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Executive Summary

MI-Access is Michigan’s alternate assessment program for students who have, or function as

if they have, significant cognitive impairments and whose Individualized Education Program
(IEP) teams have determined that general assessments, even with accommodations, are not
appropriate. MI-Access assessments are based on Michigan’s alternate academic expectations:
Essential Elements with Michigan Range of Complexity for English language arts (ELA) and
mathematics, Extended Grade Level Content Expectations for social studies, and Extended
Benchmarks for science.

MI-Access is tested at three levels:

e Functional Independence (FI)—for students whose instruction is aligned closest to the
“High” range of complexity on the alternate content expectations

e  Supported Independence (Sl)—for students whose instruction is aligned closest to the
“Medium” range of complexity on the alternate content expectations

e Participation (P)—for students whose instruction is aligned closest to the “Low” range
of complexity on the alternate content expectations

While the three “levels” of MI-Access are designed for specific populations of students within
the universe of students “with significant cognitive disabilities,” altogether the levels of M-
Access represent only those Michigan students with the most significant cognitive disabilities
whose IEP teams have determined that, based on the students’ disabilities, progress toward
the general content standards is neither possible nor measurable using M-STEP, the state’s
standard assessment.

This technical report addresses all phases of the testing cycle with the intention of providing
evidence that supports the validity of the MI-Access alternate assessment program. All
subsequent chapters of this report constitute evidence for the validity argument that MI-Access
was developed with rigor, implemented with fidelity, and validated psychometrically.

E.1 MDE Office of Educational Assessment and Accountability
(OEAA)

The Michigan Department of Education (MDE) Office of Educational Assessment and
Accountability (OEAA) has the responsibility of carrying out the requirements in state and federal
statutes and rules for statewide assessments. The office oversees the planning, scheduling,

and implementation of all major assessment activities and supervises MDE’s testing contractors
(Data Recognition Corporation [DRC] and Measurement Incorporated). In addition, OEAA staff,
in collaboration with outside contractors, conducts quality control activities for every aspect of
the development and administration of the assessment program. For additional details on these
groups, refer to Appendix C of this report. The OEAA is also active in monitoring the security
provisions of the assessment program.
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E.2 Michigan Testing Contractors

Data Recognition Corporation is MDE’s item development contractor. DRC is responsible for
providing test development content leads who work in conjunction with OEAA’s content leads.
DRC works with the OEAA to develop test items. MI-Access Fl is delivered primarily through
DRC'’s online test engine but also through some paper/pencil testing. DRC test development
staff are responsible for rendering test items according to OEAA’s style guide. Each item is
reviewed by both DRC and OEAA content leads to ensure each student is presented with
properly formatted test items that are clear and engaging and to ensure the content of each item
replicates how the item appears in the item bank.

Measurement Incorporated is Michigan’s contractor for paper/pencil materials, handscoring,
and reporting. Measurement Incorporated is responsible for the development, distribution, and
collection of all paper/pencil test materials and for monitoring test security. MI-Access Sl and P,
FI accommodated testing materials, and the FI Expressing Ideas portion of the FI ELA test are
delivered in paper/pencil form. Measurement Incorporated hand scores all the FI Expressing
Ideas constructed-response (CR) test questions, using Michigan-provided rubrics. Once testing
is complete, Measurement Incorporated is responsible for developing and providing student
results.

Assessment and Evaluation Services (AES) contracts for independent third party validation of
psychometric work (see Chapter 7 and Appendix G).

E.3 Michigan’s Assessment System

Michigan’s assessment system is a comprehensive, standards-based system. All students

in grades 3-8 and 11 are required to take Michigan’s standards-based accountability
assessments. Michigan’s accountability assessments are listed in Table E-1 and are described
in more detail in section 3.3 of this report.
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Table E-1. Michigan’s Accountability Assessments

Test Content Grades
M-STEP Mathematics 3-8
M-STEP ELA 3-8
M-STEP (field testing year) Science 5,8, 11
M-STEP Social Studies 58,11
SAT Mathematics 1

SAT ELA 11
MI-Access (alternate assessment) Mathematics 3-8, 11
MI-Access (alternate assessment) ELA 3-8, 11
MI-Access (alternate assessment) Science 4,7,11
MI-Access Fl (alternate assessment) Social Studies 5,8, 11
WIDA Listening 1-12
WIDA Reading K-12
WIDA Speaking K-12
WIDA Writing 1-12

E.4 Overview of This Report

Subsequent chapters of this technical report document the major activities of the testing
cycle. This report provides comprehensive details that confirm that the processes and
procedures applied in the MI-Access program adhere to appropriate professional standards
and practices of educational assessment. Ultimately, this report serves to document evidence
that valid inferences about Michigan student performance can be derived from the MI-Access
assessments.

Each chapter of this report details the procedures and processes applied in the MI-Access
administration and the results of the administration. Each chapter also highlights the meaning
and significance of the procedures, processes, and results in terms of validity and the
relationship to the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (American Educational
Research Association [AERA], American Psychological Association [APA], & National Council
on Measurement in Education [NCME], 2014). A brief overview of the contents of this report is
described below.

Chapter 1, “Background of Spring 2018 MI-Access,” describes the background and history of
MI-Access.

Chapter 2, “Uses of Test Scores,” describes the use of the assessment scores and touches on
the validity arguments this technical report intends to address.
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Chapter 3, “Test Design and Item Development,” describes the involvement of Michigan
educators in the item and assessment development process, which formed an important part

of the validity of MI-Access. The knowledge, expertise, and professional judgment offered by
Michigan educators ultimately ensured that the content of MI-Access formed an adequate and
representative sample of appropriate content and that the content formed a legitimate basis
upon which to derive valid conclusions about student performance. Chapter 3 thus addresses
Standard 4.6 of the Standards (AERA, APA, & NCME, 2014, p. 87). It shows that the assessment
design process, and the participation of Michigan educators in that process, provides a solid
rationale for having confidence in the content and design of MI-Access as a tool from which to
derive valid inferences about Michigan student performance. This chapter also addresses AERA,
APA, and NCME (2014) Standards 1.1, 1.11,4.0,4.1,4.2,4.12, 7.2, 8.4, 12.4, and 12.8.

Chapters 4 and 5, “Test Administration Plan” and “Test Delivery and Administration,” describe
the processes, procedures, and policies that guided the administration of MI-Access. These
include accommodations, security measures, and written procedures provided to assessment
administrators and school personnel. These chapters address AERA, APA, and NCME (2014)
Standards 4.15, 4.16, 6.1, 6.2, 6.3, 6.4, 6.6, 6.7, and 6.10.

Chapter 6, “Scoring,” explains the procedures used for scoring MI-Access autoscored items
and handscored items. This chapter adheres to AERA, APA, and NCME Standards 4.18, 4.20,
6.8, and 6.9.

Chapter 7, “Operational Data Analyses,” describes the data used for calibration and scaling.

For content areas for which they are appropriate, raw-score results and a classical item analysis
were provided, which served as a foundation for subsequent analyses. This chapter also
describes the calibration and scaling processes, procedures, and results. Some references to
introductory and advanced discussions of item response theory (IRT) are provided. This chapter
thereby demonstrates adherence to AERA, APA, and NCME (2014) Standards 1.8, 5.2, 5.13, and
5.15.

Chapter 8, “Test Results,” presents scale-score results and achievement-level information.
Scale-score results provide a basic quantitative reference to student performance as derived
through the IRT models that were applied. This chapter thus addresses AERA, APA, and NCME
(2014) Standards 5.1, 6.10, 7.0, and 12.18.

Chapter 9, “Performance-Level Setting,” provides background on the standard-setting activities
and functions to address Standards 5.21 and 5.22 of the Standards (AERA, APA, & NCME,
2014).

Chapter 10, “Fairness,” addresses validity evidence, specifically with respect to issues of bias.

This chapter demonstrates adherence to AERA, APA, and NCME (2014) Standards 3.1, 3.2, 3.3,
3.4, 3.5, and 3.6.
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The first half of Chapter 11, “Reliability and Evidence of Construct-Related Validity,”
demonstrates adherence to the AERA, APA, and NCME (2014) Standards through several
analyses of the reliability of the 2018 MI-Access. It presents information on reliability and
precision by reporting results on reliability, standard error of measurement (SEM), conditional
standard error of measurement (CSEM), and classification consistency and accuracy. The first
half of Chapter 11 thereby addresses AERA, APA, and NCME (2014) Standards 2.0, 2.3, 2.13,
and 2.19. The second half of Chapter 11 addresses validity evidence, including assessment
content, response processes, issues of bias, dimensionality analysis, relations to other
assessments, and consequences of assessment use. It demonstrates adherence to AERA,
APA, and NCME (2014) Standards 3.16 and 4.3. Chapter 11 ends with a section addressing the
development of validity arguments for MI-Access.

MDE and its testing vendors maintained an unwavering focus on the gathering of validity
evidence in support of MI-Access throughout the development, administration, analysis, and
reporting of the 2018 MI-Access administration.
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Chapter 1: Background of Spring 2018 MI-Access

Chapter 1: Background of Spring 2018 MI-Access

1.1  Background of MI-Access

MI-Access is Michigan’s alternate assessment system and is designed for students who have,
or function as if they have, the most significant cognitive disabilities and whose Individualized
Education Program (IEP) teams have determined that general assessments, even with
accommodations, are not appropriate, based on the assessment selection guidelines for this
assessment. The three MI-Access assessments are described below.

¢ Functional Independence (Fl) assessments are for students whose instruction is aligned
closest to the “High” range of complexity on the alternate content expectations. With
guidance, this population of students (within the overall definition of students with the
most significant cognitive disabilities), with guidance, can typically be assessed on
basic personal strengths and limitations, sustained resources, strategies, and supports
to help maximize a level of independence.

e Supported Independence (Sl) assessments are for students whose instruction
is aligned closest to the “Medium” range of complexity on the alternate content
expectations. This population of students (within the overall definition of students with
the most significant cognitive disabilities) requires ongoing support in major life roles
and may have disability-related impacts on the ability to generalize and/or transfer
learning.

e Participation (P) assessments are for students whose instruction is aligned closest to
the “Low” range of complexity on the alternate content expectations. This population
of students (within the overall definition of students with the most significant cognitive
disabilities) is expected to require extensive ongoing support in adulthood to
participate in major life roles and faces significant disability-related impacts on the
ability to generalize and transfer learning.

Students may take MI-Access Fl assessments for only some content areas while taking the
M-STEP assessment for other areas, although this distinction is not typical. Students may

also take assessments of different MI-Access levels in different content areas. For example,

a student might present with a significant cognitive disability but function differently in one
content area than another. This is to say that a student’s instruction might align to the high range
of complexity in one area but to medium in the rest. Each student’s IEP team determines the
appropriate level of instruction and assessment based on the state guidelines for participation in
the alternate assessment.

MI-Access satisfies the federal requirement that all students with disabilities be assessed at the
state level.

Spring 2018 MI-Access Technical Report 14



Chapter 1: Background of Spring 2018 MI-Access

1.2  Alternate Content Expectations

All students deserve a quality educational experience with challenging expectations that will
prepare them for life and careers. To ensure that students with the most significant cognitive
disabilities have that same opportunity in a manner that respects their abilities, Michigan
developed alternate academic content expectations that adjust the depth, breadth, and
complexity of the general content standards at high, medium, and low levels. These provide a
range of expectations to meet the range of student abilities.

Michigan’s alternate content expectations were developed in collaboration with state leaders,
local educators, and national consortia. Development included experts in the content areas and
in the instruction of students with disabilities. Alternate content expectations were reviewed by
rounds of committees, submitted for public comment, and approved by MDE leadership.

Michigan’s alternate content expectations are the Essential Elements with Michigan Range of
Complexity for English language arts (ELA) and mathematics, Extended Grade Level Content
Expectations for social studies, and Extended Benchmarks for science. The complete alternate
content expectations are available online."

1.3 Purpose and Design of the MI-Access Assessments

The alternate assessments determine students’ progress toward college and career readiness in
four content areas—ELA, mathematics, social studies, and science—based on alternate content
and achievement expectations. These assessments are given at the end of the school year.

The alternate assessments accurately measure student achievement (i.e., how much students
know at the end of the year) to inform program evaluation and school, district, and state
accountability systems.

The MI-Access Fl assessment is administered primarily (at 91%) online; however, each student
takes at least the Expressing Ideas portion of the assessment in paper/pencil form and may take
more or all of the assessment in paper/pencil form, based on what is instructionally appropriate
and needed for accommodations. The Sl and P assessments consist of selected-response
items, activity-based observation items, and an online component for administrators to submit
student responses.

The blueprints for all content areas can be found in Chapter 3, section 3.3 of this report.

1 https://www.michigan.gov/mde/0,4615,7-140-22709 28463-429725--,00.html
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Chapter 2: Uses of Test Scores

Chapter 2: Uses of Test Scores

Validity is an overarching component of MI-Access. The following excerpt is from the Standards
for Educational and Psychological Testing (hereafter the Standards) (AERA, APA, & NCME,
2014):

Ultimately, the validity of an intended interpretation of test scores relies on all the available
evidence relevant to the technical quality of a testing system. Different components

of validity evidence . . . include evidence of careful test construction; adequate score
reliability; appropriate test administration and scoring; accurate score scaling, equating, and
standard setting; and careful attention to fairness for all test takers, as appropriate to the
test interpretation in question. (p. 22)

As stated in the Standards, the validity of a testing program hinges on the use of the test scores.
Validity evidence that supports the uses of MI-Access scores is provided in this technical report.
In this chapter, some possible uses of the test scores are examined.

As the Standards notes, “validation is the joint responsibility of the test developer and the test
user.” (AERA, APA, & NCME, 2014, p. 13).

The subsequent chapters of this technical report provide additional evidence for these uses and
technical support for some of the interpretations and uses of test scores. The information in
Chapters 3 through 11 also provides a firm foundational claim that the MI-Access assessments
measure what they are intended to measure. However, this technical report cannot anticipate
all possible interpretations and uses of MI-Access scores. It is recommended that policy and
program evaluation studies, in accordance with the Standards, be conducted to support some
of the uses of the test scores.

2.1 Uses of Test Scores

The validity of a test score ultimately rests on how that test score is used. To understand
whether a test score is being used properly, the purpose of the test must first be understood.
The intended uses of MI-Access scores include the following:

e identifying Michigan students’ strengths, weaknesses, and growth between academic
years

e communicating expectations for all students

e evaluating school-, district-, and/or state-level programs

e informing stakeholders (teachers, school administrators, district administrators,
Michigan Department of Education [MDE] staff members, parents, and the public) on
progress toward meeting state academic performance standards and meeting the
requirements of the state’s accountability program

This technical report refers to the use of the test-level scores (scale scores and performance
levels), sub-scores, and performance indicators.
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Chapter 2: Uses of Test Scores

2.2 Test-Level Scores

At the Functional Independence (FI) level, an overall scale score is reported. For the Supported
Independence (Sl) and Participation (P) levels, a score reflecting points earned out of points
possible, based on student performance on the entire test, is reported. In addition, an
associated performance level is reported. The Fl scores indicate, in varying ways, a student’s
performance in ELA accessing print and using language/expressing ideas, mathematics,
science, or social studies. Likewise, the Sl and P scores indicate a student’s performance in
English language arts (ELA), mathematics, and science. Test-level scores are reported at four
reporting levels: state, school district, school, and student.

