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Content-Related Evidence: Alignment of Alternate Assessments with Sandards

The purpos of this chepter isto provide states a process for aligning ther alternate assessments
with gradelevel content standads Thereason for thefocuson aignment in establishing content-
related evidence is the primacy of state standadsin driving al test blueprints. Thisalignmentis
critical for aternate assessments because of the changes madein redudionsof depth, breadth,
and complexity and theneed to ascertain whether the condructs contained in theorigind (grade
level) content standads are maintained with integrity and distributed appropriately in coverage

In this chapter, three topics are addressed: (a) alignment of alternae assessments with standards
(b) inferences aboutachievement standards indudng aignment of extended standadswith
gradelevel content standadsas well as alignment of alternae assessments with (extended) grade
level content standads andfindly, (c) stepsto follow in thealignment process.

Alignment of Assessments with Standards

Research on evidence based on test content was primarily between tests, curriculum, and
ingructionin the1970sand 1980s now, this evidence needsto take into account state grade
level content standads Rather than ascertaining whether or nat tests and curriculum (or
ingruction) have commonitems, bath (or al three) need to beandyzed with respect to thar
alignment with standads

Alignment at its simplest level is close in definition to theterm QoverlapOthat had been present
in the early work fromthe 1970sthroughthe 198Gs. Alignment, however, begsthe question of
Qo wha?0or Qvith what?0ln our review of alignment, new dimensonsalso have appesred tha
are distinct from theearlier evidence based ontest content. It is notonly standads-based but also
systemic in naure and progective in development. These three features have the potentia for (a)
bridging evidence based on test content to a more unified view of validity and (b) focusng our
attention on inferences as the bedrock for validity. As aconsquence, curriculum and ingruction
may beviewed in the context of standadsand assessment. Neverthdess, we still need to be
cautiousin making the assumption tha standads once enacted interactively in ingruction, reach
into the classroomwith equd parity and consstency in defining wha istaughtor howit is
taught If thisis generally true, then our accountbility systems can betruged,; if thisis nottrue,
then confugon exists between the outcome and the inference.

Alignment of assessments to standardsis usudly the starting point for mog researchersin this
area. For example, congder thefollowing three definitions QAlignment refers to the degree of
match between test content and the subject area content identified throughstate academic
standards Given the breadth and depth of typical state standads it is highly unlikely tha a
single test can achieve adesirable degree of match. This fact provides pat of therationde for
usng multiple accountability measures and also paintsto the need to study the degree of match
or aignment bath at thetest level and at the system level. Althoughsome degree of match should
be provided by each individud test, complementary multiple measures can providethe necessary
degree of coveragefor systems aignment. This is the greater accountbility issueO(La Marca,
2001,p. 1).
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More recently, Bhola, Impara, and Buckendahl (2003) stated that Gilignment can be defined as
the degree of agreement between a state® content standardsfor a specific subject area and the
assessment(s) used to measure student achievement of these standardO(p. 21). Findly, Webb
(1997)defines alignment as Qhe degree to which expectationsand assessments are in agreement
and serve in conjunadion with oneanother to guidethe system toward students learning wha
they are expected to know and doQ(p. 4).

AsWebb (1997)noted in thequote above another critical feature of aignment (which was not
present with test content validity fromthe 19809 is a systemic focus. Thisholistic view adso is
endorsed by La Marca, Redfield, Winter, Bailey, and Hansche (2000}

1. Alignment is amatch between two or more things Webster @ New World College
Dictionary defines align as Qo bringinto a straight line; to bring parts or components
into a prope coordination; to bringinto agreement, close coopeation Oln an aigned
system of standadsand assessments, al components are coordinated so tha the
system works toward a single god: educting students to reach high academic
standards (Hansche, 1998, p. 21).

2. Alignment refersto how well al elementsin a system work togeher to guide
ingruction and student learning (Webb, 1997)

3. Alignment directly affects the degree to which valid and meaningful inferences about
student learning can be madefrom assessment data (Long& Benson, 1998.

