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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF ACCOMPLISHMENTS OF THE SMRT-STEPS PROJECT

The following provides a brief listing of accomplishments of the
SMRT~STEPS Project:

R AR LS R A S N e X N S

Field tested the fourth-grade School Mastery of Reading
Test (SMRT) in a total of nine Comprehensive Assessment
Report (CAR) elementary schools in three Community
School Districts.

Prepared a test administration manual and procedures
which were used successfully by regular fourth grade
teachers, with no advanced test administration training.

Demonstrated that SMRT could be administered cost-
effectively by developing re-usable test booklets and
machine scannable answer sheets.

with the Educational Testing Service (ETS) in Princeton,
New Jersey, began the development of a. high-quality
funding proposal for potential submission to federal,
state government and private foundations.

Conferred with ETS regarding future possibilities of
using state-of-the-art computer technology in the
administration, scoring, reporting and storing of SMRT.

Established a Professional Panel comprised of both
teachers and supervisors to review SMRT for potential
bias and to provide judgments related to mastery
criteria. In addition, obtained panel member opinions
regarding the usefulness of standardized tests and the
types of test scores found most useful. The overall
objective of the Professional Panel is to increase the
meaningfulness and instructional usefulness of all
aspects of SMRT-STEPS.

Field practiticners including both teachers who
administered SMRT and Professional Panel members
provided ratings and opinions reflecting very favorably
on the potential usefulness of SMRT.

Demonstrated that SMRT results from a mid-May
administration are relatively high and result in the
type of test score distribution which would be expected
from a mastery test which is related to curriculum and
is administered atr the end of the academic year.




-~ Established a prototype of SMRT New York City norms by
generating SMRT raw score to percentile and stanine
norms.

-= Reviewed all SMRT items and found them related to New
York City reading curriculum.

-= Provided :he basis for comparing SMRT to the National
Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP) by embedding
NAEP items within SMRT and administering both at the
same time to the same students. This may result in the
capability of interpreting SMRT results using NAEP
national norms and, possibly, of using NAEP as a cost-
effective source of new test items for SMRT.

-- Established the basis for comparing SMRT results to both
Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) test and Metropolitan
Achievement Test (MAT) performance of grade four
students.

-~ Conferred with School Improvement Program (SIP) staff
regarding the relationship between SMRT-STEPS and
current New York City school improvement efforts.

...........




TABLE OF CONTENTS
PAGE

I. Brief Program DescriptioN....cccecececcccscscscecscssssl
II. Unique and Innovative Aspects of the
School Mastery of Reading Test System
to Enhance the Progress Of SChOOlS..cccccescsscsscccesd
III. The School Mastery of Reading Test (SMRT).ccceoecccsse3
Iv. Test Aministration...................................4
V. Machine Scoring of Student aAnswer SheetS.ccceeccceccs.14

VI. Results From the Spring 1986
School Mastery of Reading Test...cccceceececccrcensesslb

VII. Norms Table for the Spring 1986
School Mastery of Reading TesSt...cceececccscececssssssall

VIII. Types of Scores Used to Report Test ResultS..........26

IX. Developing Mastery Scores and
Establishing Minimum stlandaﬁrds. ® ® © 00 000 0 000 O 000 00 0 00 28

XO The PrOfeSSional Panelro.ooooooo00000000000000000000044

A. Professional Panel Opinions
on the Usefulness of Stan-
dardized Test.............................46

B. Professional Panel Ratings
on the Usefulness of the
School Mastery of Reading Test..ceceeee...48

C. Professional Panel Suggestions
for School Improvement PlanS..cscccecesesed0




TABLE OF CONTENTS (Cont'd)

PAGE

XI. Validity of the School Mastery of
Reading Test.........................................51

A. New York City Curriculum and
the School Mastery of Reading Test........52

B. Teacher Opinions of the
School Mastery of Reading Test....cceesses54

C. Other Reading Tests and the
School Mastery of Reading Test.c.cceeeeees56

XII. Reliability of the School Mastery of Reading Test....57
XIII. Predicting Degrees of Reading Power

Test Scores From the School

Mastery of Reading Test SCOXeS...:eccescesccsscessessd9

XIV. National Assessment of Educational Progress
and the School Mastery of Reading Test..ccceeeeeecess60

XV. Development of Subtests for the
School Mastery of Reading Test.cceeceeseosccsscccesssb

XVI. Potential Short- and Long-Term Objectives....ccoce...64

Bibliography-cceceescsccosscosscssscsscecsscsccsscsscosssossessbb
Appendix




L1ST OF TABLES

TABLE TITLE PAGE
1 Number of Fourth Grade Students Tested 6
2 School Profiles 8
3 SMRT Summary Statistics 17
4 Spring 1986 SMRT Raw Score Results 20
5 Raw Scores, Percentiles and Stanines 23
6 Professicnal Panel Member Opinions of

the Usefulness of Various Types of

Test Scores 27
7 Professional Panel Judgments of Test Item

Difficulty For Three Hypothetical Groups

of Students 30
8 Number and Percent of Correct Responses to

Each School Mastery of Reading Test (SMRT)

Item For Three Groups of Students Defined

By Their Degrees of Reading Power (DRP)

Test Scores 40
9 Professional Panel Member Opinions of the

Usefulness of the School Mastery of

Reading Test 49
10 Teacher Opinions of the School Mastery of

Reading Test 55
11 Reliability of the School Mastery of

Reading Test 58
12 Intercorrelation Matrix of School Mastery of

Reading Test Subtests 63




FIGURES

LIST OF FIGURES

TITLE
Percentages of SMRT Scores by Schools
Percentages of SMRT Scores by Districts

SMRT Scores Corresponding to DRP Groups

11

PAGE
i8
19
43




.
I. BRIEF PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

The primary objective of this project is to develop a system to provide school
administrators and teachers with reading performance scores and information useful for
improving the school instructional program. Furthermore, it is our intention to review
various current New York City School improvement plans and to assess the potential
1inkage betweea school level diagnosis and prescription in order to erhance the progress
of schools. This system is expected to be a particularly useful adjunct to the New York
State Comprehensive Assessment Report (CAR) by diagnosing school needs for particular
improvement plans developed by the New York City Board of Education.