Items on the MI-Access test forms were developed by Michigan educators in conjunction with
the MDE Office of Educational Assessment and Accountability (OEAA) and Data Recognition
Corporation (DRC). See Chapter 3 for an explanation of the item development and review
process.

The following sections discuss two types of test-level scores that are reported to indicate
a student’s performance on MI-Access: 1) the scale score and 2) its associated level of
performance.

2.2.1 Scale Scores

A scale score indicating a student’s total performance is determined for each content area

on MI-Access Fl. The overall scale score for a content area quantifies the performance

being measured by the test. In other words, the scale score represents the student’s level of
performance, where higher scale scores indicate higher levels of performance on the test and
lower scale scores indicate lower levels of performance.

Scale scores are not comparable across grade levels or content areas. Scores are scaled within
grade levels, so even if the same numbers are used in different grades, it does not mean that
the scales form a single “vertical scale.” MI-Access is a standards-based test that assesses the
alternate content expectations for each grade, so a very high score on grade 4 expectations
does not provide a valid estimate of how that student performs on grade 5 expectations.

For MI-Access Sl and P, students are observed responding to assessment prompts and
activities and are scored based on an observation rubric that does not yield a scale score. The
student’s overall reported scores are the points earned by the student out of the total points
possible.

2.2.2 Levels of Performance

A student’s performance on MI-Access is reported on one of the three levels: Emerging
Toward the Performance Standard, Attained the Performance Standard, and Surpassed the
Performance Standard. The cut scores for the MI-Access assessments were established in
collaboration between MDE and Michigan educators. Standard setting was conducted in 2015
for science and social studies and in 2017 for English language arts and mathematics.
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Chapter 2: Uses of Test Scores

MI-Access performance levels reflect the performance standards and abilities intended by the
Michigan legislature, Michigan teachers, Michigan citizens, and MDE, relative to the alternate
content expectations. Descriptions of each performance level in terms of what a student
should know and be able to do are provided by MDE and are referenced in the MI-Access
performance-level descriptors.’

2.2.3 Use of Test-Level Scores

MI-Access performance levels provide summary evidence of student performance. Classroom
teachers may use these scores as evidence of student performance in these content areas. At
the aggregate level, district and school administrators may use this information for activities

such as curriculum planning. The results presented in this technical report provide evidence that

the scores are valid and reliable indicators of student performance.

2.3 Use of Sub-scores

Sub-scores are scores on important domain areas within each content area. The sub-scores
correspond to claims, strands, and disciplines. For ELA and mathematics, the reporting
categories are called claims; for science, the reporting categories are called strands; and for
social studies, the reporting categories are called disciplines. These reporting categories are
primary structural elements in test blueprints and item development.

The purpose of reporting sub-scores on MI-Access is to show the relationship between the
overall performance being measured and the skills shown by the individual students in each of
the areas delimited by the claims, strands, or disciplines. Teachers may use a student’s sub-
scores as indicators of strengths and weaknesses.

However, the sub-scores are best corroborated by other evidence, such as homework, class
participation, diagnostic test scores, or observations. Chapter 11 of this technical report
provides evidence of content validity and reliability that supports the use of the claim, strand,
and discipline sub-scores. Chapter 11 also provides evidence of construct-related validity that
further supports the use of these sub-scores.

2.3.1 ELA Claims
Claim #1 — Reading and Reading Comprehension

e Students can comprehend text in increasingly complex ways.

Claim #2 — Writing: Text Types and Purposes

e Students can produce writing for a range of purposes and audiences.

Claim #3 - Communication and Language

e Students can communicate for a range of purposes and audiences.

1 https://www.michigan.gov/mde/0,4615,7-140-22709 28463-429725--,00.html
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Claim #4 - Research and Inquiry

e Students can investigate topics and present information.

2.3.2 Mathematics Claims
Claim #1 - Number Sense

e  Students demonstrate increasingly complex understanding of number sense.

Claim #2 - Geometry
e Students demonstrate increasingly complex spatial reasoning and understanding of
geometric principles.
Claim #3 - Measurement, Data Analysis
e Students demonstrate increasingly complex understanding of measurement, data, and
analytic procedures.
Claim #4 - Problem Solving

e  Students solve increasingly complex mathematical problems, making productive use of
algebra and functions.

2.3.3 Science Strands
Strand: Constructing New Scientific Knowledge (CN)
e All students will design and conduct investigations using appropriate methodology and
technology.
Strand: Reflecting on Scientific Knowledge (RO)
e All students will analyze claims for their scientific merit and explain how scientists
decide what constitutes scientific knowledge.
Strand: Using Life Science Knowledge
e CELLS (CE) All students will apply an understanding of cells to the functioning of multi-
cellular organisms, including how cells grow, develop, and reproduce.
Strand: Using Physical Science Knowledge
e MATTER AND ENERGY (ME) All students will explain what the world around us is made
of.
Strand: Using Earth Science Knowledge
e GEOSPHERE (GE) All students will describe the earth’s surface.
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2.3.4 Social Studies Disciplines
Discipline: Beginnings to 1620

e  American Indian Life in the Americas
e  European Exploration
e  Three World Interactions

Discipline: Colonization and Settlement (1585-1763)

e  European Struggle for Control of North America
e European Slave Trade and Slavery in Colonial America
e Life in Colonial America

Discipline: Revolution and the New Nation (1754-1800s)

e Causes of the American Revolution
e The American Revolution and Its Consequences
e (Creating New Government(s) and a New Constitution

Discipline: Public Discourse, Decision Making, Citizen Involvement

e Identifying and Analyzing Public Issues

e Decision Making

e Persuasive Communication About a Public Issue
e (Citizen Involvement

Discipline: Expansion and Reform (1792-1861)

e Challenges to an Emerging Nation
e Regional and Economic Growth
e Reform Movements

Discipline: Civil War, Reconstruction, and Development of United States (1850-1930)

The Coming of the Civil War

Civil War

Reconstruction

America in the Last Half of the 19th Century

Discipline: World History and Geography

Expanding and Intensified Hemispheric Interactions (300-1500 CE/AD)
The Emergence of the First Global Age (15th—18th centuries)

An Age of Global Revolutions (18th century—1914)

Global Crisis and Achievement (1900-1945)

The Cold War and Its Aftermath: The 20th Century Since 1945
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Social Studies Disciplines (continued)

Discipline: United States History and Geography (USHG)

The Development of an Industrial, Urban, and Global United States (1870-1930)
The Great Depression and World War 1l (1920-1945)

Post-World War Il United States (1945-1989)

America in a New Global Age

Discipline: Economics

e The Market Economy
e The National Economy of the United States of America

Discipline: Civics

Conceptual Foundations of Civic and Political Life

Origins and Foundations of Government of the United States of America
Structure and Functions of Government in the United States of America

The United States of America and World Affairs
Citizenship in the United States of America
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Chapter 3: Test Design and ltem Development

3.1 Overview

This chapter is particularly relevant to AERA, APA, & NCME (2014) Standards 4.0, 4.1, and 4.7,
which are from Chapter 4, “Test Design and Development,” of the AERA, APA, & NCME (2014)
Standards. It also addresses Standards 3.1, 3.2, 3.9, 4.12, and 7.4, which will be discussed in
pertinent sections of this chapter.

AERA, APA, & NCME (2014) Standard 4.0 states the following:

Tests 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. Test 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 individuals in the
intended examinee population. (p. 85)

The purpose of this chapter is to document the test design and item development process used
for MI-Access. In this chapter, the steps taken to create MI-Access are described, from the
development of test specifications to the selection of operational items.

Guidelines for bias and sensitivity issues, accessibility and accommodations, and style

help item developers and reviewers ensure consistency and fairness across the item bank.

The specifications and guidelines were reviewed by member states, school districts, higher
education representatives, and other stakeholders. The item specifications describe the
evidence to be elicited and provide sample task models to guide the development of items that
measure student performance relative to the target.

The assessment blueprints describe the content of the alternate assessments for grades 3-8
and 11 that were administered in the 2017-18 school year and describe how that content was
assessed. Specific items administered to each student were uniquely determined based on an
item-selection algorithm that included content constraints corresponding to the test blueprint.
Developed with broad input from member states, partners, and stakeholders, the test blueprints
for the alternate assessment reflected the depth and breadth of the performance expectations
of Michigan’s alternate content expectations. The test blueprints that were subsequently
developed contained refinements and revisions based on the analyses of the pilot and field
tests.
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3.1.1 A Brief Description of Content Structure for ELA: Accessing Print
and Using Language/Expressing Ideas, Mathematics, Science, and
Social Studies

MI-Access content in English language arts (ELA), mathematics, science, and social studies is
defined by the knowledge and skills identified in the Michigan alternate content expectations.
These expectations were developed in consultation and collaboration with educators and the
general public, representing consensus on the essential content for Michigan learners. Evidence
of validity based on test content includes information about the test specifications, including
the test design and test blueprint. Test development involves creating a design framework from
the statement of the construct to be measured. The MI-Access test specifications evolve from
the tension between the constraints of the assessment program and the benefits sought from
the examination of students. These benefits and constraints mix scientific rigor with policy
considerations.

The MI-Access test specifications consist of a blueprint and test maps for each grade level and
content area. The 2018 MI-Access test selection specifications were finalized by the Michigan
Department of Education (MDE) and its psychometricians and vendors in 2017.

The key structural aspect, the test blueprint, represents a compromise among many constraints,
including the availability of items from field-testing and results of multiple reviews by content
specialists. Test design includes such elements as the number and types of items for each of
the scores reported. The 2018 MI-Access operational forms matched the test blueprints that
were intended for all MI-Access content area alternate assessments.

3.2 Test Blueprints

Test specifications and blueprints define the knowledge, skills, and abilities intended to be
measured on each student’s test event. A blueprint also specifies how skills are sampled from
a set of content standards (e.g., the Michigan alternate content expectations). Other important
factors, such as Extended Depth of Knowledge (EDOK), are also specified. Specifically, a test
blueprint is a formal document that guides the development and assembly of an assessment
event/form by explicating the following types of essential information:

e content (claims/strands/disciplines and assessment targets) that is included for
each assessed content area and grade across various levels of the system (student,
classroom, school, district, and state levels)

e the relative emphasis of content standards, generally indicated as the number of items
or percentage of points per claim/strand/discipline and assessment target

e theitem types used or required, which communicate to item developers how to
measure each claim/strand/discipline and assessment target and communicate
learning expectations to teachers and students

e EDOK, indicating the complexity of item types for each claim/strand/discipline and
assessment target
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The test blueprint is an essential guide for both assessment developers and for curriculum and
instruction. For assessment developers, the blueprint and related test-specification documents
define how the test will ensure coverage of the full breadth and depth of content and how

it will maintain fidelity to the intent of the Michigan alternate content expectations on which

the assessments are based. Full content alignment is necessary to ensure that educational
stakeholders can make valid, reliable, and unbiased inferences about student, classroom,
school, district, and state performance. At the instructional level, the test blueprint provides a
guide to the relative importance of competing content demands and suggests how the content
is demonstrated, as indicated by item type and EDOK. In summary, an assessment blueprint
provides clear development specifications and signals to the broader education community both
the full complexity of the standards and how performance on these standards is substantiated.

3.2.1 Test Specifications
AERA, APA, and 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 should include a rationale supporting the interpretations and uses
of test results for the intended purpose(s). (p. 85)

The purpose of MI-Access is discussed in sections 1.2 and 1.3 of Chapter 1 of this report. MI-
Access tests the knowledge and skills that are identified within Michigan’s standards-based
accountability system. This framework, in turn, is based on prior consensus among MDE staff,
Michigan educators, and experienced content-area experts that the framework represents
content that is important for teachers to teach and for students to learn. MI-Access aligns to
Michigan’s alternate content expectations in ELA, mathematics, science, and social studies,
designed for students with the most significant cognitive disabilities.

In accordance with these purposes, AERA, APA, and NCME (2014) Standard 4.12 states the
following:

Test developers should document the extent to which the content domain of a test
represents the domain defined in the test specifications. (p. 89)

ltem and test development are guided by sets of specifications. Details on these specifications
for all MI-Access assessments can be found within this chapter. All MI-Access assessments are
developed by content experts at the MDE using content developed by Michigan teachers.

A general description of development activities applying to all Michigan-created assessments
(including MI-Access) is provided below. The Office of Educational Assessment and
Accountability (OEAA) staff, contractors, and Michigan educators work together to develop
these state assessments. Specifically, the development cycle includes the following steps:

ltem writer training
ltem development
ltem review
Field-testing
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e Field-test item review
e Operational test construction

3.2.2 Item Writer Training

Once item specifications are finalized, Michigan’s item development contractor uses customized
materials approved by the OEAA to train item writers to write items specifically for MI-Access.
Item writer training can last anywhere from three to five days and is conducted by contractor
staff in conjunction with the OEAA test development staff. The process of item writing includes
cycle(s) of feedback from contractor and OEAA staffs. It can take between four to eight weeks
for an item to move from initial assignment to accepted status. All item writers are Michigan
educators who have curriculum and instruction expertise for the grade level and content area
for which they are writing, as well as experience instructing students for whom MI-Access is
intended. In addition, prospective item writers are required to submit three original test items
aligned to grade-specific content expectations, which the OEAA test development staff review
and potentially approve for item authoring. Michigan’s item writers possess relevant degrees
and experience, and many have previous specific experience in item writing for MI-Access.

3.2.3 Item Development

Item development is discussed in this section in compliance with the AERA, APA, and NCME
(2014) Standards. Standard 4.7 states the following:

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

For MI-Access ELA, mathematics, science, and social studies items, Michigan item writers draft
test items in accordance with item specifications approved by the OEAA test development staff,
following the best practices for the field. Contractor staff review items internally and then share
them with OEAA test development staff for an additional review. Sections 3.2.6 and 3.3 of this
report discuss how the items are selected for field-testing or operational use.

The internal review consists of determining whether the item meets the following criteria:

Skill:
¢ |tem measures one skill level.
e |tem measures skill in manner consistent with specifications.
* |tem assesses an appropriate (realistic) level of skill.
e |tem makes clear the skill to be employed.
Content:

e |tem measures one primary academic standard.

e |tem measures the academic standard in a manner consistent with specifications.

e |tem taps the appropriate (important) aspect of content associated with the academic
standard.

e |tem makes clear the benchmark or problem to be solved.
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Relevance:

¢ |tem is not contrived.
e Item is appropriate for the grade level to be tested.
e |tem groups reflect instructional emphasis.

Accuracy:
e |tem is factually accurate.
e  Multiple-choice (MC) items contain only one correct or best response.
e |f item pertains to disputed content, context for correct answer is clearly defined.
e [|tem is worded unambiguously.
e |tem contains no extraneous material, except as required by the standard.
[ ]

Vocabulary is grade-level appropriate or deemed appropriate for the population of
students being assessed and is clear.

ltem contains no errors in grammar, spelling, or mechanics.