Alignment is more prospective rather than retrogective. In the previousresearch on evidence
test content, mog tests provided broad surveys of several curriculatha were pog-hocandyzed
for overlap; but these tests were not designed from the outset with specific planning aroundany
particular curriculum. LaMarca (2001)suggests that soundstandards and assessment
development activities create alignment when thefollowing three conditionsare present: (a) as
content standadsare developed, assessment design should be consdered (determining what and
how to measure achievement), (b) items and tasks should be designed to measure specific
objectives as outlined by academic content standards, and (¢) apod hocreview of aignment
should be conduced following assessment devel opment.

Eventudly, alignment as a condruct needs more operationd definition. LaMarca, Redfield,
Winter, Bailey, and Hansche (2000)articulate thefollowing categories for reviewing the
alignment of assessments with standads
1. Content match. When evaluaing content match between standards and assessment,
oneshould consder whether assessments are designed to match the content standards
whether all items and tasks are related to the content standards, and whether the
assessment fully covers the content standads
2. Depth match. When evaluaing depth match between standads and assessment, one
should take into consderation whether both the assessment as awhole and
items/tasks are at alevel of difficulty matchingtha is prescribed by content
standards and whether item/task specificationsboth indicate the depth at which
knowledgeshould be measured and elicit responss reflecting the depth of knowledge
they measure.
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3. Emphass. Assessment items and tasks should measure knowledgeand skills
representative of those in the content standadsin order for the assessment and
content standadsto have emphasis match.

4. Performance match. When evaluaing performance match, oneshould consder
whether the assessment blueprint specifies (a) howthe entire rangeof peformance
descriptors will be measured by the assessment, (b) whether item specificationsare
referenced to thelevels of knowedgeand skillsin the performance descriptors, (C)
whether the assessment as a whole covers knowedgeand skills at each defined
performance level, and (d) how each aspect of the performance descriptorsis covered
by oneor more items/tasks.

5. Accessibility. Accommodaionsand modificationsshould be available for students
with disabilities (SWD) and English Languaye Learne's (ELL). Groupsof selected-
respon items should cover avariety of ways of expressing knowledgeand skills
related to the content standard(s) and the assessment should befree of irrelevant
factorstha arelikely to interfere with studentsCopportunity to demongrate
knowledgdskillsin order to have accessibility.

6. Reporting. To evaluae reporting, oneshould take into consderation (a) whether
score reports clearly illudrate levels of student proficiency on content standads (b)
whether reports contain information tha can be used to make valid inferences and
decisions (c) whether they provideinformation about the standad error of measure
regarding reported scores, and (d) whether thereported information can beapplied for
theintended purpos(s) of the assessment.

Making Inferences aboutAlternate Achievement Standards

In April 2006,the U.S. Department of Education released a Oroolkit on Teaching and Assessing
Students with DisabilitiesO(http://www.osepideasthawork.org/toolkit/index.asp). This web site
provides the public with anunmbe of useful pgoers and procedures, amongthemog critical of
which is a series of eightdoauments within Modds for Large-Sale Assessment for Students with
Disabilities. These doauments provide arationde to guide the alignment process.

In the Executive Sunmary, thefollowing definition makes explicit theinference from alternae
achievement standards (Technical Work Group, 2006):
Alternate achievement standards are designed to enable inferences to grade-level
expectationstha have been extengvely prioritized but maintain high expectationsfor
progressin the genera curriculum and assume student performance is coningent on
having the suppots specified for the assessment. Inferences are stipulated because of
the assessment methodology.