Consequently, when SMRT-STEPS (pronounced “SMART STEPS") {s completely validated it
may be considered a school level dfagnostic-prescriptive system, In effect, weaknesses
requiring remedfation will be identified. Subsequently, results from testing may
*elicit" or assist in the selection of school improvement plans designed to improve the
effectiveness of the instructional pregram in those grades for which it is available.

To expedite communication, the acronym “SMRT-STEPS" will be used to refer to the
entive School Mastery of Reading Test System to Enhance Progress of Schools. The
acronym "SMRT* will be used to refer primarily to the assessment component School
Mastery of Reading Test.

To enhance its relevance and usefulness for improving instruction, SMRT {is being
developed as an objective test cf mastery of reading, rather than as a norm-referenced
test. As such, SMRT is being designed to indicate the extent to which specific reading
skills have been mastered, rather than to differentiate or discriminate between
children, Consequently, resulting subtest scores will reflect mastery or comretence.
This 1s in contrast to norm-referenced scores such as grade equivalents, normal curve
equivalents (NCE's) and percentiles which can be misleading and are susceptible to
misinterpretation. It is proposed that the SMRT mastery scores identify separately
reported and potentially diagnosti. dimensions including word attack, word meaning,
1iteral comprehension, acd reasoning comprehension,

. The currently available partially validated research version of this test is
designed to identify reading subtest areas in which either small instructional groups,
intact classes or the entire grade four in particular schools _r:» not achieving
mastery, The short-term objective is to develop an instructionally useful grade four
reading test. After its usefulness in grade four has been established, the development
of either a grade three or grade seven school mastery of reading test will be considered.
It is anticipated that fall-administered SMRT tests would be most useful to schools for
instructional purposes. It would be possible, also, to administer SMRT at various
subsequent times throughout the school year to assess progress.

Need for SMRT-STEPS is particularly timely in light of requirements of Part 100 of

Commissioner of Education Regulations (New York State Education Department, 1984,

1985). These regulations initiate an innovative Comprehensive Assessment Report (CAR)
which summarizes state testing program results, in addition to other school data (e.g.
enrol Iment numbers, graduation results, attendance and dropout rates). Based upon the
“.iR, 393 New York City schools (237 elementary, 102 junior high/intermediate and 54 high
:chools have been fdentified by the New York State Education Department as in need of
mprovement.,

12




Ii. UNIQUE AND INNOVATIVE ASPECTS
OF THE SCHOOL MASTERY OF: READING TEST
SYSTEM TO ENHANCE THE PROGRESS OF SCHOOLS

This school improvement svstem will be characterized by the
following unique and innovative aspects:

1)

It is being developed by a consortium comprised of the New
York City Board of Education and the Educational Testing
Service of Princeton, New Jersey. In addition to providing
a technically sound and useful system, the public schools
will not have to pay royalties to a test publisher for the
diagnostic part of the system.

A professional panel of New York City school administrators,
teachers, reading experts and curriculum specialists has
reviewed SMRT for appropriateness, usefulness and potential
bias. This panel will continue to be involved in the
program in order to review and establish the relationship
between assessment and school improvement materials, plans
and programs.

Common scaling between SMRT and National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP) is being established. It is
anticipated that this will provide both cost-effective
access to NAEP items and interpretation of SMRT results with
respect to NAEP national norms.

The diagnostic component provides an objective test of
mastery rather than a norm-referenced test. As such, it is
designed to assess reading proficiency and provides a
relatively sensitive measure of instruction. .

The diagnostic component provides instructionally useful
subscale scores to identify specific reading skills for
diagnostic-prescriptive school improvement purposes.

It is our intention to assess the feasibility of employing
advanced computer technology and state-of-the-art psycho-
metric techniques in the develcpment and delivery of the
diagnostic component and, also, in the 1linkage between
assessment and school improvement materials, plans and
programs.

It is our eventual intention to design meaningful and useful
reports of test results. Furthermore, the feasibility of
relating subtest score profiles to prescriptive choices or
menus of school improvement materials, plans and programs
will be explored.




TII.THE SCHOOL MASTERY OF READING TEST (SMRT)

: The primary short term objective is to develop SMRT as a standardized measure of
reading performance which can be readily administered and scored on a large scale and
which accurately reflects multiple skills invoived in reading. During May, 1986 SMRT

-was administered to 889 students.

SMRT is divided into two 50 item parts administered with a brief intervening
intermission. Approximately 34 minutes are required for administration of each of the
two parts for a total testing time of approximately 68 minutes. In general, there was
sufficient time for most students to finish. In the future, however, serious
consideration may be given to administering SMRT as a “power™ rather than as a “speed”
test.