Item responses are parallel and related to the stem.

Item responses are independent.

ltem contains no clues or irrelevant distracters.

Directions for responding to a constructed-response (CR) item are clear.

CR item and rubric match.

CR rubric is clear and easy to apply.

Item is clearly and conveniently placed on the page.

Physical arrangement of item is consistent with the OEAA style guide.

Keys for sets of multiple-choice (MC) items are balanced (for example, equal numbers
of A, B, and/or C response options).

Bias:

Item is free of racial, socioeconomic, and gender stereotypes.

ltem contains no material known or suspected to give advantage to any group.

Item is free of insensitive language.

ltem sets that identify race or gender either directly or indirectly are balanced with
reference to race and gender.

ltem content and format are accessible to students with varying types of disabilities.
e |tem content and format are accessible to students with limited English proficiency.

3.2.4 Graphics Creation

MDE has an internal team of media designers who use the graphic descriptions submitted by
the item writers through Michigan’s ltem Bank System (IBS) to create the pictures, graphs,
maps, and other artwork needed for online test items. MDE and DRC staff review and approve
the completed artwork in preparation for the item review.
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3.2.5 Item Review

Continuing from Standard 4.7 (above), AERA, APA, and NCME (2014) Standard 3.2 is particularly
relevant to fairness in item development:

Test developers are responsible for developing tests that measure the intended construct
and for minimizing the potential for tests’ being affected by construct-irrelevant
characteristics, such as linguistic, communicative, cognitive, cultural, physical, or other
characteristics. (p. 64)

The Bias and Sensitivity Review Committees (BSCs) are comprised of representatives from
various backgrounds whose purpose is to screen the items for racial, socioeconomic, gender,
and other sensitivity issues. This follows AERA, APA, and NCME (2014) Standard 3.1, which
states the following:

Standard 3.1 Those responsible for test development, revision, and administration should
design all steps of the testing process to promote valid score interpretations for intended
score uses for the widest possible range of individuals and relevant subgroups in the
intended population. (p. 63)

Panels of educators reviewed items, item stimuli, and paper/pencil documents for accessibility,
bias/sensitivity, and content. (Item stimuli include the reading passages used on the ELA and
social studies assessments and the figures and graphics used on the ELA, mathematics,
science, and social studies assessments.) During the accessibility reviews, panelists identified
issues that could negatively affect a student’s ability to access stimuli and items or to elicit valid
evidence about an assessment target. During the BSC review, panelists identified content in
stimuli and items that could negatively affect a student’s ability to produce a correct response
because of the student’s background.

After the BSC review, all MI-Access items were reviewed by Michigan educators in a Content
Advisory Committee (CAC). The content review focused on developmental appropriateness and
alignment of stimuli, items, and tasks to the content specifications and appropriate depths of
knowledge. Panelists in the content review also checked the accuracy of the content, answer
keys, and scoring materials.

ltems flagged for accessibility, bias/sensitivity, and/or content concerns were either revised to
address the issues identified by the panelists or marked as Do Not Use (DNU) in the Michigan
IBS.

Contractor staff trains the CAC and BSC participants using OEAA-approved materials and
facilitates the committee meetings under the leadership of the OEAA test development staff. All
newly written test items are typically reviewed first by the BSC and then by the CAC.

An item rejected by the BSC might or might not get passed on to the CAC for review. Each
review is led by experienced contractor staff, with test development staff in attendance, using
the following prescribed guidelines to indicate the final status of each item:

e Accept: The criteria outlined in the review were met in all areas (skill, content,
relevance, accuracy, and bias), and the item appears suitable for field-testing.
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e Revise: One or more of the criteria have not been met or the item needs minor
changes to make it acceptable. Reviewers provide recommendations on changes to be
made to the item that will make the item suitable for field-testing.

e Reject: Several category conditions have not been met, are suspect, or need radical
changes to make the item acceptable. In such cases, the item might be vague or
ambiguous, inappropriate, or not clearly related to the text or the standard. Without
extensive revisions, the item is unlikely to be salvaged. Reviewers provide comments to
explain why the item should be rejected.

ltems that pass bias/sensitivity and content reviews are eligible for field-testing.

3.2.6 Field-Testing

Before an item can be used on an operational test or added to the operational item pool, it must
be field-tested. The OEAA uses two approaches to administer field-test items: embed field-

test items in an operational administration or embed field-test items in a stand-alone field-test
administration. Items that pass bias/sensitivity and content review are eligible for field-testing.

The OEAA embeds FT items in multiple forms of operational fixed-form assessments.
Administering field-test items this way ensures that they are randomly distributed, allowing for a
large representative sample of responses to be gathered under operational conditions for each
item. Enough field-test items are administered annually to replenish and improve the item pools.

When MDE implements testing at new grade levels, for new content areas, or for revised
academic standards, it is necessary to conduct a separate stand-alone field test to obtain
performance data. When stand-alone field-testing is required, MDE requests volunteer
participation from school districts.

In 2018, all items field-tested on the MI-Access assessments were embedded into operational
fixed-forms.

3.2.7 Range-Finding

After the student responses to the field-tested CR items are collected, a range-finding is
conducted to determine scoring guidelines and score-point ranges for the different score points
for each field-tested CR item. This information is then used in the preparation of materials to
guide the handscoring of student responses to the item, which is done by a trained team of
readers, as described in Chapter 6 of this report.

Note: For MI-Access FI ELA, the Expressing Ideas portion is the only area in which CR
items are administered. The Expressing Ideas portion is administered in paper/pencil format
independently of the rest of the ELA assessment to eliminate barriers for students as they
respond, based on the allowable types of responses on the scoring rubric.
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3.2.8 Data Review

After field-testing, the results are analyzed by MDE psychometric staff. Contractor staff and
test development staff convene data review committee meetings with Michigan educators.
Significant effort goes into ensuring that these committee members represent the state
demographically with respect to ethnicity, gender, school district size, and geographical region.
These committees receive training on interpreting the psychometric data compiled for each
field-test item from the OEAA psychometric staff. Content experts (usually teachers) and group
facilitators apply this training to the data review process. During these data review meetings,
participants review the items with field-test statistics. Data provided to the data review
committees are separated by BSC and CAC.

The data that are reviewed during BSC include the following:

N-count

adjusted p-value (that is, the adjusted item mean in the range of 0-1 for all items)
Differential ltem Functioning (DIF) flag (for Fl tests)

favored group

percentage of students who choose each option, omit a response, and/or submit
multiple marks (in paper/pencil tests)

option-total correlation

e omit-total correlation

The data that are reviewed during CAC include the following:

overall N-count

adjusted p-value

difficulty flag

item-total correlation

item-total flag

percentage of students who choose each option, omit providing a response, and/or
submit multiple marks (in paper/pencil tests)

e option-total correlation

e omit-total correlation

As mentioned above, specific directions are provided on the use of the statistical information
and how to use Michigan’s IBS. BSC members evaluate each test item for fairness issues with
respect to culture, ethnicity, gender, geographic location, and economic status, using the data
listed above for this group. CAC members evaluate each test item regarding alignment to the
alternate academic content expectations, grade-level appropriateness, and level of EDOK, using
the data information listed above for this group. Both committees then recommend that the item
either be accepted, revised for additional field-testing, or rejected.

New items that survive all reviews and field-testing are saved in the Michigan IBS as “Ready for
Operational,” meaning they are now eligible for operational use.
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3.3 Operational Test Construction

The OEAA test development staff build test maps that meet the test specifications (blueprint and
psychometric specifications) inside Michigan’s IBS. All test maps are reviewed for the correct
answer key, accurate content expectation, and appropriate statistic/psychometric information
for each item. In addition, comparability of the overall test across forms and across adjacent
years is also examined. Corresponding details for the four content areas are presented below.

3.3.1 English Language Arts

MI-Access English language arts (ELA) assessments are based on Michigan’s ELA alternate
content expectations. The ELA assessment consists of four claims: Reading and Reading
Comprehension, Writing and Sharing Ideas, Communication and Language, and Research and
Inquiry. These are divided into two sections of the assessment: “Accessing Print and Using
Language” (APUL) and “Expressing Ideas” (El). The assessment is administered in grades 3-8
and 11.

The ELA assessment structure is summarized in Tables 3-1 through 3-22.

Table 3-1. ELA Overall Structure: Number of Items

Operational Items | Embedded Field Test | Total ltems per Form
Assessment Name
per Form Items per Form
MI-Access Functional Independence 31 12 43
MI-Access Supported Independence 15 5 20
MI-Access Participation 10 5 15

Blueprint specifications by claim/score reporting category are provided in the next section.
The blueprint specifications for MI-Access S| and MI-Access P specify the total number of
items per claim and total number of items by item type; however, there is flexibility within those
parameters from year to year on the distribution of items across item type per claim.

The following tables specify what was true for the assessments in the 2018 testing cycles. The
MI-Access Sl and P assessments had three embedded field-test selected-response (SR) items
per form and two embedded field-test activity-based observation (ABO) items per form. These
cover all claims but are listed in the tables only under the first claim to prevent double counting
(indicated with “0*”).

Spring 2018 MI-Access Technical Report 30



Chapter 3: Test Design and Item Development

Table 3-2. ELA Structure for Fl Grade 3: Number of Items by Claim and Item Type

Claim/Score Reporting Operational MC | Operational CR | Embedded FT | Embedded FT
Assessment Name
Category per form per form MC per form CR per form
MI-Access Fl Reading and Reading 20 0 7 0%
Comprehension
MI-Access Fl Writing and Sharing Ideas 2 1 1 1
Mi-Access Fl Communication and 1 0 5 0
Language
MiI-Access Fl Research and Inquiry 4 0 1 0

Table 3-3. ELA Structure for Sl Grade 3: Number of ltems by Claim and Item Type

Assessment Name Claim/Score Reporting Operational Operational Embedded FT | Embedded FT
Category SR per form ABO per form SR per form ABO per form

Mi-Access S| Reading and Reading 4 2 3 2
Comprehension

MI-Access Sl Writing and Sharing Ideas 1 2 0* 0*

Mi-Access S| Communication and 9 1 0* 0*
Language

MI-Access Sl Research and Inquiry 2 1 0* 0*

Table 3-4. ELA Structure for P Grade 3: Number of ltems by Claim and ltem Type

Assessment Name Claim/Score Reporting Operational Operational Embedded FT | Embedded FT
Category SR per form ABO per form SR per form ABO per form

Mi-Access P Reading and_Readmg 3 1 3 9
Comprehension

Mi-Access P Writing and Sharing Ideas 1 1 0* 0*

Mi-Access P Communication and 1 1 0* 0*
Language

Mi-Access P Research and Inquiry 1 1 0* 0*

Table 3-5. ELA Structure for Fl Grade 4: Number of Items by Claim and ltem Type

Assessment Name |Claim/Score Reporting Operational Operational Embedded FT | Embedded FT
Category MC per form CR per form MC per form CR per form
MiI-Access Fl Reading and_Readlng 20 0 7 0
Comprehension
MiI-Access Fl Writing and Sharing Ideas 2 1 1 1
MI-Access Fl Communication and A 0 5 0
Language
MiI-Access Fl Research and Inquiry 4 0 1 0
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Table 3-6. ELA Structure for Sl Grade 4: Number of ltems by Claim and ltem Type

Assessment Name Claim/Score Reporting Operational Operational Embedded FT | Embedded FT
Category SR per form ABO per form SR per form ABO per form

MI-Access S| Reading and_Readmg 4 ” 3 i
Comprehension

MI-Access Sl Writing and Sharing Ideas 2 1 0* 0*

Mi-Access S Communication and 9 1 0* 0*
Language

MI-Access Sl Research and Inquiry 1 2 0* 0*

Table 3-7. ELA Structure for P Grade 4: Number of ltems by Claim and ltem Type

Assessment Name Claim/Score Reporting Operational Operational Embedded FT | Embedded FT
Category SR per form ABO per form SR per form ABO per form

Mi-Access P Reading and_Readmg 3 1 3 9
Comprehension

MI-Access P Writing and Sharing Ideas 0 2 0* 0*

Mi-Access P Communication and 9 0 0* 0*
Language

Mi-Access P Research and Inquiry 1 1 0* 0*

Table 3-8. ELA Structure for Fl Grade 5: Number of Items by Claim and ltem Type

Assessment Name Claim/Score Reporting Operational Operational Embedded FT | Embedded FT
Category MC per form CR per form MC per form CR per form

MI-Access Fl Reading and Reading 20 0 7 0
Comprehension

MiI-Access Fl Writing and Sharing Ideas 0 1 0 1

Mi-Access Fl Communication and 5 0 9 0
Language

Mi-Access Fl Research and Inquiry 5 0 2 0

Table 3-9. ELA Structure for Sl Grade 5: Number of ltems by Claim and ltem Type

Assessment Name Claim/Score Reporting Operational Operational Embedded FT | Embedded FT
Category SR per form ABO per form SR per form ABO per form
Mi-Access Sl Reading and_Readlng 5 1 3 2
Comprehension
MI-Access Sl Writing and Sharing Ideas 0 3 0* 0*
Mi-Access S Communication and 9 1 0* 0*
Language
MI-Access Sl Research and Inquiry 2 1 0* 0*
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Table 3-10. ELA Structure for P Grade 5: Number of ltems by Claim and ltem Type

Assessment Name Claim/Score Reporting Operational Operational Embedded FT | Embedded FT
Category SR per form ABO per form SR per form ABO per form

MI-Access P Reading and_Readmg 3 1 3 9
Comprehension

MI-Access P Writing and Sharing Ideas 1 1 0* 0*

Mi-Access P Communication and 1 1 0* 0*
Language

Mi-Access P Research and Inquiry 1 1 0* 0*

Table 3-11. ELA Structure for Fl Grade 6: Number of Iltems by Claim and Item Type

Assessment Name Claim/Score Reporting Operational Operational Embedded FT | Embedded FT
Category MG per form CR per form MG per form CR per form

Mi-Access Fl Reading and Reading 20 0 7 0
Comprehension

Mi-Access Fl Writing and Sharing Ideas 2 1 1 1

Mi-Access Fl Communication and A 0 9 0
Language

MiI-Access Fl Research and Inquiry 4 0 1 0

Table 3-12. ELA Structure for Sl Grade 6: Number of ltems by Claim and Iltem Type

Assessment Name Claim/Score Reporting Operational Operational Embedded FT | Embedded FT
Category SR per form ABO per form SR per form ABO per form