Althoughseveral different alignment systems are available (e.g., Achieve, Webb, CCSSOG
enacted curriculum), the alignment process essentially addresses the question of which standads
are addressed in the assessment, how broadly the objectives within the standadsare covered,
how congstent is the depth of knowledge beween the standads and the assessment items, and
wha are the sources of chdlenge Theprocessisentirely judgnental and is best completed with
appropriate groupof teachers (e.g., content expertsin general education as well as specid
eduction teachers).
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Developing Alternate Assessments

Generdly, states have taken either of two approaches to guide development of alternae
assessments: (a) grade-level content standads are essentialized (extended or expandad) and
aternate assessment items are designed to reflect them, or (b) gradelevel content standards
remain intact and the alternae assessments are reduced directly in thar breadth, depth, or
complexity. Following is an explanation of these two approaches.

Aligning extended standardsto gradelevel content standards When GessentializingQgrade level
content standards thefocusis on adgpting thegrade level standadsto reduce the breadth, depth,
or complexity of thestandard. In this process, the essential verb of the standard is QrandatedOto
beless encompassing.

In mog state content standads theverbs can beconsdered as conoepts. Althoughall concepts
have three components (alabd, attributes, and examples and non-examples), it istheattributes
tha hdp condrain therangeof examples and nonexamples.

For example, in thefollowing standad, several key terms are used: Students explain ther choice
of estimation and problem-solving strategies and judify results when performing number
opeaationswith fractionsand decimals in problem-solving situaions Thekeys, undelined
above involve theability to explain, estimate, and jugify (within context of fractionsand
decimals). This standard could be GessentializedOas follows. See Figure 1.

Figure 1. Exanple for Creating Extendad Sandadsfrom GradelLevel Content Sandards

Attributes for Grade L evel Standad Essentialized Attributes for Extended Standads
Explain and Judify Explain and Judify
¥Establish aprocedure or process ¥Use any kind of stepsin arriving at a
¥Use multiple approaches to solving the solution
problem ¥Describethe steps (procedures or process)

¥Use stepstha are logical or empirical
¥Describethe steps (procedures or

process)
Egtimate Egtimate
¥Indudemultiple numbers (thoughone ¥Employ oneof four basic math opaations
may beacongdant) ¥Providea probale ansver with abdlpark
¥Provideaprobable ansver with a solution

bdlpak solution

¥Use a strategy (that might beimplicit or
explicit)

¥Employ oneof four basic math
opeaations

¥Express theanswer in units of
measurement
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Oneway to systematically evaluate this GessentializationCof a grade-level content standard isto
use arating scale tha denotes thelevel of congraints madein redudng the breadth, depth, or
complexity of theattributes. See Figure 2.

Figure 2. Rating Sale for Evaluating Redudion of Breadth, Depth, Conplexity of Siandards

Rating Alignment Descriptors

4 Theverbs(or context) in the dternate benchmarks reflect thecondruct in a
manne tha fully indudes all of theattributes.

3 Theverbs(or context) adjug thecondruct in amanne tha margindly limits
the attributes.

2 Theverbs(or context) adjus the congruct in amanne that condrainsthe
condruct but still reflects some attributes.

1 Theverbs(or context) adjug the condruct in asubgantial (stipulated) manne
with no attributes reflected.

Aligning alternate assessments to gradelevel content standards Rather than GessentializingOthe
gradelevel content standards (changing them from gradelevel to extended or expanded
standards), thefocuscould be onthe alternate assessments and the manne in which they are
similar to othe itemsthat reflect the standard. With this process, theitems on an aternae
assessment may bedirectly condrained in thar breadth, depth, or complexity. With this process,
thefocusisonthedomain (or universe) for sampling items tha reflect thegradelevel content.

Figure 3. Rating Sale for Evaluating the Redudion of Breadth, Depth, Conplexity of Items

Rating Alignment Descriptors

4 The content breadth and depth allows genegdizationto any (all) itemsin the
universe of items for tha standad.

3 The content breadth and depth is condructed so generdization can be madeto
mog itemsin theuniverse of items for tha standad.

2 The content breadth and depth is condricted so generalization can be made only
to alimits number of itemsin theuniverse of itemsfor tha standad.