The current 100 item research version of SMRT consists of four subtests including:
Word Attack (18 items), Word Meaning (21 items), Literal Comprehension (31 items) and
Reasoning Comprehension (27 items). When scored, SMRT provides four subtest scores and
one total test score. Three additional Word Recognition {tems appear at the beginning
of the test. These low difficulty items are used to orient students to test directions,
format and the separate answer sheet. In addition, they begin students on a positive
note in that they are relatively easy items. It is noted that there are a small number
of additional SMRT items, including some cloze comprehension items, which were
eliminated from the current test in order to limit the amount of time required for test
administration. These additional items remain part of the available {tem bank.
Descriptions of the different categories of items are provided in Attachment # 1.

In the current 100 item test, three items are used as “examples® to illustrate
directions. These include two Word Recognition and one Word Attack item. In effect,
students are told the correct answer after they attempt to respond.

Directions for the most part were read to students. Incorporated within the
remaining 97 items are 15 items obtained from the National Assessment of Education
Progress (NAEP). Of these 16, ten are Literal Comprehension and the remaining six are
Reascning Comprehension items. The reasons for imbedding NAEP items within SMRT are
discussed later in the section entitled: "National Assessment of Education Progress and
The School Mastery of Reading Test."

The SMRT booklet is not comprised of clearly defined subtests. Rather, items from
the various subtests appear in both parts one and two, Furthermore, the actual tasks
required of students change frequently.

0294U/13
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IV. TEST ADMIMISTRATICH

Three Schools in each of three Brooklyn Community School Cistricts
participated in the testing program. Each school previously had been identified by
the MNew York State Education Department's Comprehensive Ass.:ssment Report as in
need of improvement based upon their grade three Pegrees of Peading Power test
results. A1l participating schools were selected from within the borough of

- Brooklyn for logistical, control and test security reasons.

Profiles of each of the nine participating schools are presented in

" Table 2. Included in these profiles are summaries of student and
school characteristics for the following three school years: 1082-1983; 1983-1984;
1084-1985

During the seccnd and third weeks of May 1986, a total of 889 fourth grade
students were tested. As depicted in Table 1, these students represented
appreximately 90% of those for whom answer sheets were provided. In Table i,
“sumber of Absentees” refers to those students for whom identi.ication information
was provided, but item responses did not appear on their respective answer sheets.
In other words, those students appear to have been absent for the test

acdninistration.

Schools were requested to provide ansver sheets for every student who was
eligible for the arnual citywide reading test, with the excepticn of those Special
Education students for v:hom some testing variance {e.g. large print, extenced time
limits, etc.) was required. Limited English Proficient students exerpted from the
annual citywide reading test also were exempted from SMRT. In order to minimize
dgsruption of instruction, provision was not rade fer "make-up" testing of
absentees. .

Test booklets and administration manuals were deiivered and retrieved from all
nine participating schcols by Functional Harketing Service, the same company that
transports citywice test materials. The following schedule was followed:

1) ionday, May 12 - Cartons were obtained from 110 Livinaston
Street, Room 714 and delivered the same day
to all nine schools.

2) Friday, May 16 - Cartons were retrieved from three schools in
district #17 and another three schools in
district #19 and subsequently delivered to
110 Livingston Street, Room 714.

3) Friday, May 23 - Cartons were retrieved from three schools
in district #21 and delivered to
110 Livingston Street, PRoom 714.

To ensure test security, each test administration manual and test booklet was

starped with a unique identification number (See Attachment # 2). Careful track
- was kept of the range of numbers on both administration manuals and test booklets
delivered to, and retrieved from, every school.

et
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A1l test rmaterials were delivered in strong cartons carefully sealed with
white tape with the follcwing message in red letters: “SECURE TEST MATERIALS - NC
NOT OPEN." Cartons were delivered directly to the Principal's office and receipts
were signed. The sealed cartons were then placed in secure storage Closets,
usually in the Principal's office.

On the day of testing, program staff visited each school. These visitors
retrieved the sealed cartons from locked closets and distributed test materials to
participating classes. A careful accounting was maintained of the quantity and
identification numbers of both test adminfistrative manuals and test booklets
delivered to, and subsequently retrieved from, each class.

Program staff monitored the test administration in each school. A1l tests
were adninistered by fourth grade teachers using the test administration ranuals
prepared for that purpose. Appropriate signs (See Attachment # 2 for sample) were
placed on the door of each class indicating that "Testing" was being concucted.
Students read the test questions from their test booklet, then responded on the
separate answer sheet (See Attachment # 4) provided for that purpose. After
testing, each teacher was asked to complete a one-page survey (See Attachment # 5)
designed to assess their opinions of the test and testing procedures.

0294U/8 & 8




Table 1

NUMBER OF FOURTH GRADE STUDEMTS TESTED

COrMrunITY SCHOOL DATE NUMBEP. NUMBER PERCEMTAGE PERCENTAGE
SCHOCL NUMBER TESTED OF ANSWER CF OF STURENTS oF
DISTRICT SHEETS ABSEMTEES  TESTED ABSENMTEES
17 191 5/13/86 116 6 957, 5%
289 5/14/86 131 12 92% 8%
398 5/13/86 176 n 24% 6%
District 17 Subtotals: 423 29 949, 6%
19 213 5/14/86 m 14 89% 1%
290 5/15/66 114 1" 91% %
328 5/15/86 70 8 909 10%
Cistrict 19 Subtotals: 295 33 90% 10%
21 90 5/21/86 53 14 79% 21%
212 5/22/86 70 12 85% 15%
329 5/21/86 48 9 84% 16%
District 21 Subtotals: 171 35 83% 17%
Totals: 889 97 90% 10%

0294U/6
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SCHOOL PROFILES

Definitions for Table 2

Listed below are definitions of the sub-headings used in
the tables on the following pages (source: School Profiles,
New York City Board of Education).l

Admissions - The number of pupils admitted into a school during the
1984-1985 school year divided by the average daily register for
this year.

