were less engaged, and 18% of students stated they we €ngaged during the 2020/21

as interested in onlifearning as in4person learning. school year, compared to
previous years

In addition, educators responded to an -@peled question about student

engagement in their classrooms. Many educators stated that participa

engagement varied widel ylhadBtodentse &/ of studentseported € @ ¢ h
who did better onlingwith fewerklassroom distractions. | had students they were never interested in

who did poorer onlinghey needed {iperson teaching. Some were learning online as opposed
disengaged because they were at home watching themselves, no part in-person learning.

supervision, or taking care of their younger siblings, so there was no

atention on their learning onthe home font Educat or s al so menti oned t hat
language and academic abilities and restricted opportunities for formal and informal use of Hawaiian. A small
number of educators cited the impact of technology on engagement. As onegpeducatot eNadt albstudlents o
live in places where the internet connection is good even with extra,modeenslevel of participation and
engagement i s affected by ¢goutkeygetkhoeketho. Ewen dt thecstha h a
have daypvhen]we all have problems with our internet connectiomhich also affects what we are able to

teachd

14.8. Reporting (Reporting/Communication)

0OThere no greater threat to the f(pu8Ho0j2021}t r ust t ha
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TheK NEO team values the perspective that Andrew Ho discussed in his 202ieozers® it resonates with the
priorities we place on transparefitye team cinterpreted the results discussed above and made decisions abot
what data to report and guidance on interpretdts allowed us to provigeidance to schools about inferences
that can be made from the data how to best present peigation and OTldata tgparents and school staff.

TheK NEO teamalsoworkedwith HIDOE to interpret the data to understand the degree to which the data
impact the assessment purpose statements.

Modified student and school reports

Reports were modified to highlight information that would be important to stakeholdersangbeand
interpretation of the results. For the school reports, participation rates wepediaglitg appropriate guidance
to schoolsabout how to interpréhe results. As such the following text was added to the school Fegonts (
14.8). Chapter 12: Reporting provides an example of the student report.

Figure 148: Participation Rate information
> 95%

This level of participation will allow you to
make informed decisions about the
achievement level of your students

86%0-94%

This level of participation will allow

<74%

IMPORTANT
Due to low participation the resultsin this report
are not provided for use as a resourcein helping to

Please use only the individual student reports to
inform your und ing of how each studenti:

76%0-85%

Because this level of participation is low;
you must use caution when reviewing the
data and interpreting these results.

IMPORTANT
Please consider the unprecedented impacts of
COVID-19 when reviewing these results. The
degree to which your school was able to engage
students, cover your standard curriculum, and
provide instruction may impact yous scores.

Also, consider the students who participated in the

P ing. Also, consider the unp
impacts of COVID-19 when reviewing individual
student results. The degree to which your school
was able to engage students, cover your standard
iculum, and providei R A
individual student scores.

. Howwelldo they represent your
students in general? Do they differ in terms of
demographics? Any of these factors may also
impact scores.

Lastly, these results should be used with multiple

sources of evidence (suchas formative assessments,

dance, and previous summative assessmen!
results) in considering student achievement. This
approach will allow you to use the data to planin a
manner that is most productive for your school
community.

you to build an understanding about

the achievement level of your students.

IMPORTANT
Please consider the unprecedented impacts of
COVID-19 when reviewing these results. The
degree to which your school was able to engage
students, cover your standard curriculum, and
provide instruction may impact your scores.

Also, consider the students who participated in the
assessment. Howwell do they represent your
students in general? Do they differ in terms of
demographics? Any of these factors may also
impact scores.

Lastly, these results should be used with multiple

sources of evidence (such as formative assessments,

attendance, and previous summative assessment
results) in considering student achievement. This
approach will allow you to use the data to planin a
manner that is most productive for your school
community.

IMPORTANT
Please consides the unprecedented impacts of
COVID-19 when reviewing these results. The
degree to which your schoolwas able to engage
students, coves your standard cursiculum, and
provide instruction may impact your scores.

These results should be used with multiple sources
of evidence (such as formative assessments,
attendance, and previous summative assessment
results) in considering studentachievement. This
approachwill allow you to use the data to planin a
manner that is most productive for your school
community

Discussion guide

The teanalsoprovided schools with a discussion guidehbgitcoulduse to better understatie assessment

results in the larger context of the pandemic. This guide included information on undenst&bidirgyrvey
resultsthe assessment data, and participation rates. There were also reflection questions included to help ed
consider how the OTL findings might relate to the context in their own school Heidpirej 4.9). See Appendix

M for Discussion Guide.
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Figure 149: Discussion Guidelntroduction and Reflection Questions

KA‘EO

Kaiapuni Assessment of Educational Outcomes. 202]

Educator & Student Survey:

Introduction

As you unpack your school’s KA’EO results, you may
find it helpful to have additional information available
to facilitate conversations at your school.

Opportunity To Learn (OTL) survey results are included
in this document to provide some additional context for
those conversations.

The results have been categorized according to
four major themes:

1. Impacts on instruction and learning
2. Impacts on student engagement

3. Impacts to Hawaiian language proficiency

4. Impacts on student readiness

On the next page, you will see questions provided
as a starting point to facilitate discussion in your
school and community, followed by the results
of the OTL survey.

Questions To Consider

As you review the OTL results, consider the following
questions and how they might apply across all four
major themes:

4

What does (or does not) resonate in the OTL data in how it
applies to your school’s specific context? Were there grade
levels or content areas that were particularly impacted?

What additional information would you want to know from
families, teachers and students this year?

Are there results that were NOT expected?

If you have seen impacts to Hawaiian language proficiency
similar to what is reflected in this data, how do you think
this has impacted students’ learning and the ability to
demonstrate what they know? What are some strategies
that you can use to mitigate these impacts in your specific
school context?

Your school probably has a wealth of data from other
sources - formative assessment data, performance
assessment data, anecdotal data, school-specific
measures, lived experiences, etc. How can these rich,
additional sources of information be used along with
KA‘EO and OTL results to make informed decisions about
next steps? What are your next steps?
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g
KA‘EO
Kaiapuni Assessment af Educational Dutcomes 2021
Educator & Student Surveys

...and computer access was an issue for many students.

Q: I havea computer at home
sol can participate in
online school...

All of the time 28%%
S 41%

Mostofthetime 27204

— 25% 18%
Some of the time PP
2] =y EZ

- Never 28% 21% 26%
Grades Grades Grades
384 586 T&B

Many students also reported internet access issues.

Q: ‘I have religble internet access
athome...

Some of the time P s N All of the time!

or IQ or
37% " theime 63%

1 ity 20% reported having
the Time.”
Overall, educators reported that
Q: “Compared to previous school years, students were less engaged .
how engaged are your students in school?” 7 Based on EdUCRIor Sunvey data,
=)
l..h.}b-—--’ 70%
Py B3 6% 5%
Less engaged Same level of More engaged 1 do not know

engagement
Copyright & 2021, All rights reserved.
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Appendix A:  Theory of Action

Ka Manabo Hodoulu:

Mn | amakeamekd | el ofCHHAwiai pN KeHokakaiuka i ka pafpkehana
haawinal Nmana nn haudkmua,a,& kadk i apko OKrekd ou proono dt ;@ 1)
hanauna i hal a a e ainka ikdika omke kampuni hke aupuni,23) & akikehalb
kNpono no niii kaainmeu lthui GHEawlkalu lama ka pap@vaaHaad k no api
hanauna i hala a me nn hanauna hou.

Theory of Action:

Appendix Figure A. Theory of Action (translated)
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