MI-Access Sl Reading and_Readlng 5 1 3 2
Comprehension

MI-Access Sl Writing and Sharing Ideas 2 1 0* 0*

Mi-Access S Communication and 9 1 0* 0*
Language

MI-Access Sl Research and Inquiry 0 3 0* 0*

Table 3-13. ELA Structure for P Grade 6: Number of Items by Claim and ltem Type

Assessment Name Claim/Score Reporting Operational Operational Embedded FT | Embedded FT
Category SR per form ABO per form SR per form ABO per form
Mi-Access P Reading and_Readlng 3 1 3 9
Comprehension
MI-Access P Writing and Sharing Ideas 1 1 0* 0*
Mi-Access P Communication and 9 0 0* 0*
Language
MI-Access P Research and Inquiry 0 2 0* 0*
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Table 3-14. ELA Structure for Fl Grade 7: Number of Items by Claim and ltem Type

Assessment Name Claim/Score Reporting Operational Operational Embedded FT | Embedded FT
Category MC per form CR per form MC per form CR per form

MI-Access Fl Reading and Reading 20 0 7 0
Comprehension

MI-Access Fl Writing and Sharing Ideas 2 1 1 1

Mi-Access Fl Communication and 1 0 9 0
Language

MiI-Access Fl Research and Inquiry 4 0 1 0

Table 3-15. ELA Structure for Sl Grade 7: Number of ltems by Claim and Iltem Type

Assessment Name Claim/Score Reporting Operational Operational Embedded FT | Embedded FT
Category SR per form ABO per form SR per form ABO per form

Mi-Access S| Reading and Reading 4 2 3 2
Comprehension

MI-Access Sl Writing and Sharing Ideas 3 0 0* 0*

Mi-Access S| Communication and 9 1 0* 0*
Language

MI-Access Sl Research and Inquiry 0 3 0* 0*

Table 3-16. ELA Structure for Pl Grade 7: Number of Items by Claim and Iltem Type

Assessment Name Claim/Score Reporting Operational Operational Embedded FT | Embedded FT
Category SR per form ABO per form SR per form ABO per form

Mi-Access P Reading and_Readmg 3 1 3 9
Comprehension

Mi-Access P Writing and Sharing Ideas 1 1 0* 0*

Mi-Access P Communication and 1 1 0* 0*
Language

Mi-Access P Research and Inquiry 1 1 0* 0*

Table 3-17. ELA Structure for Fl Grade 8: Number of ltems by Claim and Item Type

Assessment Name Claim/Score Reporting Operational Operational Embedded FT | Embedded FT
Category MC per form CR per form MC per form CR per form
MI-Access Fl Reading and Reading 20 0 7 0
Comprehension
MiI-Access Fl Writing and Sharing Ideas 2 1 1 1
Mi-Access Fl Communication and A 0 9 0
Language
MiI-Access Fl Research and Inquiry 4 0 1 0
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Table 3-18. ELA Structure for Sl Grade 8: Number of ltems by Claim and ltem Type

Assessment Name Claim/Score Reporting Operational Operational Embedded FT | Embedded FT
Category SR per form ABO per form SR per form ABO per form

MI-Access I Reading and Reading 5 1 3 2
Comprehension

Mi-Access S| Writing and Sharing Ideas 0 3 0* 0*

Mi-Access S Communication and 3 0 0* 0*
Language

MI-Access Sl Research and Inquiry 1 2 0* 0*

Table 3-19. ELA Structure for P Grade 8: Number of ltems by Claim and Item Type

Assessment Name Claim/Score Reporting Operational Operational Embedded FT | Embedded FT
Category SR per form ABO per form SR per form ABO per form

Mi-Access P Reading and_Readmg 3 1 3 9
Comprehension

MI-Access P Writing and Sharing Ideas 1 1 0* 0*

Mi-Access P Communication and 1 1 0* 0*
Language

Mi-Access P Research and Inquiry 1 1 0* 0*

Table 3-20. ELA Structure for Fl Grade 11: Number of Items by Claim and Item Type

Assessment Name Claim/Score Reporting Operational Operational Embedded FT | Embedded FT
Category MC per form CR per form MC per form CR per form

MI-Access Fl Reading and Reading 20 0 7 0
Comprehension

MiI-Access Fl Writing and Sharing Ideas 2 1 1 1

Mi-Access Fl Communication and A 0 9 0
Language

Mi-Access Fl Research and Inquiry 4 0 1 0

Table 3-21. ELA Structure for S| Grade 11: Number of Iltems by Claim and Item Type

Assessment Name Claim/Score Reporting Operational Operational Embedded FT | Embedded FT
Category SR per form ABO per form SR per form ABO per form
Mi-Access Sl Reading and_Readlng 4 2 3 2
Comprehension
MI-Access Sl Writing and Sharing Ideas 2 1 0* 0*
Mi-Access S Communication and 9 1 0* 0*
Language
MI-Access Sl Research and Inquiry 1 2 0* 0*
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Table 3-22. ELA Structure for P Grade 11: Number of ltems by Claim and ltem Type

T e Claim/Score Reporting Operational Operational Embedded FT | Embedded FT
Category SR per form ABO per form SR per form ABO per form

MI-Access P Reading and_Readmg 3 1 3 9
Comprehension

MI-Access P Writing and Sharing Ideas 1 1 0* 0*

Mi-Access P Communication and 1 1 0* 0*
Language

Mi-Access P Research and Inquiry 1 1 0* 0*

3.3.2 Mathematics

MI-Access mathematics assessments are based on Michigan’s alternate content expectations
for mathematics. MI-Access mathematics consists of four claims: Number Sense, Geometry,
Measurement, Data and Analysis, and Problem Solving. The assessment is administered in
grades 3-8 and 11.

The mathematics assessment structure is summarized in Tables 3-23 through 3-44.

Table 3-23. Mathematics Overall Structure: Number of Items

Operational Embedded Field Test Total ltems
Assessment Name
Iltems per Form Iltems per Form per Form
MiI-Access Functional Independence 24 10 34
MI-Access Supported Independence 15 5 20
MI-Access Participation 10 5 15

Blueprint specifications by claim/reporting level are provided in the next section. The blueprint
specifications for MI-Access Sl and MI-Access P specify total number of items per claim and
total number of items by item type; however, there is flexibility within those parameters from
year to year on the distribution of items across item type per claim.

The following tables specify what was true for the assessments in the 2018 testing cycles. The
MI-Access Sl and P assessments had three embedded field-test SR items per form and two
embedded field-test ABO items per form. These cover all claims but are listed only under the
first claim to prevent double counting (indicated with “0*”).
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Table 3-24. Mathematics Structure for Fl Grade 3: Number of Items by Claim and

Item Type
Claim/Score Reporting Operational Embedded FT
Assessment Name
Category MC per form MC per form
MI-Access Fl Number Sense 7 3
MI-Access Fl Geometry 4 2
Mi-Access Fl Measurement, Data, and 7 3
Analysis
MI-Access Fl Problem Solving 6 2

Table 3-25. Mathematics Structure for SI Grade 3: Number of Items by Claim and

Item Type
Assessment Name Claim/Score Reporting Operational Operational Embedded FT | Embedded FT
Category SR per form ABO per form SR per form ABO per form
MI-Access Sl Number Sense 3 2 3 2
MI-Access Sl Geometry 1 1 0* 0*
Mi-Access S Measurement, Data, and 3 9 0* 0*
Analysis
MI-Access SI Problem Solving 2 1 0* 0*

Table 3-26. Mathematics Structure for P Grade 3: Number of Iltems by Claim and Item Type

Assessment Name Claim/Score Reporting Operational Operational Embedded FT | Embedded FT
Category SR per form | ABO per form | SR per form | ABO per form

Mi-Access P Number Sense 2 1 3 2

Mi-Access P Geometry 2 0 0* 0*

MI-Access P Measu_rement, Data, and 1 9 0* 0*
Analysis

MI-Access P Problem Solving 1 1 0* 0*

Table 3-27. Mathematics Structure for Fl Grade 4: Number of Items by Claim and

Item Type

Assessment Name |Claim/Score Reporting Category Iage;::'?:::‘ E\ch:g??:rg
MI-Access Fl Number Sense 7 3
MI-Access Fl Geometry 4 2
MI-Access Fl Measurement, Data, and Analysis 8 3
MI-Access Fl Problem Solving 5 2
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Table 3-28. Mathematics Structure for SI Grade 4: Number of Iltems by Claim and

Item Type
N T Claim/Score Reporting Operational Operational Embedded FT | Embedded FT
Category SR per form ABO per form SR per form ABO per form
MI-Access Sl Number Sense 4 1 3 2
MI-Access Sl Geometry 1 1 0* 0*
Mi-Access S Measu_rement, Data, and 3 9 0* 0*
Analysis
MI-Access Sl Problem Solving 1 2 0* 0*

Table 3-29. Mathematics Structure for P Grade 4: Number of Iltems by Claim and Item Type

Assessment Name Claim/Score Reporting Operational Operational Embedded FT | Embedded FT
Category SR per form ABO per form SR per form ABO per form

MI-Access P Number Sense 2 1 3 2

MI-Access P Geometry 1 1 0* 0*

Mi-Access P Measurement, Data, and 5 1 0* 0*
Analysis

MI-Access P Problem Solving 1 1 0* 0*

Table 3-30. Mathematics Structure for Fl Grade 5: Number of Items by Claim and

Item Type
Claim/Score Reporting Operational Embedded FT
Assessment Name
Category MC per form MC per form
MI-Access Fl Number Sense 12 5
MiI-Access Fl Geometry 4 2
Mi-Access Fi Measurement, Data, and 6 9
Analysis
MI-Access Fl Problem Solving 2 1

Table 3-31. Mathematics Structure for SI Grade 5: Number of Items by Claim and

Item Type
T Claim/Score Reporting Operational Operational Embedded FT | Embedded FT
Category SR per form ABO per form SR per form ABO per form
MI-Access Sl Number Sense 4 3 3 2
MI-Access Sl Geometry 2 1 0* 0*
Mi-Access S Measu_rement, Data, and 9 1 0* 0*
Analysis
MI-Access Sl Problem Solving 1 1 0* 0*
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Table 3-32. Mathematics Structure for P Grade 5: Number of ltems by Claim and Item Type

Assessment Name Claim/Score Reporting Operational Operational Embedded FT | Embedded FT
Category SR per form ABO per form SR per form ABO per form

MI-Access P Number Sense 3 1 3 2

MI-Access P Geometry 1 1 0* 0*

Mi-Access P Measu_rement, Data, and 9 1 0* 0*
Analysis

Mi-Access P Problem Solving 0 1 0* 0*

Table 3-33. Mathematics Structure for Fl Grade 6: Number of Items by Claim and

Item Type
Claim/Score Reporting Operational Embedded FT
Assessment Name
Category MC per form MG per form
MI-Access Fl Number Sense 11 4
MI-Access Fl Geometry 4 2
Mi-Access Fl Measurement, Data, and A 9
Analysis
MiI-Access Fl Problem Solving 5 2

Table 3-34. Mathematics Structure for SI Grade 6: Number of ltems by Claim and

Item Type
Assessment Name Claim/Score Reporting Operational Operational Embedded FT | Embedded FT
Category SR per form | ABO per form | SR per form | ABO per form
MI-Access Sl Number Sense 4 2 3 2
MI-Access Sl Geometry 1 2 0* 0*
MI-Access S| Measu_rement, Data, and 3 0 0* 0*
Analysis
Mi-Access Sl Problem Solving 1 2 0* 0*

Table 3-35. Mathematics Structure for P Grade 6: Number of Items by Claim and Item Type

Assessment Name Claim/Score Reporting Operational Operational Embedded FT | Embedded FT
Category SR per form ABO per form SR per form ABO per form
MI-Access P Number Sense 2 2 3 2
MI-Access P Geometry 2 0 0* 0*
Mi-Access P Measu_rement, Data, and 0 9 0* 0*
Analysis
MI-Access P Problem Solving 2 0 0* 0*
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Table 3-36. Mathematics Structure for Fl Grade 7: Number of Items by Claim and

Item Type
Claim/Score Reporting Operational Embedded FT
Assessment Name
Category MC per form MC per form
MI-Access Fl Number Sense 10 4
MI-Access Fl Geometry 8 4
Mi-Access Fl Measurement, Data, and 3 1
Analysis
MI-Access Fl Problem Solving 3 1

Table 3-37. Mathematics Structure for SI Grade 7: Number of Items by Claim and

Item Type
Assessment Name Claim/Score Reporting Operational Operational Embedded FT | Embedded FT
Category SR per form ABO per form SR per form ABO per form
MI-Access Sl Number Sense 4 2 3 2
MI-Access Sl Geometry 3 2 0* 0*
Mi-Access S Measurement, Data, and 1 1 0* 0*
Analysis
MI-Access SI Problem Solving 1 1 0* 0*

Table 3-38. Mathematics Structure for P Grade 7: Number of Iltems by Claim and Item Type

Assessment Name Claim/Score Reporting Operational Operational Embedded FT | Embedded FT
Category SR per form | ABO per form | SR per form | ABO per form

Mi-Access P Number Sense 3 0 3 2

MI-Access P Geometry 1 2 0* 0*

MI-Access P Measu_rement, Data, and 1 1 0* 0*
Analysis

MI-Access P Problem Solving 1 1 0* 0*

Table 3-39. Mathematics Structure for Fl Grade 8: Number of Items by Claim and

Item Type
Claim/Score Reporting Operational Embedded FT
Assessment Name
Category MC per form MC per form
MI-Access Fl Number Sense 6 2
MiI-Access Fl Geometry 8 3
Mi-Access Fl Measurement, Data, and 9 9
Analysis
MI-Access Fl Problem Solving 8 3
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Table 3-40. Mathematics Structure for SI Grade 8: Number of Items by Claim and

Item Type
Assessment Name Claim/Score Reporting Operational Operational Embedded FT | Embedded FT
Category SR per form ABO per form SR per form ABO per form
MI-Access Sl Number Sense 3 1 3 2
MI-Access Sl Geometry 3 2 0* 0*
Mi-Access S Measu_rement, Data, and 1 1 0* 0*
Analysis
MI-Access Sl Problem Solving 2 2 0* 0*

Table 3-41. Mathematics Structure for P Grade 8: Number of Items by Claim and Item Type

Assessment Name Claim/Score Reporting Operational Operational Embedded FT | Embedded FT
Category SR per form ABO per form SR per form ABO per form

MI-Access P Number Sense 2 1 3 2

MI-Access P Geometry 2 1 0* 0*

Mi-Access P Measurement, Data, and 9 0 0* 0*
Analysis

MI-Access P Problem Solving 0 2 0* 0*

Table 3-42. Mathematics Structure for Fl Grade 11: Number of ltems by Claim and

Item Type
Claim/Score Reporting Operational Embedded FT
Assessment Name
Category MC per form MC per form
Mi-Access Fl Number Sense 3 1
MI-Access Fl Geometry 3 1
Mi-Access Fi Measurement, Data, and 7 3
Analysis
MI-Access FI Problem Solving 11 5

Table 3-43. Mathematics Structure for SI Grade 11: Number of ltems by Claim and

Item Type
Assessment Name Claim/Score Reporting Operational Operational Embedded FT | Embedded FT
Category SR per form ABO per form SR per form ABO per form
MI-Access Sl Number Sense 2 1 3 2
MI-Access Sl Geometry 1 2 0* 0*
Mi-Access S| Measu_rement, Data, and 9 1 0* 0*
Analysis
MI-Access Sl Problem Solving 4 2 0* 0*
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Table 3-44. Mathematics Structure for P Grade 11: Number of ltems by Claim and