Qischarges (Departures) = The number of pupils leaving a school
during the 1984-1985 school year divided by the average daily
register for that year.

Limited English Proficiency - This number is based on the Language
Assessment Battery; 1f this is not available it is based on
school entitlement. It is the number of Limited English
Proficient students divided by the register, multiplied by 100.

Special Education - The number of Special Education students divided
by the register, multiplied by 100.

Utilization - A measure of the usage of a school building in relation
"to it's rated capacity.

Percent Attendance (Percent'of Average Daily Register) - The mean
pupil attendance rate for the 1984-1985 school year.

Degrees of Reading Power Test (DRP) - The official citywide reading
test for grades Three through Nine beginning April 1986.

California Achievement Test (CAT) - The official citywide reading
test from 1978 to 1985.

%ee, for example, New York City Board of Education School
Profiles; 1982-1983. Brooklyn, New York, 1984.
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Table 2

SCHOOL PROFILES

1982 - 1983 SCHOOL YEAR -~ PERCENT

Limited
community English
School Profi- Special
District School Admissions Discharges ciency Education Utilization Attendance
17 P.S. 191 59.0 38.7 0.0 9.9 100 81.9
17 P.S. 289 44.3 28.1 0.1 12.7 87.0 86.0
17 P.S. 398 40.5 21.8 2.7 4.6 95.0 88.4 b
1
19 P.S. 213 48.7 33.1 11.5 5.9 97.0 88.4
19 P.S. 290 43.7 28.1 21.2 0.0 114.0 87.0
19 P.S. 328 37.6 24.7 22.1 17.9 60.0 87.2
21 P.S. 90 42.7 26.8 3.5 11.7 63.0 86.9
21 P.S. 212 24.8 24.8 5.3 7.7 78.0 88.3
21 P.S. 329 44.7 29.8 14.4 13.5 57.0 86.6




Table 2 continued...

SCHOOL PROFILES

1982 - 1983 SCHOOL YEAR -~ PERCENT AT & ABOVE GRADE LEVEL

DEGREES OF READING

CALIFORNIA ACHIEVEMENT TEST

POWER TEST

Community :

School (Grades) (Grades) all

District School = Three Four Six : Two Three Four Five Six Grades
17 P.S. 191 22.9 23.4 23.8 : 17.6 20.9 25.0 27.2 30.2 23.0
17 r.S. 289 48.0 38.5 -- 21.2  42.9 28.6 60.3 - 37.4
17 P.S. 398 30.1 40.6 43.6 : 48.6 42.1 39.3 36.1  44.7 42.4
19 P.S. 213 53.8 53.5 53.8 : 32.1 54.0 40.8 56.6 55.9 47.4
19 P.S. 290 43.8 52.0 - 28.1 50.0 41.3 54.1 -- 42.3
19 P.S. 328 26.3 42.6 30.3 : 29. 23.4 20.3 24.2 30.6 25.8
21 P.S. 90 53.6 61.9 61.7 : 32.3 43.4 56.9 51.7 61.5 48.8
21 P.S. 212 39.6 52.4 74.2 40.5 44.1 49.1 65.4 70.7 53.0
21 P.S. 329 53.4 60.0 25.4 : 31.6 62.5 45.8 56.9 37.7 47.9




Table 2 continued...

SCHOOL PROFILES

1983 - 1984 SCHOOL YEAR - PERCENT

Limited
Community English
School Profi- Special
District School Admissions Discharges ciency Education Utilization Attendance
17 P.S. 191 46.1 34.0 2.1 11.6 92.0 81.9
17 P.S. 289 56.4 28.8 4.1 12.8 125.0 86.0
17 P.S. 398 35.9 26.2 3.0 4.7 109.0 88.4
19 P.S. 213 41.1 26.1 14.0 6.8 98.0 88.4
19 P.S. 290 48.5 27.1 31.9 0.0 120.0 86.1
19 P.S. 328 37.5 24.5 27.5 19.2 58.0 86.9
21 P.S. 90 42.5 25.7 9.3 9.3 70.0 86.9
21 P.S. 212 35.9 20.0 6.1 7.9 78.0 88.2
21 P.S. 329 48.9 29.5 14.9 11.1 77.0 86.6
23 24




Table 2 continued...

SCHOOL PROFILES

1983 - 1984 SCHOOL YEAR - PERCENT AT & ABOVE GRADE LEVEL

DEGREES OF READING CALIFORNIA ACHIEVEMENY TEST

POWER .TEST

‘Community :

School (Grades) (Grades)

‘District School . Three Four Six : Two Three Four Five Six
17 P.S. 191 23.3 42.1 24.4 : 9.4 26.5 35.7 32.5 -
17 P.S. 289 "{4804 5403 - 5208 3501 4208 7306 -
17 P.S. 398 39.8 43.4 43.6 : 30.5 25.9 42.7 36.4 40.9
19 P.S. 213 48.8 44.1 52.0 : 31.6 34.1 45.3 51.2 40.6
19 P.S. 290 46.8 60.7 - 36.1° 43.3 53.8 45.9 -
19 P.S. 328 43.2 55.7 48.2 : 48.3 26.1 51.4 29.8 36.2
21 P.S. 90 46.3 58.5 74.2 ¢« 37.3 42.6 55.9 63.0 59.4
21 P.S. 212 46.7 54.9 78.7 53.2 53.3 46.6 56.9 68.1
21 P.S. 329 44.4 69.6 51.7 : 42.5 39.7 39,2 41.4 51.7

All
Grades

23.4
50.0
34.9

40.2
44.6
38.7

51.1
54.9
42.7

o
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Table 2 continued...