1 The content breadth and depth is so severely condricted tha generdizationis
not possible to (m)any itemsin the universe of items for tha standad.

Notice tha thislanguayeis very congstent with the terminology used in thetodkit. Thefocusin
eithe strategy isto reduce the breadth, depth, and complexity (of the standad or items) and
therefore, to condrain theinference tha can be made aboutachievement of proficiency onthe
(varioug standads

Alignment of Alternate Assessments Using the Webb System (excer pted from CCSSQ 2006)
Given eithe theaignment of extended standadsto gradelevel content as a strategy for
developing an dternae assessment or a systematic process for developing items that are directly
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designdl to reflect less depth, breadth, or complexity, thealignment process may proceed with a
number of different critical components. In this example, the Webb system is described, though
other systems are certainly available:

1. Categorical Conaurrence isthedegree to which standards and assessments address

the same content categories. Thiscriterionis met if both doauments display the same
or congstent categories of content.

Depth-of-Knowledge(DOK) Congstency is the degree to which the DOK required by
the standads and assessments are in agreement. If the assessment is as demanding as
the expectationsstandads set for the students, this criterionis met. Accordingto
Webb®@modd, depth-of-knowledgeis judge at four levels: (a) recall of fact,
information, or procedure, (b) skill in usng information, conceptua knowledge or
procedures of two or more steps (c) strategic thinking, reasoning, developing a plan
or sequence of steps, complexity, more than onepossible answer, requiring less than
10 minutesto do, and, (d) extended thinking, requiring an investigation, time to think
and process multiple conditionsof the problem or task, and requiring more than 10
minutes to do nonroutinemanipulations In Figure 4 bdow, these four levels have
been trandated usng languaye specifically designed for alternae assessments tha
employ portfolios peformances, or observations

Figure 4. Levels for Depth of Knowledge (usng Webb modd) and Adapted Modd

time to think and process multiple conditions
of the problem (e.g., completing a project,
including how to design and execute it).

Level Webb Description Alternate A ssessment Description

1 Recall and reproduction: Recall and A (hehavior eventOwith 1:1 correspondence
recognition of afact, information, or procedure | completed in single context.

2 Skill and concept: Use information or A (hehavioral eventOwith more than 1:1
conceptua knowledge with two (2) more steps | correspondence in more than one context with

correct or incorrect responses.

3 Strategic thinking: Reguires reasoning, A multiple step Gbehavioral eventOexecuted in
developing aplan or a sequence of steps, some | more than one context with more than 1:1
complexity, more than one possible answer correspondence and with partial correct scoring
(non-routine problem-solving) of responses.

4 Extended thinking: Requires an investigation, | A multiple step (hehavioral eventOexecuted as

an approach (of many) to completing a task that
occurs in multiple settings.

Definition of anitem. Before applying this modd to an aternate assessment that uses a portfolio
or observation, however, the notion of an item nesdsto be opetiondized. In the adgoted modd

3. Rangeof-KnowedgeCorrespondence is the degree to which the span of knowledgea
standad expects of students matches that required to correctly answver the assessment

items or activity.

4. Balance of Representation is the extent to which assessment items are evenly
dispersed across learning objectives within a standad.
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in Figure 4, theterm hehaviora eventOis used. A behavioral event has four attributes: (a) it
reflects routines (with a beginning/middle/end), (b) it is captured in onesession (e.g.,
gitting/setting), (c) it comprises askill or multiple skills, and (d) it containsoneor more items
tha may incorporate observationsof students in different settings(and therefore use rating scales
and checklists) or collectionsof work samplesin portfoliosor performance tasks.

Given a measurement approach and a suitable definition of an item, it is possible to proceed
directly to an alignment study. In the next section, seven stepsare followed to ensure the
informationfrom an alignment study is useful in generating formative measures tha can guide
any improvements to the alternae assessments.