Item Type
T e Claim/Score Reporting Operational Operational Embedded FT | Embedded FT
Category SR per form ABO per form SR per form ABO per form
MI-Access P Number Sense 1 1 3 2
MI-Access P Geometry 1 1 0* 0*
Mi-Access P Measu_rement, Data, and 1 1 0* 0*
Analysis
Mi-Access P Problem Solving 3 1 0* 0*

3.3.3 Social Studies

MI-Access social studies assessments are based on Michigan’s alternate content expectations
for social studies. This assessment is administered in grades 5, 8, and 11. Currently, the social
studies alternate content expectations and assessment are offered only at the Fl level. Most
students participating in the Sl and P levels of MI-Access engage in social studies topics that
are specific to their immediate world (home, school, and community); therefore, assessments for
these levels are customized at the local level.

e The MI-Access social studies assessment for FlI grade 5 consists of four disciplines
(32 operational items and 8 embedded field-test items):
o  United States History and Geography (USHG): Beginnings to 1620
o  USHG: Colonization/Settlement
o  USHG: Revolution/New Nation
o  Public Discourse/Citizenship
e The MI-Access social studies assessment for grade 8 consists of four disciplines
(33 operational items and 9 embedded field-test items):
o  USHG: Revolution/New Nation
o USHG: Expansion/Reform
o  USHG: Civil War, Reconstruction, and Development of the United States
o  Public Discourse/Citizenship
e The MI-Access social studies assessment for grade 11 consists of four disciplines
(41 operational items and 11 embedded field-test items):
USHG
World History and Geography
Civics
Economics

o O O O

The social studies assessment structure is summarized in Table 3-45.
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Table 3-45. Social Studies Structure for Grades 5, 8, and 11

Grade Discipline Nun::)eer:l:fpgftfe;::]onal
5 USHG: Beginnings to 1620 8
5 USHG: Colonization/Settlement 9
5 USHG: Revolution/New Nation 10
5 Public Discourse/Citizenship 5
8 USHG: Revolution/New Nation 7
8 USHG: Expansion/Reform 11
8 USHG: Civil War, Reconstruction and Development of the United States 10
8 Public Discourse/Citizenship 5
11 World History and Geography 10
11 USHG 13
11 Civics 13
11 Economics 5

3.3.4 Science

MI-Access science assessments are based on Michigan’s science extended benchmarks. The
assessment is administered in grades 4, 7, and 11. The MI-Access science assessment in all
three grades consists of five strands:

Constructing New Scientific Knowledge
Reflecting on New Scientific Knowledge
Using Life Science

Using Physical Science

Using Earth Science

The science assessment structure is summarized in Tables 3-46 through 3-55.
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Table 3-46. Science Overall Structure: Number of Items

Assessment Name Operational Embedded Total Iltems
Iltems per form | FT per form per form
MI-Access FI — Grade 4 35 8 43
MI-Access S| — Grade 4 17 5 22
MI-Access P — Grade 4 15 5 20
Mi-Access FI — Grade 7 40 10 50
MI-Access Sl — Grade 7 17 5 22
MI-Access P — Grade 7 15 5 20
MI-Access Fl — Grade 11 45 10 55
MI-Access Sl — Grade 11 17 5 22
MI-Access P — Grade 11 15 5 20

Blueprint specifications by strand/reporting category are provided in the next section. The
blueprint specifications for MI-Access P specify the total number of items per strand and total
number of items by item type; however, there is flexibility within those parameters from year to
year on the distribution of items across item type per claim. The Sl assessment uses only an SR
item type. The tables on the following page specify what was true for the assessments in the
2018 testing cycles. Embedded field-test items on each form could be from any strand but are
listed only under the first to prevent double counting (indicated with “0*”).

Table 3-47. Science Structure for Fl Grade 4: Number of Items by Strand /Reporting
Category and Iltem Type

Assessment Name |Strand/ Reporting Category Iage;::i?:r?; ch:g??:rg
MI-Access Fl Constructing New Scientific Knowledge 2 8
MI-Access Fl Reflecting on New Scientific Knowledge 2 0*
MiI-Access Fl Using Life Science 13 0*
Mi-Access Fl Using Physical Science 12 0*
Mi-Access Fl Using Earth Science 6 0*

Table 3-48. Science Structure for Sl Grade 4: Number of ltems by Strand/Reporting
Category and Iltem Type

Assessment Name |Strand/ Reporting Category g;‘;r::if(:) nraml E;:{b:::i:;ﬂ
MI-Access Sl Constructing New Scientific Knowledge 1 5
MI-Access Sl Reflecting on New Scientific Knowledge 1 0*
MI-Access Sl Using Life Science 7 0*
Mi-Access SI Using Physical Science 3 0*
MI-Access Sl Using Earth Science 5 0*
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Table 3-49. Science Structure for P Grade 4: Number of Items by Strand/Reporting
Category and Item Type

Assessment Name Strand/Reporting Operational Operational Embedded FT | Embedded FT
Category SR per form ABO per form SR per form ABO per form
Constructing New

MI-Access P Scientific Knowledge 0 1 3 2
Reflecting on New " .

MI-Access P Scientific Knowledge 1 0 0 0

MI-Access P Using Life Science 4 1 0* 0*

Mi-Access P Using Physical Science 3 2 0* 0*

MI-Access P Using Earth Science 1 2 0* 0*

Table 3-50. Science Structure for Fl Grade 7: Number of ltems by Strand/Reporting
Category and Item Type

Assessment Name  |Strand/ Reporting Category Iage;::i?:;l‘ m‘cb::g?:rg
MI-Access Fl Constructing New Scientific Knowledge 2 10
MI-Access Fl Reflecting on New Scientific Knowledge 2 0*
MiI-Access Fl Using Life Science 14 0*
Mi-Access Fl Using Physical Science 14 0*
MI-Access Fl Using Earth Science 8 0*

Table 3-51. Science Structure for Sl Grade 7: Number of Items by Strand/Reporting
Category and Item Type

Assessment Name  |Strand/ Reporting Category gg(;r:rti;:) r:;ll Eg:‘b:::lf:r;r
MI-Access Sl Constructing New Scientific Knowledge 1 5
MI-Access Sl Reflecting on New Scientific Knowledge 1 0*
MI-Access Sl Using Life Science 7 0*
MI-Access Sl Using Physical Science 3 0*
MI-Access Sl Using Earth Science 5 0*
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Table 3-52. Science Structure for P Grade 7: Number of Items by Strand/Reporting
Category and Item Type

Assessment Name Strand/Reporting Operational Operational Embedded FT | Embedded FT
Category SR per form ABO per form SR per form ABO per form
Constructing New

MI-Access P Scientific Knowledge 1 0 3 2
Reflecting on New " .

MI-Access P Scientific Knowledge 0 1 0 0

MI-Access P Using Life Science 4 1 0* 0*

Mi-Access P Using Physical Science 2 3 0* 0*

MI-Access P Using Earth Science 2 1 0* 0*

Table 3-53. Science Structure for Fl Grade 11: Number of ltems by Strand/Reporting
Category and Item Type

Assessment Name  |Strand/ Reporting Category Iage;::i?:;l‘ m‘cb::g?:rg
MI-Access Fl Constructing New Scientific Knowledge 2 10
MI-Access Fl Reflecting on New Scientific Knowledge 2 0*
MiI-Access Fl Using Life Science 14 0*
Mi-Access Fl Using Physical Science 15 0*
MI-Access Fl Using Earth Science 12 0*

Table 3-54. Science Structure for Sl Grade 11: Number of Items by Strand/Reporting
Category and Item Type

Assessment Name  |Strand/ Reporting Category gg(;r:rti;:) r:;ll Eg:‘b:::lf:r;r
MI-Access Sl Constructing New Scientific Knowledge 1 5
MI-Access Sl Reflecting on New Scientific Knowledge 1 0*
MI-Access Sl Using Life Science 7 0*
MI-Access Sl Using Physical Science 3 0*
MI-Access Sl Using Earth Science 5 0*
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Table 3-55. Science Structure for P Grade 11: Number of Items by Strand/Reporting
Category and Item Type

Assessment Name Strand/Reporting Operational Operational Embedded FT | Embedded FT
Category SR per form ABO per form SR per form ABO per form

Mi-Access P Constructing New 0 1 3 2
Scientific Knowledge

MI-Access P Reflecting on New 1 0 0* 0*
Scientific Knowledge

MI-Access P Using Life Science 4 2 0* 0*

Mi-Access P Using Physical Science 3 2 0* 0*

MI-Access P Using Earth Science 1 1 0* 0*

3.3.5 Accommodations

Michigan is committed to ensuring all students, including English Learners and students with
disabilities, have access to a wide array of tools across MI-Access. Sections 4.1 through 4.3
of this report detail the tools, supports, and accommodations Michigan provides. Paper/pencil
accommodated versions of the tests are available in unified English braille, contracted braille,
and enlarged print. MI-Access accommodated assessments are administered during the same
testing window as standard operational tests.

3.4 Sources of Items and Metadata

3.4.1 ELA, Mathematics, Science, and Social Studies

The item development process for MI-Access utilizes the Michigan IBS as its main resource.
The IBS contains items that have been developed and reviewed by Michigan teachers using
processes described earlier in the chapter. The Michigan IBS is a secure, web-based application
that allows users to create contexts and test items. It leads users through all the steps of the
item development process, including context review, item review, and data review.

3.5 Importinto DRC INSIGHT Test Engine

MI-Access Fl is administered through the DRC INSIGHT test engine. The test items must be
imported into INSIGHT from the IBS. Once the items are loaded into INSIGHT, they can be
rendered for review in the identical formatting structure in which a student would see the item
on a test. After the items have been formatted and rendered, they can be assembled into online
test forms based on the sequence and information provided in the test maps.

3.6 Psychometric Review during Assessment Construction

Content specialists and psychometricians from MDE followed psychometric guidelines and
targets for operational forms construction. The foremost guideline was for item content to match
the test blueprint. ltem flagging criteria (discussed below) were used to guide the assessment
construction. Items with flags were avoided when possible.
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Details for psychometric reviews are described below.

3.6.1 MI-Access Item Statistics Flagging Criteria

The psychometric review of the items on the fixed form was conducted by the MDE
psychometrics team. MDE flagged items based on the following content criteria:

e The following items were flagged based on item difficulty and score distribution:

o items with a low average item score or a low proportion obtaining the correct
choice (i.e., adjusted p-value less than 0.33 for MC items, or adjusted p-value less
than 0.10 for constructed-response (CR) and/or multi-point items)

o items with a high average item score or a high proportion obtaining the correct
choice (i.e., adjusted p-value greater than 0.90)

e The following items were flagged based on item discrimination:
o items with a low item-total correlation (less than 0.20)
o items with a higher mean criterion score for students in a lower score-point
category

e The following MC items were flagged:
o items where higher-ability students (those in the top 20% of the overall score)
selected a distractor more often than they selected the key
o items with a higher criterion score mean for students choosing a distractor than
the mean for those choosing the key
o items with a positive correlation between a distractor and the total score

ltems were also classified into three Differential Item Functioning (DIF) (for corresponding details,
see Chapter 10) categories. These were A, B, or C for MC items and AA, BB, or CC for CR
items. As shown in the Chapter 10 DIF analysis result tables, the focus group was indicated by
a positive value (such as C+ or CC+) and the reference group was noted with a negative value
(such as C- or CC-). DIF comparison was not done if the sample size for either group was less
than 30 students. For MI-Access Fl assessments, items in the B or BB categories were flagged
for moderate DIF and items categorized as C or CC were flagged for significant DIF.

DIF was evaluated for the following subgroup comparisons (focal — reference) for Fl tests:

Gender: Female — Male

Race/Ethnicity: Black — White
Economically Disadvantaged: Yes — No
Accommodation: Yes — No

For MI-Access, all field-test items were reviewed by the data review panels regardless of
whether an item was flagged. ltems that were not flagged for content or bias statistical issues
were eligible for use in the operational pools. Flagged items became eligible for the operational
item pools if they were approved by the data review panel and the final review of the MI-Access
content leads.
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3.6.2 MI-Access Test Map Psychometric Review

For MI-Access test map development, the following analyses were carried out for psychometric
review (note that the listed analyses are routine annual procedures):

1.

Content standard distribution check: This check is to ensure that operational items

on each form have the desired content coverage (i.e., the reporting categories are the
same as depicted in the test blueprint), and within each reporting category, the content
standards have as much variety as possible. Moreover, across years, the distribution of
standards or standard strands is the same.

Item position check: For Fl tests, equating items and common items (non-equating
items that appear on multiple forms or across years) must appear in the same test
positions across forms. Moreover, to control for possible position effect on item
parameter estimation, equating items are checked to make sure they are within +2
positions from the previous year’s positions; for non-equating common operational
items, differences in position across years are within +5.

Across-year comparability check: For this check, distributions of item difficulty and
item discrimination (p-values and adjusted item-total correlations) (see Chapter 7 for
details) are checked across adjacent years for unique items to make sure they are
comparable.

Across-mode comparability check for FI: Comparability of equating items and other
operational items, including repeated operational items and unique operational items
across mode (paper/pencil versus online), is checked using the same approaches

as mentioned above in the across-year comparability check. Specifically, the MDE
psychometrics team conducted the following:

a. acontent coverage homogeneity test (to make sure that equating items and other
operational items have comparable content coverage)

b. acomparability check of distributions of item difficulty and adjusted item-total
correlation

These analyses are conducted to make sure that the equating items function as a
miniature test if possible—that is, they represent both the content and the statistics of
the overall test.

Item key distribution check: This check involves all items on the test (operational

and field-test items). Only MC items for FI and SR items for Sl and P are involved

in this check. For this check, the desired result is for all three key options to appear
relatively equally on each test map, with no same-key option appearing three times
consecutively. Although it is desirable to have unique field-test items on each form, if a
field-test item must be repeated on multiple forms, a check is carried out to ensure that
it appears in the same test position across forms and modes.
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6. Overall operational item set quality check: This check ensures that no operational
items have problematic flags. Specifically, DIF results are checked to make sure that,
if possible, no equating operational items have “B” or “C” DIF flags. All operational
items that appear on the final form are scrutinized to make sure that there are no bias
or sensitivity issues involved. Moreover, adjusted item-total correlations, item statistics
flags, and IRT item parameters for Fl are also checked to determine whether items are
free of concerns. ltems are flagged if any of the following conditions is met: the key
option-total correlation is negative, distractor option-total correlation is positive, omit-
total correlation is positive, or key option percentage is not the highest. ltem statistics
are checked to ensure that the adjusted p-value should be within the normal range of
>0.3 and <0.9; adjusted item-total correlation should be >=0.2; and there are no item
statistics flags for equating items for FI.