SCHOOL PROFILES

1984 - 1985 SCHOOL YEAR - PERCENT

-z't—.

Limited
Community . English
School Profi- Special
District School Admissions Discharges ciency Education Utilization Attendance
17 P.s. 191 44.2 25.0 5.0 11.8 97.0 85.0
17 P.S. 289 49.2 24.0 4.8 12.1 131.0 88.2
17 P.S. 398 33.7 25.0 4.5 4.2 106.0 89.5
19 P.S. 213 42.0 25.6 18.2 5.8 97.0 87.7
19 P.S. 290 44.8 32.4 38.7 1.3 131.0 87.0
19 P.S. 328 29.9 21.0 28.1 19.6 54.0 87.8
21 P.S. 90 34.4 22.6 19.1 9.1 65.0 87.4
21 P.S. 212 32.8 18.2 10.1 5.9 74.0 89.4
21 P.S. 329 48.4 26.5 24.3 11.5 78.0 87.1
&7




Table 2 continued...

SCHOOL PROFILES

1984 - 1985 SCHOOL YEAR - PERCENT AT & ABOVE GRADE LEVEL

DEGREES OF READING

CALIFORNIA ACHIEVEMENT TEST

; POWER TEST

Community :

School (Grades) (Grades) All

District School Three Four Six : Two Three Four Five Six Grades

. 17 P.S. 191 49.3 43.6 49.1 : 3:.8 36.7 43.9 35.0 56.0 39.7
17 P.S. 289 47.7 53.2 -- 59.1 58.7 50.8 80.2 -- 61.8
17 P.S. 398 42.5 55.9 46.7 : 33.3 45.2 44.1 47.1 52.0 43.

- 19 P.S. 213 47.1 59.6 30.0 : 30.9 38.6 53.6 58.7 56.1 46.7 -

© 19 P.S. 290 41.4 58.3 -- 23.0 44.4 48.7 60.2 -- 42.3
19 P.S. 328 48.1 49.3 37.7 : 33.8 47.0 34.8 55.8 22.2 38.9
21 P.S. 90 56.7 50.9 60.7 : 37.3 33.9 56.5 60.0 67.3 50.3
21 P.S. 212 63.0 43.5 72.0 45.9 40.5 46.6 60.0 71.8 53.8
21 P.S. 329 57.1 42.1 42.9 : 25.8 38.6 38.1 57.4 42.6 39.7
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V. MACHINE SCORING OF STUDENT ANSWER SHEETS

. Student answer sheets were scanned and scored by the
Office of Educational Assessment Scan Center at 49 Flatbush
Avenue, Brooklyn, New York. The machine scannable general
purpose NCS answer sheets (i.e., NCs Trans-Optic EB08-
4521:223222) were scanned on an NCS 7018 Optical Mark Reader
with NCS Scanpak "Test Scoring Package" software.

To ensure the accuracy of results, the following manual
quality control procedures were instituted :

Preparation of Machine Readable Answer Sheets

1. Inserted a school code for each answer sheet

2. Separated the answer sheets of the absentees

3. Checked the Name, NYC Identification Number, Date of
Birth, and Class Number for completeness. In the
instances where the nine digit NYC student Identification
Numbers on the answer sheet was either incomplete,
missing or was not the same as that on the Office of
Student Information Services (0SIS) Student Bio-File
Roster, the school was telephoned. In every instance,
the identification number accepted as final was that
provided by the school. However, for a small number of
students who were either in Promotional Gates classes or
whose name did not appear on the 0SIS Student Bio-File
roster, it was not possible to cross-check the accuracy
of the identification number corresponding to the names.

4. For all the items mentioned in the previous step,
verified that the circles corresponded with the
characters

5. Tidied answer sheets -

a. Erased unnecessary marks

b. Shaped circles that extended to other areas

c. Darkened light circles

d. Identified and rectified circles which were only
partially filled

e. When a light circle (e.g.,erased circle) was
adjacent to a dark circle (intended circle) the
circles were lightened and darkened respectively

f. Any torn answer sheet was replaced by a fresh answer
sheet, appropriately completed

Scanning

1. To evaluate the performance of the scanner under varied
conditions, two dummy answer sheets were prepared and
scanned. The features of the dummy sheets were as follows:
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SHEET 1 SHEET 2
Clean sheet Untidy sheet
Included answer choice "e" Included answer choice "e"
Included missing values Included missing values
Included multiple answers Included multiple answers

Simulated erased circles

The results of the dummy answer sheets and one additional
answer sheet were hand-scored and compared with the
score obtained by scanning.

Scan Tape and Printout

A printout was produced from the magnetic tape

resulting from the scanning procedure. This printout was
reviewed to be certain that :

a.

b.
c.

Both schools and classes were grouped together, as
required.

The name, identification number appeared to be complete
The date of birth, identification number and class number
appeared in the required field

Computer Scoring

1.