Siepsin the Alignment Process
Step 1. List the appropriate standads and objectives on a spreadsheet in thefirst column.

Step 2. Note theformat of assessment and develop a (student) sampling plan (if usnga
portfolio measurement approach).

a. For peaformance assessments, fill subsequent columnswith task labds. Thecell tha
ddfines the intersection of each standad and task can befilled in with the number of
items for that task. Thetotal number of cells with nunbers equds the number of tasks
(to be consgdered (hitsOin Step 5 below).

b. For portfolio or observation alternate assessments, make frequency counts of
behaviora events. These counts should appear in subsequent columnsfor each
standard and objective. A behavioral eventisany entry that was completed within a
sitting/setting. For example, a picture of the student performing atask qudifiesasa
behavioral event; completing aworksheet also serves as a behaviora event.

Step 3. Countthe number of standardsin which abehavioral event (for an dternae
assessment task) appears as a peformance task or is part of aportfolio or observation.
Calculate the percentage by dividing the total nunmber of standadswith behavioral events
into thetotal number of standads Theresulting number reflects the degree of categorical
conaurrence.

Step 4. Evaluae each standad having an assodated alternate assessment task or behavioral
event for the depth of knowedge These evaluaionsare listed in thetable and can be
summarized as percentages: (a) matching, (b) alternate assessments > standards or ()
standards> alternae assessments.

Step 5. Caculate therangeof knowedgeby counting within each standard the number of
objectives having assodated behavioral events or alternae assessment tasks divided by the
total number of objectivesin tha standard. This percentageis computed within each standad
and can be averaged across the standads

Step 6. Calculate the balanae of representation for each standad in which objectives have
assod ated alternate assessment tasks or behavioral events (referred to as a hit). The easiest
system for calculating bdance isto use a spreadsheet and in successive columns (onefor
each standad) place sufficient rowsto equd the number of objectivesin tha standad. With
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each objective, calculate the number of tasks in the assessment (those standadswith
assessment tasks then represent a hit); then theformula for tha objectiveis (1/# hits) B (#
tasks for tha objective/# total tasks). The absolute valueis taken of these values summed,
which isthen divided by 2 and subtracted from 1. Theformula described aboveis used to
ascertain tha for this objective, the bdance (.78) is sufficient, usng definitionsarticulated by
Webb (2002) Balance Index = 1 B(! [1/(O) Blg/(H)]) / 2.

Step 7. Report theresultsin atable with both theraw resultsin an appendix and a summary
for critical stakeholders.

Table 1. Exanple for Balanae of Representation (Calculated only on Objectives with Hits)

Standad or # Items QnitOper 1/(0) B ABS
Objective objective L g/ (H)
1. 3 hits 1/5-3/17= | 0.02
2, 4 hits 1/5-417= | |-.04|=0.04
3. 3 hits 1/5-3/17= | 0.02
4, 4 hits 1/5D4/17= | |-.04|=0.04
5. 3 hits 1/5-3/17= | 0.02
O0=5 1 =014
H=17 0.14/2 =0.07
1D0.07=0.93
Balance Index = 0.93

O = Total number of objectives hit for the standard

I = Number of items hit corresponding to objective (k)
H = Total number of items hit for the standard
Balance Index = 1 B(2 /1/(O) Pl g/(H)) / 2

Once al of these data are collected, they can bedisplayed in asingle table to help guide any
changesto improvetheaternae assessment. Of course, it isimportant to develop sengble
criteriafor interpreting these values. In Table 2 bdow, it appears tha the alternae assessment is
not paticularly well aligned thoughany firm interpretationsneed to be qudified by thedesign
and assumptionsof the assessment.
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Table 2. Exanple Report of All Webb Dimensons

Depth of Knowledge
Cat. Conaur. Ave. Range Baance Std=AA Std>AA AA>Std

3 60 .18 49 60 27 13
4 60 .25 71 27 47 27
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