The above test map review procedures occur throughout the entire process of test map
development. At the very earliest stage —usually after MDE has finished the previous school
year’s statistics analysis and the IBS statistics are ready for use for the current year’s tests—the
lead psychometrician provides the content leads with the current year’s test map statistical
targets for each content area by grade level. These targets include the mean adjusted p-value
and mean adjusted item total correlation for equating items, non-equating common items, and
all operational items combined for Fl. These targets also include the mean adjusted p-value and
mean adjusted item total correlation for operational items for Sl and P. Next, the content leads
select the equating items for FI (this step is skipped for P and Sl) and the lead psychometrician
reviews the statistical targets and the proposed equating items based on the procedures
described above in procedures 1-6). After the MDE content leads finish the test map in the

IBS and the lead psychometrician is notified to review the test map, the above procedures are
implemented.

If any issues are found, the identified problems are documented and communicated to the
content leads. Content leads then revise and resubmit the test map for another round of
review. This iterative process continues until all issues have been resolved or the imperfect
items are proven to be the best selections given various constraints, such as content coverage
considerations and the need to avoid possible clueing.

3.7 Item Types Included

MI-Access uses traditional MC and CR items on all test forms. Technology-enhanced items
were not used for this assessment in 2018.
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3.8 Field-Test Selection and Administration

3.8.1 Field-Test Item Selection

The OEAA content leads are tasked with selecting field-test items. The blueprints specify the
number of field-test items by grade level and content area. The content leads work within
Michigan’s IBS to monitor the number of operational items available for each content standard.
Where there are gaps in the numbers available, content leads may decide to field-test items
assessing that standard. The content leads also monitor the number of items that may be
overexposed and need replacement items as one way to select field-test items.

Responses on field-test items do not contribute to a student’s score on the operational tests.
The specific locations of the embedded items in the assessment are not disclosed. These data
are free from the effects of differential student motivation that might characterize stand-alone
field-test designs since the items are answered by students taking operational tests under
standardized test administration procedures.

3.8.2 Field-Test Administration

MI-Access assessments consist entirely of MDE-developed operational and embedded field-
test items for all grade levels and content areas.

The operational item set is the same across all online forms in a grade level, appearing in the
same test positions. The remaining form positions are used for field-test items, which are
unique to each form. The online forms in each grade are randomly administered to the student
population.

For all content areas, the paper/pencil forms share the equating items with the online forms.
Details on constructing forms are found in sections 3.9 and 3.10.

3.9 Online Form Building and Rendering Process

3.9.1 Overview of Rendering Process

DRC and MDE follow a very rigorous rendering process for all items on the 2018 MI-Access
assessments. Using the web-based application LeanKit, DRC and MDE monitor the progress
of each grade and content batch. The process begins right after the import of items from
Michigan’s IBS. All parts of the rendering process are completed a month prior to the start

of testing to ensure time for User Acceptance Testing (UAT) of all grades and content areas.
Figure 3-1 below shows the entire process for MI-Access Fl items that are imported from the
Michigan IBS.
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Figure 3-1. Rendering Process of Michigan-Built ltems

Export Items
(IBS)

Includes Items and Test
Maps

DRC Verifies Successful
Export via Import

(if errors are found, back to
MDE for fix/re-export)

DRC Rendering of Items

Pull Items to TD Environment [

DRC Content Leads Review

ltems in TD Environment

MDE Rendering

Content Changes —
fix/re-export

Format Changes — DRC
re-renders

MDE Approves Item
Rendering

Final Test Maps Exported

Build Test Forms in TD
Environment (DRC Content
Leads Review forms in TD

Environment)

MDE Reviews & Approves
Form Rendering Review

(back to fix/re-export or
re-render if content or
formatting issues found)

DRC Pulls Test Forms to

Staging Environment (UAT)
TSM Updated

MDE Reviews & Approves
Test Forms UAT

DRC Pulls Test Forms to
Production

TSM Updated

Test Forms Available in
INSIGHT

Requirements are established and reviewed with MDE prior to importing. The requirements
include the QTI 2.2 import specs between the IBS and DRC’s IDEAS system and the specific
rules when importing each item. Detailed rendering requirements are also documented and
reviewed.
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3.9.2 Form Preparation and Rendering in INSIGHT

For all fixed forms, after the individual items are formatted and rendered, online test forms are
assembled in the INSIGHT test engine based on the sequence and information provided in the
test maps created by MDE. The test maps provide test-form data, item-form sequence location,
and metadata (content standard, depth of knowledge, item position, p-value, item response
theory parameters, answer key, and points possible) for each test form for each test type
(program, content area, and grade level). DRC applies the appropriate styles and formatting to
the fixed forms based on the previously set style and formatting guidelines.

The assembled fixed forms are then reviewed by content leads at DRC and MDE in a UAT
setting to ensure that the forms match the exact design and data displayed in the test maps
and that the forms, features, and functionality of INSIGHT appear and operate correctly. The
UAT is conducted using the same INSIGHT test delivery system as the students use so the
forms appear and function just as the students see them. The forms include features such as
the online tools provided for each item, test directions, help files, calculators, and reference
materials. Detailed information on student tools can be found in Chapter 4 of this report. UAT is
an end-to-end process that validates every step, from student test registration to testing to data
transfers to scoring data.

3.10 Paper/Pencil Form Building and Review Process

MI-Access Fl testing is administered online 91% of the time, with paper/pencil tests available
where they are instructionally appropriate, necessary for accommodations, or technologically
necessary. Michigan offers the following accommodations delivered through paper/pencil
assessments for students with disabilities and for English Learners: enlarged print, braille, and
audio supports, such as audio CDs, human read-aloud, and live translations to a student’s
native language (for mathematics, science, and social studies). The MI-Access Sl and P
assessments are administered to students and scored by assessment administrators using SR
and ABO item format items. Booklets and student-level picture cards are developed for use by
assessment administrators in delivering assessments to students.

The MI-Access assessments are developed by OEAA’s content leads using Michigan’s IBS. The
content leads review each item in the test map to check for text and/or graphic errors, clueing,
correct answer keys, and a balance of answer keys. Once the test map is approved by the
content lead, the psychometric lead reviews the test map in a similar way as detailed above

for online forms but with more focus on comparability of paper/pencil forms to their online
counterparts.

Once the test maps are approved by both the content lead and the psychometric lead, the
composition unit creates one item per page (a “one-per”) for review by both the OEAA content
lead and the OEAA editor. A one-per is created for each item on the test map, showing how
each item will appear in a test booklet. Content leads ensure the one-per matches the item in
the IBS, which is the source of truth for each item. The item as it appears on the one-per must
also follow OEAA’s style guide and be free of errors.
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After the content lead approves the one-pers, they are reviewed by OEAA’s editor. Once the
editor approves the one-pers, the OEAA’s composition unit assembles the test booklets. There
are several rounds of reviews conducted by OEAA content leads, OEAA assessment specialists,
and OEAA’s editor. Once the initial test booklets are approved, they are posted for printing

by Measurement Incorporated. The paper/pencil test maps are provided to Measurement
Incorporated for use in creating braille and enlarged print forms, a function subcontracted
through the American Printing House for the Blind.

3.11 Summary

In summary, this chapter explicates the procedures used in the development of the MI-Access
assessments. The efforts by MDE and its vendors address multiple best practices of the test
industry. They are related to the following AERA, APA, and NCME (2014) Standards:

e Standard 3.1 —Those responsible for test development, revision, and administration
should design all steps of the testing process to promote valid score interpretations
for intended score uses for the widest possible range of individuals and relevant
subgroups in the intended population.

e Standard 3.2—Test developers are responsible for developing tests that measure
the intended construct and for minimizing the potential for tests’ being affected by
construct-irrelevant characteristics, such as linguistic, communicative, cognitive,
cultural, physical, or other characteristics.

e Standard 4.0—Tests 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. Test 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 individuals in the intended examinee population.

e Standard 4.1 —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 should include a rationale
supporting the interpretations and uses of test results for the intended purpose(s).

e Standard 4.7 —The procedures used to develop, review, and try out items and to select
items from the item pool should be documented.

e Standard 4.12—Test developers should document the extent to which the content
domain of a test represents the domain defined in the test specifications.

Spring 2018 MI-Access Technical Report 54



Chapter 4: Test Administration Plan

Chapter 4: Test Administration Plan

Chapter 4 reviews the test administration process for both the online and paper/pencil
administrations of the MI-Access assessments. In 2018, MI-Access Functional Independence
(FI) was administered online 91% of the time and on paper/pencil 9% of the time. MI-Access
Supported Independence (Sl) and Participation (P) are administered using paper/pencil versions
of the test, and the student responses are entered using a DRC online answer document portal.
Detailed information on supports, accommodations, test materials, and training and test security
practices can be found throughout this chapter.

According to the AERA, APA, & NCME Standards (2014), “[tlhe usefulness and interpretability
of test scores require that a test be administered and scored according to the developer’s
instructions” (p. 111). Chapter 4 of this report examines how test administration procedures
implemented for MI-Access strengthen and support the intended score interpretations and
reduce construct-irrelevant variance that could threaten the validity of score interpretations.

The online platform components of eDIRECT and INSIGHT, which were necessary for all
online test administrations, are discussed in section 4.4. The web-based application known as
eDIRECT was used for all test preparation and test monitoring, while INSIGHT was the online
test delivery system used by students when taking online assessments.

4.1 Universal Tools, Designated Supports, and Accommodations

A variety of testing tools are available across all grades, content areas, and modes of testing so
that all students have the ability to fully demonstrate their knowledge and skills on the statewide
assessments. The variety of tools offered attempts to ensure that a student’s opportunity to
demonstrate knowledge on a test is not negatively impacted by the student’s disability or
English language proficiency.

The Michigan Department of Education (MDE) categorizes tools into three levels: universal tools,
designated supports, and accommodations. Universal tools can be used by students at their
own discretion. Use of a designated support requires an educator to identify that support type
for a student because of an instructional need. Tools listed as accommodations require that a
student has an Individualized Education Program (IEP) or 504 Plan and that the need to use that
support is identified within that document.

Regardless of the level of the tool type, MDE requires educators to make decisions about

use on an individual basis. The decision for use should be based on the individual student’s
instructional needs for each content area. Some tools may be classified as nonstandard, in
which case the use of those tools by students may result in invalid test scores. School districts
may contact MDE if an IEP or 504 team wants to use an accommodation that is not on the
approved list. MDE will consider allowing that accommodation for the current administration and
in future administrations pending literature and research reviews and discussions with MDE’s
assessment content leads.
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MDE'’s policies related to the use of accommodations are in compliance with AERA, APA, and
NCME (2014) Standard 6.2, which states the following:

When formal procedures have been established for requesting and receiving
accommodations, test takers should be informed of these procedures in advance of testing.

(p- 115)

Additional information about Michigan’s accommodations framework and a list of which
accommodations are considered allowable and valid for students to use can be found in the
“Student Supports and Accommodations” table.!

4.1.1 Educator Guidelines

Many of the allowable designated supports and accommodations require educators to perform
an action for the student or on behalf of the student. For example, a student needing a scribe
may be provided one as long as the scribe is using the guidelines for scribing outlined in MDE’s
Scribing Protocol. Additional documents exist to ensure educators are providing these supports
and accommodations in a consistent and reliable manner.

4.1.2 Accommodations Use Monitoring

MDE'’s future assessment administrations will include data audits of the designated supports
and accommodations used as well as educator interviews to ensure high test reliability and
strong validity evidence of test results and any interpretations of the results.

4.2 Online Accommodations

Appropriate accommodations, designated supports, and universal tools were available for
students to use while taking the 2018 MI-Access Fl assessment online. These accommodations
and supports were required to be documented in the student’s IEP, while universal tools were
available to all students in the INSIGHT online test engine.

There were no embedded online accommodations used for the Spring 2018 MI-Access.
An embedded online accommodation is one that is built into the test engine. There were
accommodations available for online testing outside the test engine as follows.

e Directions provided by test administrator using American Sign Language (ASL) or
Signed Exact English (SEE)

e Signing of test content in ASL or SEE—except for text designated as Do Not Read
Aloud

e Use of abacuses

e Use of counters, coins, base-ten blocks, or other manipulatives for solving
mathematics problems

1 https://www.michigan.gov/documents/mde/Michigan_ Accommodations Manual.final 480016 7.pdf
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Use of an alternative communication device—that is, a computer with alternative
access for an alternate response mode, such as a switch, alternative keyboard, eye-
gaze motion sensor, voice recognition software, head or mouth pointer, or specialized
trackball or mouse—when such tools successfully interacted with the test engine

The one embedded online designated support available for the MI-Access Fl assessments is

masking.

The non-embedded designated supports available for the online MI-Access Fl assessments are
listed below:

Scribe (for non-writing items, using the Scribing Protocol)

Noise buffers (e.g., ear mufflers, white noise, and/or other equipment to block external
sounds)

Auditory amplification devices or special sound systems

Visual aids (e.g., closed-circuit television and magnification devices)

Non-electronic bilingual word-to-word dictionary

Augmentative/alternative communication devices (e.g., picture/symbol communication
boards and speech-generating devices)

Text-to-speech was available to all students at all grades as a universal tool. Students or test
administrators could control the volume and speed of this feature at any time. Items were
scripted to provide alternate text for graphics, tables, and specific item elements that would
violate the item construct if they were read aloud. The table below provides a list of the available
embedded universal tools that were provided within the INSIGHT system by grade and content

area.
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Table 4-1. Available Tools for MI-Access in INSIGHT

Assessment Grade Text-to-Speech Pointer Highlighter Magnifier 4-Function
Calculator
(Item-Level)
ELA 3 X X X X
ELA 4 X X X X
ELA 5 X X X X
ELA 6 X X X X
ELA 7 X X X X
ELA 8 X X X X
ELA 11 X X X X
Mathematics 3 X X X X X
Mathematics 4 X X X X X
Mathematics 5 X X X X X
Mathematics 6 X X X X X
Mathematics 7 X X X X X
Mathematics 8 X X X X X
Mathematics 11 X X X X X
Science 4 X X X X
Science 7 X X X X
Science 1 X X X X
Social Studies 5 X X X X
Social Studies 8 X X X X
Social Studies 11 X X X X
Figure 4-1 presents more details for DRC INSIGHT student tools.
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Figure 4-1. DRC INSIGHT Student Tools

Some tools are available only on certain fixed forms or in certain content areas.

TOOL DESCRIPTION/FUNCTION

Navigation Tools

L Back and Next—NMove to the next question or a previous question. (Back is only available in CAT
@ @ within passage and listening sets.)

Go To Question—Jump to any item or passage set on the test by choosing the item from a drop-
down list (only available in fixed forms).

m Pause—Pause the test for a short period of time (e.g., restroom break) and resume upon return.

Question 2 @)

m Flag—Mark a question for review at a later point (only available in fixed forms).

Test Review—Review and change answers by section and indicate whether the test is ready to be
SRR | scored (only available in fixed forms).

Standard Test-Taking Tools (available at all times)

Pointer—Select, change, or unselect an answer option; select other user tools; and navigate through
the test. When moved over an answer choice, the pointer converts to a pencil image.