The answers that were scanned and stored on magnetic tape
as a data file, were read and scored using a SPSS-X
program which generated results in the form of Five
Subtest Scores and a Total Test Score. These results were
compared with the scores generated by the scanning
program.

In running the SPSS=-X program, a few errors were detected
in the form of incomplete names, identification numbers,
dates of birth and class numbers. This provided a final
check and improved the completeness of the biographical
data fields.
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VI. RESULTS FRCM THE SPRIMG 1986 SCHOCL MASTFRY OF PEADING TEST

Preliminary SMPT descriptive statistics from the !ay 1986 test
administration are presented in Table3, Total test score summaries are
presented for the nine participating schools in three school districts. These
results are depicted also in Figures 1 and 2. Specifically, Figure 1 depicts
percentages for all nine schools. Figure 2 depicts percentages for the three
school districts. Results for each of the subtests, in addition to the total
test, are presented in Table 4 . In addition to the summary statistics, it is
noted that additional individual student listings including subtest and total
test scores were generated by class and grade.

The overall mean total test score was 80.54 with a standard deviation of
13.49, The overall median total test score was 84 with an inter-quartile
range of 1€, In effect, these statistics reflect a negatively skeved
distribution., In other words, this is a relatively easy test with a "niling
up of scores" at the high end of the score distribution.

This distribution vwas expected for a curriculum-based test, such as SHPT,
administered at the end of the school year. It is likely that the relatively
high overall scores reflect mastery, at least to some extent, of fourth crace
curriculum taught during the schocl year.

Pesults for both boys and girls were examined. OCf the €89 students
tested, 447 girls achieved a rean score cf 81,08 (with a standard deviation of
12.78) and 442 toys achieved a mean score of 8C.00 (with a standard deviation
of 14.16)

0294u/N
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Table 3

SMRT SUMMARY STATISTICS

INTER
DISTRICT OF MEAN STANDARD MEDIAN QUARTILE

SCHOOL  STUDENTS DEVIATION RANGE
CsD 17 423 80.63 13.53 83 15
PS 191 116 80.96 12.98 84 13
PS 289 131 82.17 13.75 85 14
PS 398 176 79.27 13.67 81 15
CsD 19 295 79.05 14.37 83 18
PS 213 111 77.41 15.70 81 22
PS 290 114 78.63 13.70 81 17
PS 328 70 82.33 12.80 86 14
Csp 21 171 82.91 11.38 86 13
PS 90 33 85.11 9.81 87 11
PS 212 70 79.87 13.57 81 19
PS 329 48 84.90 8.26 87 11
TOTAL 889 80.54 13.49 84 16

W
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Figure 1
PERCENTAGES OF SMRT SCORES BY SCHOOLS
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Table 4
SPRING 1986 SMRT RAW SCORE RESULTS
. (Number of Students = 889)
WORD WORD WORD LITERAL REASONING TOTAL
RECOGNITION ATTACK NEANING COMPREHENSION COMPREHENSION SCORE
(i=3) (i=18) (i=21) (i=31) (1=27) (i=100)
MEAN 2.97 15.09 17.02 25.49 19.97 80.54 51:,
[}
STANDALO
DEVIATION 0.20 2.90 3.55 4,58 4.25 13.49
MEDIAN 3 16 18 27 21 84
INTER-
QUARTILE RANGE 0 3 5 6 5 16
RANGE 3 16 21 3 27 94
MAXIMUM 3 18 21 3 27 99
MINIMUM 0 2 0 0 0 5
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VII. NORMS TABLE FOR THE SPRING 1986 SCHOOL MASTERY OF READING TEST

Table 5 provides an example of "local" SMRT norms which
eventually could be developed for New York City. This table was
based upon student scores from all participating nine schools and
was developed for illustrative purposes. It is important to note
that percentile scores are most appropriate for norm-referenced
interpretations of test results. The primary intention is to
develop SMRT as a test which reflects mastery or competence
rather than as a norm-referenced test. Primary effort,
therefore, is being placed on developing mastery scores.
Percentiles may be used, subsequently, in a secondary or
ancillary capacity to mastery scores.

Table 5 provides the basis for any subtest or total test raw
score (i.e., number of correct test items) to be interpreted
relative to overall group performance. In other words, any SMRT
subtest or total test raw score can be converted into either a
percentile or stanine by using this "raw score to percentile rank
and stanine norms" table.

Percentiles allow us to compare any student's performance at
a given time with that of the overall group on a scale ranging
from 1 to 99. On this scale, the fiftieth percentile, or median,
might be considered "average." Use of this table may be
illustrated by locating a raw score of 90. This raw score
corresponds to the seventy-sixth percentile. This seventy-sixth
percentile means that the student's score exceeded those scores
of approximately 76 percent of the norm group for that time of
the year. In this case, the norm group is comprised of 889
students who were administered SMRT during May 1986 in nine New
Yirk City public schoels located in three Community School
Districts.

For total test scores, percentiles may be instructionally
useful and assist in the interpretation of raw scores. Fo.
reporting subtest results, however, percentiles are less useful.
In this report, percentiles have been provided for each of the
subtests for illustrative purposes only. The use of percentiles
for reporting subtest results is not recommended because they may
be misleading and subject to misinterpretation. Due to the
relatively small number of test items within any given subtest,
the change of percentiles from one raw score to another may be
relatively large. Consequently, these percentiles for subtests
may erroneously appear to reflect significant and meaningful
differences in test performance from one raw score to an adjacent
raw score. In reality, the difference in actual performance from
one raw score to another may be relatively modest. For example,
examination of the norms table for the "Word Attack" subtest
reveals that a change in raw score from 17 to 18 correct
corresponds to a change from the 77th to the 99th
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percentile. In effect, a change of one raw score corresponds to
a 22 point change in percentiles.

This table presents, also, stanine scores. Stanine scores
(i.e., a contraction of "standard nine") are normally distributed
standard scores which range from one to nine. They have the
convenience of being a single digit and are relatively easy to
interpret. The stanine scale has a mean of five and a standard
deviation of 1.96.

. —
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Table 5

SMRT RAW SCORES, PERCENTILES AND STANINES
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95 | 25
94 96
30
95

Vel
|8

90 94

88 20
87 93
86 24 .

82 29
81 91

79 23

771 17
90

~J
tn

73 19
72 89
71 28
70 22

67 88

= Word Recognition :
.= Word Attack R.C. = Reasoning Comprehension
=

Word Meaning

L.C.= Literal Comprehension
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Table S5 continued

SMRT RAW SCORES, PERCENTILES AND STANINES
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Table 5 continued 1
|

SMRT RAW SCORES, PERCENTILES AND STANINES
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VIII. TYPES OF SCORES USED TO REPORT TEST RESULTS

In anticipation of the eventual need to develop a meaningful and instructionally
: useful method of reporting test results, the Preliminary Professional Panel was asked to
.- rate their opinion of the usefulness of the five types of test scores (see Attachment #
" 6L ODefinitions of the five different types of test scores are provided in Attachment #
7. A summary of these ratings is provided in Table 6, It is apparent that the panel of
professional educators considerasd percentile rankings as the most instructionally useful
type of test score.

In general, the types of scores referred to above reflect relative rather than
absolute performance. In effect, they provide norm-referenced interpretations of test
results. In contrast, it is anticipated that the most instructionally useful and
appropriate type of score will reflect mastery of reading. In other words, criteria,
standards or "passing scores” should be developed for item clusters, subtests and, perhaps, for
the total test. Subsequently, these "benchmarks" will be used to determine if rcsults
reflect mastery. Such indices reflect absolute performance and are most appropriate for
criterion-referenced or mastery tests such as SMRT.

It should be noted that alternate methods of reporting test results to enhance
school progress may be developed. These methods might, for example, be based upon the
diagnostic-prescriptive relationship between SMRT assessment and school improvement
plans, programs and materials.

0294U/10




Table 6

PROFESSIONAL PANEL MEMBER OPINIONS OF THE USEFULNESS
OF VARIOUS TYPES OF TEST SCORES

NUMBER '
op R PERCENTAGES OF RATINGS ====s==-=--c-c-smcocoes -1
RESPON- LowW HIGH
DENTS MEAN  S.D 1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4 4.5 5 5.5 6 6.5 1
PERCENTILE RANKINGS 17 5.65 0.98 0 0 0 5.9 0 0 0 0 23.5 5.9 S52.9 0 11.8
GRADE EQUIVALENTS 17 5.35 1.46 5.9 0 0 0 0 0 17.6 0 17.6 5.9 29.4 5.9 17.6
RAW SCORES 17 4.65 1.45 0 5.9 0 0 23.5 0 5.9 5.9 17.6 11.8 23.5 0 5.9
STANINES 17 412 1.39 0 0 23.5 0 1.8 59 5.9 11.8 23.5 5.9 0 0 11.8
NORMAL CURVE- 16 2.41 1.28 25 6.3 25 12.5 12.5 0 6.3 0 12.5 0 0 0 0

EQUIVALENTS
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IX. DEVELOPING MASTERY SCORES AND ESTABLISHING MINIMUM STANDARDS

: In order to establish mastery criteria for each test item, both empirical data and
¢+« judgments of experts are being reviewed. The eventual primary objective is to identify
SMRT performance standards. It is likely that such standairds will be based either upon
item clusters or subtests, rather than upon individual items or total test scores.

Empirical da.a which have been obtained include:

1) SMRT scores of fourth graders in the nine schools tested during the second
and third weeks in May 1986,

2) Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) test scores of the same students tested on
May 7, 1986, and

3) HMetropolitan Achievement Test (MAT) reading scores of the same students
tested on both April 21 and 22, 1986.

Judgments of experts were provided by the Professional Panel. This group was
comprised of professional educators including teachers, assistant principals,

principals, district reading coordinators and curriculum supervisors., Panel members
vere asked to estimate the difficulty level of each item in the Group Test for each of

the three hypothetical groups of students described below:

Group 1: Satisfactory readers. Students in this group
@) read well enough to learn from fourth grade text materizl in
reading and other subject areas,
b) read well enough to follow instructions in workbooks,
arithmetic problems, and other school work, and
c) can be expected to continue to learn in the fifth grade.

Group 2= Minimally competent readers. Students in this group

a) have developed sufficient reading skills that they can
continue to learn to read, perhaps with special help,

b) can be expected to have some difficulty with fourth grade text
material, but can learn at a minimal level from such material,
and

¢) can be expected to need continuing special help with basic
reading skills in the fifth grade.

Group 3: Readers below minimum competence. Stucents in this group
a) nave not achieved some or all of the basic reading skills
appropriate to fourth grade,
b) cannot learn by reading fourth grade text material in reading
and other subject areas,
c) cannot read sufficiently well to follow directions in
vorkbooks and arithmetic problems.

* Livingstrn & Zieky, 1982) will be considered.