Cross-Off Tool—Cross out an MC answer selection believed to be incorrect. This tool includes an
eraser to remove the cross off if a student changes his or her mind.

Highlighter—Highlight a portion of text or a graphic and remove highlights.

Magnifier—Magnify/enlarge a portion of the screen (i.e., object, image, or text) by two times for better
viewing.

Line Guide—Movable, straightedge line used to follow along with each line of text. Student can drag
the guide up or down on the screen as an aid in reading an item or passage.

Help—The Help Library provides information on tool usage, test directions, helpful hints, and other
topics. Also includes a “What’s This?” feature that allows a student to access contextual help for a
specific tool or button.

Sticky Note—Creates and places a small note in which a student can type a short message for later
reference (multiple notes can be created for each item or passage).

Calculator—Basic four-function and scientific options are available as required, either individually or
together.

Measurement Tools—Includes a Protractor for measuring angles that can be moved over any
object on the screen and rotated.

Graphing Tool—Used to graph one or several functions. Includes zoom and trace features.

2010 009009

Click to Respond—Allows for placing various types of response areas in a snapshot view that a

student expands to respond to the question. For example, a large graphing item can be placed in an item
where it might not normally fit.
e Click to Enlarge—Allows for large graphics by using a thumbnail image of the graphic that can be
enlarged for viewing. Student can interact with the test item and other tools simultaneously.
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TOOL DESCRIPTION/FUNCTION

Accommodations Tools (determined at the student level)

@ Audio/Video tools—Includes a Text-to-Speech Synthesizer that allows all test-related information
(e.g., test directions, questions and answers, formula sheets) to be read aloud to the student. VSL fixed
O m 0 forms provide video for sign language administration.

m Display Options—Can be made available for all students or just those with a specific
= — accommodation, such as Golor Overlays, that allows a student to change the background color for text,
graphics, and response areas.

4.3 Paper/Pencil Accommodations

Dozens of accommodations, designated supports, and universal tools are available for the
MI-Access assessments, as listed in the “Supports and Accommodations” table. The list below
shows the designated support and accommodation information that is tracked (bubbled in)

on each content area’s booklet for MI-Access Fl. This is not a full list of allowable designated
supports and accommodations; it is a list of only what MDE considers the most frequently used
designated supports and accommodations. It does not include universal tools available to all
students for paper/pencil assessments.

Contracted braille

Enlarged print/Use of word processor (Expressing ldeas section only)
Read aloud

Audio CD

Scribe

4.4 Online Test Platform

The secure web-based test engine DRC INSIGHT Online Learning System was downloaded
on computers that students accessed for all online assessments, including MI-Access Fl.
Test items and forms could be accessed only by using a valid test ticket. It was suggested
that automatic updates be turned to “Enable” so that the software can be updated as needed
without manual updates. From the INSIGHT landing page, students had access to the test via
the “Test Sign In” link and to the sample item sets via the “Online Tools Training” link.

DRC'’s client portal, eDIRECT, was used to manage the test setup functions of student
assessments and to provide the installable downloads. The custom browser software was
downloaded from eDIRECT and installed on student testing devices. The secure browser
could be installed on computers individually or downloaded to a central location, copied, and
distributed to multiple computers simultaneously using common network distribution tools.
Everything needed for testing was found within the secure browser, eliminating the need for
districts to coordinate updates to third-party software.
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Technology coordinators installed a testing site manager (TSM) to manage the content (test
content, responses, and audio files) and regulate traffic between testing sites and Data
Recognition Corporation’s (DRC’s) servers. The System Readiness Check helped troubleshoot
any issues that might occur during INSIGHT installation or while INSIGHT was running. This
application is installed when INSIGHT is installed and performs a series of tests that can be
used to diagnose and prevent or correct most errors.

The Load Simulation Tool was also available for sites to use for preplanning purposes. The
software was used by technology coordinators to perform load simulation tests that helped
estimate the amount of time it would take to download tests and upload responses based on
the number of students testing at the same time, the current amount of network traffic, the
amount of available bandwidth, and other site-specific factors.

The TSM software featured Load Balancing for monitoring content caching availability. Load
Balancing solutions also allowed a district to quickly add or remove TSM servers when required
without reconfiguring testing clients or redirecting or reassigning addresses. This tool also
supplied an easier method to manage the distribution of testers between servers; each testing
client was not dependent on a single TSM server having enough capacity.

Prior to an assessments’ operational use, DRC’s quality assurance staff performed full system-
level tests in an independent test environment that simulated the production configuration. Tests
were run on all supported computer platforms and browsers and included a comprehensive
review of system functionality, usability, reliability, security, and overall performance. Test
content was also validated during this process.

Multiple methods were used to ensure secure data transfer, including encryption technologies
and Secure Sockets Layer protocol through Secure Hypertext Transfer Protocol Secure. Test
content was encrypted at the host server and remained encrypted throughout all network
transmissions; content was decrypted only after the student login was validated. Decrypted test
content on a student workstation was stored in memory only during each test session. After the
session ended (that is, the test was completed or the student logged out), computer memory
was purged to ensure the security of test content.

During testing, responses were sent to a DRC server each time the student navigated away from
an item or clicked the Next button to submit an answer. Responses were saved automatically
every 45 seconds during testing, when the student navigated away from an item, or when the
student answered a selected-response item, whichever came first. If the student took longer
than 45 seconds to answer an item, the incomplete response was submitted at 45-second
intervals until the student completed the item. This autosave feature helps safeguard against the
student losing work on longer items, such as constructed-response items. When the student
returns to the test after a break or interruption, the student is returned to the point at which the
student left off to avoid having to navigate through all previously answered questions.

Figure 4-2 illustrates the secure transfer of online test responses between the student and DRC.
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Figure 4-2. Architecture of the Student Testing Experience
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4.5 Test Administrator Training

On March 6, 2018, DRC, in conjunction with MDE, held a WebEXx training presentation called
the Michigan School Testing Conference with district and school building coordinators and

test administrators. The presentation included pertinent information for all MI-Access online
testing. The presentation was recorded and posted to eDIRECT for Michigan users to reference
throughout the testing window.

During the 2018 Michigan School Testing Conference, MDE held a new assessment coordinator
preconference Workshop for all assessments, including MI-Access. This presentation provided
detailed information for new assessment coordinators administering both the paper/pencil
assessment and the online assessment.

MDE also provided a PowerPoint presentation that discussed what administrators should do
before, during, and after MI-Access administration. This presentation was available on the
MI-Access web page in the "Assessment Training and Resources” section. MDE also held an
“Update on MDE MI-Access Assessments” breakout session specifically for those involved with
either coordination or administration of MI-Access.
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4.6 Test Security

4.6.1 Overview

The primary goal of test security is to protect the integrity of the assessment and to assure
that results are accurate and meaningful. The MDE Office of Educational Assessment and
Accountability (OEAA) uses four test security goals to maintain the integrity of the Michigan’s
assessment system. These goals include the following:

To provide secure assessments that result in valid and reliable scores
To adhere to high professional test administration standards

To maintain consistency across all testing occasions and sites

To protect the investment of resources, time, and energy

4.6.1.1 Prevention

Prevention of breaches in test security includes standards and best practices for test integrity
and security aspects of the design, development, operation, and administration of MI-Access,
both paper/pencil and online test administrations, to prevent irregularities from occurring.
Operational and administrative security policies and procedures apply to both online and
paper/pencil test administrations. Online student-facing testing (MI-Access FIl) uses DRC’s
INSIGHT Online Learning System. This is a secure browser that locks a student into the testing
environment, preventing access to other applications or websites. The software must be
installed on each device used for testing. Test content is held securely in a TSM, which is an
encrypted local cache. The TSM also provides backup response storage in the event of network
issues. All students are assigned to test sessions and require an individual test ticket for every
online test session. For the Sl and P assessments, a test session with test tickets is assigned
for the entry of scoring information online. Each ticket has a username and a unique password.
Access to test tickets is controlled through DRC’s eDIRECT site, and eDIRECT access is
controlled through locally administered permissions in the OEAA Secure Site.

For the paper/pencil test administration, the OEAA and its vendor, Measurement Incorporated,
design forms to assist the district and building assessment coordinators with the successful
receipt and return of test materials. These forms provide security and accountability during
fulfillment and distribution, test administration, and collection processes. Secure packaging and
distribution of materials for MI-Access are provided to ensure prompt, accurate, and secure
delivery of test materials to districts and schools. All materials that contain test questions
(including other materials such as picture cards) or student responses are considered secure
materials and must be handled in a way that maintains their security before, during, and

after testing. As part of professional test administration practices, the OEAA provides test
security resources for state, district, and school personnel to use in the prevention of testing
irregularities. These include the Assessment Integrity Guide (AlG), test administration manuals
(TAMs), online and paper/pencil administration directions, test security training modules, and
incident reporting procedures.
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All school staff members involved in testing are required to be trained in test administration and
security prior to the opening of the assessment window. Training resources are available on a
statewide basis. Districts and schools can customize trainings by role and location, using state-
provided materials and including local plans.

The AIG is intended to be used by districts and schools in the fair and appropriate
administration of state assessments. It includes guidelines on the expected professional
conduct of educators who administer state assessments to ensure proper test administration
and academic integrity.

Four assessment security training modules are available as a supplement to the AIG. The
modules are intended to be used as an online training program for district and building
assessment coordinators, test administrators, and test proctors. These modules explain why
test security is important, describe different staff roles in test administration, and detail how to
plan for and handle incidents that compromise test security.

Each assessment has a TAM that helps the staff administering the assessment understand how
the administration process works, when specific assessment activities take place, what the
roles of school personnel are in the administration process, and how to use available supports
and accommodations. Test administrators have online and paper/pencil test directions to follow
when administering MI-Access.

District assessment coordinators are required to file an incident report in the case of any testing
irregularity. The incident reports are filed on the OEAA Secure Site. The test security specialist
and other MDE assessment administrative staff review the incidents and determine what the
required remediation will be through the use of internal and independent investigations.

4.6.1.2 Detection

Detection practices include guidelines for assessment monitoring, testing, and reporting of
irregularities. Detection resources and practices include the AlG, incident reporting, random/
targeted test administration monitoring, social media monitoring, and data forensic analysis.
Districts are instructed to monitor test sessions for proper test administration and to enforce the
policies and guidelines in the AlG to promote fair, approved, and standardized practices.

The OEAA uses random and targeted assessment monitoring to ensure the security and
confidentiality of state assessments and to ensure testing personnel adhere to proper
procedures. Targeted assessment monitoring is used when schools have had a previous
irregularity or show unusual results from previous state assessment data analyses. Random
assessment monitoring uses a sample of schools that are randomly selected for quality

and integrity checks. Specific requirements of assessment monitoring are described in the
Assessment Observation Requirements Document created with Measurement Incorporated. The
AlG details the process for monitoring district and school personnel.

Internet and media monitoring occurs during testing windows. The goal of this monitoring is

to combat breaches and any disclosure of secure assessment materials. These monitoring
activities include monitoring comments on the internet for test items captured and shared,
either from testing computer screens or from paper/pencil test booklets. Social media sites are
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also monitored for posts discussing or exposing test material. Requirements for social media
monitoring are documented in the Social Media Monitoring Requirements Document created
with Measurement Incorporated. The AIG details the process for monitoring the social media
sites of district and school personnel.

During and after online and paper/pencil test administrations, the OEAA conducts multiple
analyses on student assessment results. These statistical analyses help in the flagging of
potential testing irregularities. The types of data forensic analyses used in Spring 2018 included
unusual score gains and losses, online right-to-wrong changes, and paper/pencil erasure.
Analyses performed on Spring 2018 data will provide a baseline for data forensics in future
years.

4.6.1.3 Investigation and Remediation

District assessment coordinators are required to notify the OEAA as soon as they are made
aware of an alleged or suspected violation or misadministration of MI-Access. Testing
irregularities are reported to the OEAA via an online incident report form. The MI-Access TAM
and AIG provide an incident reporting guide for districts and schools.

The OEAA also has a phone and online “tip line” for reporting of unethical behavior. Reports can
be made anonymously. This provides a means for school staff members to report test integrity
issues within their chain of command when they do not feel comfortable reporting the issues to
their chain of command.

All incident reports and supporting documentation are reviewed by MDE, and a determination

is made regarding the disposition of each incident. If the OEAA determines that the irregularity
caused no consequences affecting security, validity, or fraud, and that the school took
appropriate actions to correct the situation, the OEAA may consider the issue resolved and the
case is logged and closed. If the OEAA determines that questions remain regarding the security,
validity, or authenticity of the test administration, the OEAA will request either a school self-
investigation or, if the problem is considered potentially severe, an independent investigation.

After investigations have taken place, the OEAA will create a summary report of the findings.
Determination of the investigation is provided in the report.

Remediation of the incidents reported and investigated differ based on the severity of a
confirmed allegation or misadministration. Minor mistakes receive recommendations of best
practices. Isolated security incidents or negligence provide good candidates for targeted
monitoring the next year. Individual student tests tainted by misadministration are typically
invalidated. More serious incidents can lead to invalidating entire classes of tests, required
retraining of the testing staff, or barring staff from participating in statewide testing. When
possible, remediation happens within the testing window so that students can be retested if
appropriate.
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4.6.2 Online Test Security Practices

Test security is essential for obtaining reliable and valid scores for accountability purposes.

All district assessment coordinators, building assessment coordinators, test administrators,
proctors, and other staff who participate in MI-Access or handle secure assessment materials
are required to receive the proper training for their role. Security training is provided through the
AIG, MI-Access TAMs, and the test security training modules.

Test security training includes proper protocol to be followed before, during, and after test
administration. The AlG, TAM, and the test administration directions embedded in the FI TAMs
provide necessary information on the distribution, collection, and return of secure testing
materials. The AIG provides information on self-monitoring of assessment administration
practices, incident reporting, and monitoring conducted by the OEAA.

Each district is required to self-monitor the test administration practices within their district.
Incident reporting by district assessment coordinators is required when there is any type

of misadministration or problem with test administration. The OEAA monitors all test
administrations. Each person involved in test administration is required to sign the OEAA
Assessment Security and Confidentiality Agreement. Security training includes the handling and
chain of custody for secure materials.

DRC’s online test platform, INSIGHT, is a secure web browser that is downloaded to students’
machines. Once launched, INSIGHT goes into “lockdown” mode and prevents students from
accessing any other programs. The INSIGHT software is only accessible from 7:00 a.m. to
4:00 p.m. EST and is locked during all other times.

MDE has approved some testing sites to have an alternate INSIGHT availability window to test
students at atypical hours; these sites are able to test via INSIGHT until 10:00 p.m. EST. On
these sites—just like on similar testing sites— all student test tickets and student test rosters
are considered secure materials and must be stored securely by test administrators when not in
use.

DRC also provides MDE with online forensic telemetry data via a secure table data load. The
table below references the data that are captured and sent to MDE on a weekly basis during the
testing windows.
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Table 4-2. INSIGHT Forensic Data

Attribute of Forensic Data Description

Test Interrupted Stopped Flag | Test was interrupted/stopped

Test Interrupted Stopped Count | Number of times the test was interrupted/stopped

Total Item Time Total time spent on an item

[tem Visit Count Total number of times the item was visited

Wrong to Right ltem’s response was changed from wrong to right (within or across item visits)

Wrong to Right Count Total number of times the item’s response was changed from wrong to right (within or
across item visits)

Right to Wrong [tem’s response was changed from right to wrong (within or across item visits).

Right to Wrong Count Total number of times the item’s response was changed from right to wrong (within or

across item visits)

Wrong to Wrong ltem’s response was changed from wrong to wrong (within or across item visits).

Wrong to Wrong Iltem Count Total number of times the item’s response was changed from wrong to wrong (within or
across item visits)

Total Enters Net Total Exits Records total enters are greater than or less than total exits.

4.6.3 Paper/Pencil Test Security Practices

Test security is essential for obtaining reliable and valid scores for accountability purposes.

All district assessment coordinators, building assessment coordinators, test administrators,
proctors, and other staff who participate in MI-Access or handle secure assessment material
are required to receive the proper training for their role. Security training is provided through the
AlG, MI-Access TAM, and the test security training modules.

Test security training includes proper protocol to be followed before, during, and after test
administration. The AIG and TAM provide necessary information on the distribution, collection,
and return of secure testing materials. The AIG provides information on self-monitoring of
assessment administration practices, incident reporting, and monitoring conducted by the
OEAA.

Each district is required to self-monitor the test administration practices within its district.
Incident reporting by district assessment coordinators is required when there is any type
of misadministration or problem with test administration. The OEAA monitors all test
administrations.

Each person involved in test administration is also required to sign the OEAA Assessment
Security and Confidentiality Agreement. Security training includes the handling and chain of
custody for secure materials. All materials that contain test questions or student responses are
considered secure materials and must be handled in a way that maintains their security before,
during, and after testing. Paper/pencil secure materials include the following:

e test booklets (for paper/pencil testing)
e assessment administrator test booklets (for Sl and P assessments)
e student picture cards (for Sl and P assessments)
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e answer documents (for paper/pencil testing)
e accommodation materials
e scratch paper

Test materials are delivered about two weeks before the test cycle begins. Packaging lists are
used to document orders. Schools are instructed to retain all secure materials in one secure,
locked location within the school. During the test administration window, all secure materials
must be securely stored unless being used for test administration. Building assessment
coordinators are required to carry out the building-level duties related to the distribution,
security, and collection of test materials. The test administrator is responsible for distributing
and collecting test booklets, answer sheets, assessment administrator booklets, student
picture cards, scratch paper, and accommodation materials used during administration and for
delivering them to the building coordinator after each test session.

The OEAA provides training and guidance materials for local test administrators who have
the duty of ensuring a secure testing environment. Before and during test administration, test
administrators arrange the testing environment so that all visual cues are covered or removed.

For MI-Access Fl, each student will have a test booklet. Assessment administrators will retain
the answer document (which contains an individual barcode containing necessary test and
student information) and will transfer the student responses from the test booklet to the answer
document. Test administrators must be familiar with the test directions in the MI-Access

FI TAM that must be read and followed. The test administrator is required to remain in the
testing room at all times. Students are not permitted to access any electronic devices used for
communication, capturing images, or data storage. Lists of professional and prohibited test
security practices are available in the AlG.

For the MI-Access Sl and P assessments, assessment administrators will use the assessment
administrator test booklets, picture cards and/or objects, or other materials that are familiar to
the student. Primary and shadow assessment administrators will use these materials, along with
the scoring documents that correspond to each grade level and content area, to administer and
score the assessment.

Schools are required to return all secure materials. The exceptions to this are scratch paper
and the scoring documents used by the primary and shadow assessment administrators when
observing and scoring the items. Scratch paper is to be destroyed after each testing session.
Once the scores are entered online, the scoring documents are kept on file at the school with
the security agreements. Schools are provided a return kit for secure materials.

When returned materials arrive at Measurement Incorporated, the boxes are scanned, logged,
and checked against the material tracking information for each school or district. Boxes and

all their contents are scanned, repackaged, and warehoused. All discrepancies between the
secure materials sent and returned are noted and become part of the report to inform schools/
districts of any missing materials. Several rounds of contact are attempted to account for every
piece of missing secure materials. Schools with excess missing materials may receive targeted
monitoring in future years to check local controls.
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Measurement Incorporated makes scanned images of documents available to the OEAA and
retains warehoused documents for the length of records retention. Paper/pencil documents are
reviewed for secure disposal five years after the end of testing, with the written permission of
the OEAA director. Electronic files are kept in a highly secure location with off-site backup. Files
include, but are not limited to, scanned images, scanned scored files, import and export files,
and all student testing data. All electronic files are available to the OEAA, and no student testing
data are deleted without written permission from the OEAA director.

4.7 Summary of M-Access Administration Best Practices

The elements discussed in previous sections not only align with MDE prevention practices
that help maintain the integrity of the assessment but also adhere to the testing practices and
AERA, APA, & NCME (2014) Standards relevant to test administration. The previous sections
also demonstrate how information in the MDE trainings and manuals addresses the following
standards:

Standard 4.15 The directions for test administration should be presented with sufficient clarity
so that it is possible for others to replicate the administration conditions under which the data
on reliability, validity, and (where appropriate) norms were obtained. Allowable variations in
administration procedures should be clearly described. The process for reviewing requests for
additional testing variations should also be documented. (p. 90)

The MI-Access TAM and AIG provide instructions for before-, during-, and after-testing
activities, with sufficient detail and clarity to support reliable test administrations by qualified test
administrators. To ensure uniform administration conditions throughout the state, instructions in
the TAM and AIG describe the following: general rules of online testing; pause rules; scheduling
of tests; recommended order of test administration; classroom activity information; assessment
duration, timing, and sequencing information; and the materials that the examiner and students
need for testing.

Standard 6.1 Test administrators should follow carefully the standardized procedures for
administration and scoring specified by the test developer and any instructions from the test
user. (p. 114)

To ensure the usefulness and interpretability of test scores and to minimize sources of
construct-irrelevant variance, it is essential that the MI-Access is administered according to the
prescribed TAM and AlG.

MDE'’s protocol, discussed in section 4.6 of this report stresses incident reporting and adheres
to the following standards:

Standard 6.3 Changes or disruptions to standardized test administration procedures or scoring
should be documented and reported to the test user. (p. 115)

Standard 6.6 Reasonable efforts should be made to ensure the integrity of test scores by
eliminating opportunities for test takers to attain scores by fraudulent or deceptive means.

(p. 116)
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Standard 6.7 Test users have the responsibility of protecting the security of test materials at all

times. (p. 117)

Throughout the manuals, test coordinators and examiners are reminded of test security
requirements and procedures to maintain test security. Specific actions that are direct violations
of test security are accordingly noted. Detailed information about test security procedures are

presented in section 4.6.

4.8

A list of available test materials can be found below in Table 4-3.

Test Materials

Table 4-3. MI-Access Paper/Pencil Test Materials

Material Description Product Type
Blank Labels Ancillary
FedEx Return Air Bills Ancillary
Instruction for Materials Return Ancillary
OEAA Security Compliance Form Ancillary
Outgoing Box Labels Ancillary
Packing List Enclosed Label Ancillary
Picture Card Security Reminder Sheet (Sl & P) Ancillary
Pre-ID Labels (Fl) Ancillary
Return Kit Cover Sheet Ancillary
Special Handling Envelopes Ancillary

Answer Document, by content area and grade (Fl)

Answer Document

Assessment Administrator Booklet for Braille (AABB), by content area and grade (Fl)

Braille

Braille Kit, by content area and grade (Answer Document, Braille Test Book, AABB, and Kit Cover Sheet)
(FI)

Braille

CD Kit, by content area and grade (Audio CD, Test Booklet(s), Answer Document(s), Kit Cover Sheet) (Fl)

CD

Enlarged Print Kit, by content area and grade (Answer Document, Enlarged Print Test Book, Test Booklet,
Kit Cover Sheet) (Fl)

Enlarged Print

Accessing Print Listening Script, by grade (Fl)

Listening Script

Picture Cards, by grade (Sl & P)

Picture Cards

Scoring Documents, by content area and grade (Sl & P)

Scoring Document

Assessment Administrator Booklets, by grade (SI & P)

Test Booklet

Test Booklet, by content area and grade (Fl)

Test Booklet
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4.9 Summary

In summary, the overall purpose of each test administration workshop and the ancillary
materials is to keep districts informed about policies and procedures related to testing in
general and to the MI-Access program in particular. The information imparted is clearly related
to maintaining the integrity of the administration of MI-Access, maintaining the security of the
assessment, allowing access to the assessments for special populations by clearly delineating
appropriate designated supports or accommodations, and providing guidance on appropriate
interpretations of the test results. These communication and training efforts by MDE and its test
vendors are in alignment with multiple best practices of the testing industry but are particularly
related to the following standards (AERA, APA, & NCME, 2014):

e Standard 4.15—The directions for test administration should be presented with
sufficient clarity so that it is possible for others to replicate the administration
conditions under which the data on reliability, validity, and (where appropriate) norms
were obtained. Allowable variations in administration procedures should be clearly
described. The process for reviewing requests for additional testing variations should
also be documented.

e Standard 6.1 —Test administrators should follow carefully the standardized procedures
for administration and scoring specified by the test developer and any instructions from
the test user.

e Standard 6.2—When formal procedures have been established for requesting and
receiving accommodations, test takers should be informed of these procedures in
advance of testing.

e Standard 6.3—Changes or disruptions to standardized test administration procedures
or scoring should be documented and reported to the test user.

e Standard 6.6 —Reasonable efforts should be made to ensure the integrity of test scores
by eliminating opportunities for test takers to attain scores by fraudulent or deceptive
means.

e Standard 6.7 —Test users have the responsibility of protecting the security of test
materials at all times.
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5.1 Online Administration Details

In Spring 2018, the Michigan Department of Education (MDE), in conjunction with Data
Recognition Corporation (DRC), delivered 91% of MI-Access Functional Independence (Fl)
assessments online via DRC’s online testing platform, INSIGHT. During that testing period, 614
Michigan school districts administered MI-Access Fl online to 1,777 Michigan schools.

MI-Access Fl English language arts (ELA) (Accessing Print and Using Language), mathematics,
science, and social studies were administered as fixed forms, just as they were in Spring 2017.

The Spring 2018 MI-Access Fl was administered to enrolled students in grades 3-8 and 11.
Table 5-1 presents the content areas tested by grade.

Table 5-1. Content Areas Tested by Grade

Grade Tested |Content Areas Tested

Grade 3 ELA and Mathematics

Grade 4 ELA, Mathematics, and Science

Grade 5 ELA, Mathematics, and Social Studies

Grade 6 ELA and Mathematics

Grade 7 ELA, Mathematics, and Science

Grade 8 ELA, Mathematics, and Social Studies

Grade 11 ELA, Mathematics, Science, and Social Studies

The number of students tested online for the Spring 2018 MI-Access Fl can be found in
Table 5-2 below.

Table 5-2. Number of Students Tested Online, MI-Access Functional Independence

Grade [Content Online Students Tested
3 ELA (Accessing Print and Using Language) 1,061
4 ELA (Accessing Print and Using Language) 1,212
5 ELA (Accessing Print and Using Language) 1,424
6 ELA (Accessing Print and Using Language) 1,402
7 ELA (Accessing Print and Using Language) 1,391
8 ELA (Accessing Print and Using Language) 1,436
11 ELA (Accessing Print and Using Language) 1,255
3 Mathematics 1,061
4 Mathematics 1,257
5 Mathematics 1,488
6 Mathematics 1,519
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Grade [Content Online Students Tested
7 Mathematics 1,527
8 Mathematics 1,535
11 Mathematics 1,376
4 Science 1,115
7 Science 1,402
11 Science 1,387
5 Social Studies 1,410
8 Social Studies 1,439
11 Social Studies 1,388

5.1.1 Online Administration Reports

Prior to administering the 2018 assessments, DRC and MDE outlined requirements for all online
administration reporting. Administration reports were delivered to MDE daily or weekly based
on the established requirements. Table 5-3 shows the types of administration reports that were
delivered to MDE during the 2018 MI-Access FI testing window.

Table 5-3. Online Administration Reports

Report Name Delivery Frequency Description of Report

After-Hours Report Daily throughout the testing window Shows online tests that have test login times and/or
stop times within the defined after-hours time

Form Distribution Report WeekKly throughout the testing window | Shows fixed-form assignments for monitoring equal
distribution of fixed forms per grade and content area

Testing Times Report Daily throughout the testing window Daily summary of testing times to allow MDE to
monitor how long students take to complete tests

Cumulative Student Status | Daily throughout the testing window Status of student testing by site; allows MDE to
monitor how students are progressing with testing by
grade and content area

5.1.2 Online User Manuals and Reference Documents

To help assist with the administration of the online MI-Access Fl assessments, DRC and MDE
created numerous manuals and documents. . These include the test administration manuals
(which includes test directions by grade), the Technology User Guide, and many additional
reference documents.

5.2 Paper/Pencil Administration Details

MDE delivered MI-Access Supported Independence (Sl) and Participation (P) entirely as paper/
pencil assessments, with an online answer portal for schools to submit answers. MDE delivered
MI-Access Fl as paper/pencil tests for students in school that applied and were approved for a
waiver of online testing and for individual students at the school’s discretion.
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Online testing waivers were available for the following reasons:

Buildings were not technologically ready.

Buildings were under construction or had otherwise disrupted technological
environment.

Locations were testing in a center-based program.

Locations were testing in a juvenile justice facility.

Buildings had other instructional reasons.

Individual students with accommodations that required a paper/pencil assessment were also
administered the paper/pencil test, as well as any student for whom the instructional team
considered paper/pencil testing more appropriate.

The paper/pencil test was available in enlarged print and in both contracted and uncontracted
braille versions. The paper/pencil test also included support options such as live translation and
read aloud, as described in Chapter 4 of this report.

There were three forms for each Fl test, including the braille form. These forms are listed in
the table below. For MI-Access Sl and P, there were two forms, with each form serving as an
emergency form for the other.

Table 5-4. Paper/Pencil Test Forms by Content Area

Content Area Paper/Pencil Forms Available

ELA

Form 1 — administered to all students testing paper/pencil

Form 2 of online test — Emergency form

Braille form (Fl only)

Mathematics Form 1 — administered to all students testing paper/pencil

Form 2 of online test — Emergency form

Braille form (Fl only)

Science

Form 1 — administered to all students testing paper/pencil

Form 2 of online test — Emergency form

Braille form (FI only)

Social Studies (Fl only) | Form 1 — administered to all students testing paper/pencil

Form 2 of online test — Emergency form

Braille form

The MI-Access Fl paper/pencil test was provided for the same grades and content areas
that had online counterparts (see Table 5-1). All tests for MI-Access Sl and P were paper/
pencil test formats, composed of selected response items (using picture cards) and activity-
based observations. The grade levels and content areas match Table 5-1 for these levels with
the exception of social studies, for wh