Both empirical and judgmental information will be reviewea carefully and
alternative strategies for setting performance standards (see, for discussion,
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Table 7 presents Professional/Panel judgments or
expectations of performance on all SMRT items for the three
hypothetical groups of students described earlier. 1In addition,
actual performance on all SMRT items for relatively low, moderate
and relatively high achieving groups of students, as determined
by their DRP test scores, is presented in Table 8. The three DRP
score categories were established based upon the grade four DRP
Promotional Gates criterion. Students achieving DRP scores
within one standard error either below or above the fourth grade
criterion were assigned to Group 2. Stuc<ents achieving DRP
scores lower than one standard e=rror below the Promotional Gates
criterion were assigned to Group 3. Students achieving DRP
scores higher than one standard error abovc the Promotional Gates
criterion were assigned to Group 1. Similar groupings can be
established based upon Metropolitan Achievement Test scores.

Once reasonable performance expectations of items are
establ.ished, standards for test objectives, item clusters and/or
subtests can be set by aggregating items.

Additional information, such as frequency distributions of
test scores, can be useful in setting standards. For example,
SMRT subtest and total test scores can be grouped and depicted in
various ways. Figure 3, for example, depicts SMRT subtest and
total test raw scores in ten groups based upon Degrees of Reading
Power (DRF) test performance. The distribution of DRP scores was
divided inte ten groups ranging from the lowest to the highest
test scores. Subsequently, SMRT subtest and total test
performance was depicted ‘as histograms which illustrate the
profile of SMRT scores for each DRP category. Using this
information, performance standards could be established by
picking the point between two specific groups of SMRT histograms.
It is noted, in addition, that it is an interesting research
question to determine if different school improvement or
corrective action plans can be related to profiles of scores
obtained by students of different achievement levels.
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Table 7
PROFESSIONAL PANEL JUDGEMENTS OF TEST ITEM DIFFICULTY

FOR THREE HYPOTHETICAL GROUPS OF STUDENTS
what proportion of students do you think will get this item correct ?
All or About About About None or
almost all three- half one almost
. (91% or quarters quarter none (10%
QUESTION GROUP more) (61-90%) (36-60%) (11-35%) or less)
1 Group 1 ——- - (SAMPLE QUES'YTION) -———
Group 2 ——— ——— - —— ———
Group 3 —— -——- -——- ——- -———
2 Group 1 ——- -——— (SAMPLE QUESTION) ———
Group 2 ——- ——— ——- ——— -
Group 3 -——— -— -——- -——— ———
3 Group 1 84.2 15.8 0 0 0
Group 2 . 21 63.2 15.8 0 0
Group 3 5.3 5.3 52. 26.3 10.5
4 Group 1 100 0 0 0 0
Group 2 55 40 5 0 0
Group 3 5 45 25 15 10
5 Group 1 85 15 0 0 0
Group 2 20 55 25 0 0
Group 3 5 5 40 30 20
6 Group 1 95 5 0 0 0
Group 2 %5 65 10 0 0
Group 3 5 20 35 30 10
7 Group 1 75 25 0 0 0
Group 2 20 45 35 0 0
Group 3 5 20 10 45 20
8 Group 1 95 5 0 0 0
Group 2 40 55 5 0 0
Group 3 10 30 30 20 19
9 Group 1 -~ ——- (SAMPLE QUESTION) ——
Group 2 - ——— - ——— ———
Group 3 ——- - - —— ———
10 Group 1 50 50 0 0 0
Group 2 10 30 45 15 0
Group 3 0 5 15 40 40

(continued in next page)
&7
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Table 7 continued...

PROFESSIONAL PANEL JUDGEMENTS OF TEST ITEM DIFFICULTY
FOR THREE HYPOTHETICAL GROUPS OF STUDENTS

what proportion of students do you think will get this item correct ?

QUESTION GROUP

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

w N = w N = W N = W N = wn = (VSR N w N = W N = W N = W N =

All or About About About None or
almost all three- half one almost
(91% or quarters quarter none (10%

more) (61-90%) (36-60%) (11-35%) or less)

70 25 5 0 0
10 35 50 5 0
0 5 15 45 35
80 20 0 0 0
5 50 - 45 0 0
0 0 15 60 25
85 10 5 0 0
25 50 20 5 0
0 5 35 40 20
90 10 0 0 0
50 45 5 0 0
0 30 40 25 5
95 5 0 0 0
15 70 15 0 0
0 10 20 50 20
90 10 0 0 0
25 45 30 0 0
0 20 25 20 35
100 0 0 0 0
50 35 15 0 0
0 40 20 30 10
80 20 0 0 0
20 60 15 5 0
5 10 35 30 20
95 5 0 0 0
25 70 5 0 0
0 5 50 35 10
55 45 0 0 S
5 30 50 15 0
0 5 15 25 55

(continued in next page)

48
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Table 7 continued...
PROFESSIONAL PANEL JUDGEMENTS OF TEST ITEM DIFFICULTY
FOR THREE HYPOTHETICAL GROUPS OF STUDENTS
what proportion of students do you think will get this item correct ?
All or About About About None or
almost all three- half one almost
(91% or quarters quarter none (10%
QUESTION GROUP more) (61-90%) (36-60%) 11-35%) or less)
21 Group 1 90 10 0 0 0
Group 2 28 55 20 0 0
Group 3 5 10 15 55 15
22 Group 1 95 5 0 0 0
Group 2 45 40 15 0 0
Group 3 5 15 25 40 15
23 Group 1 40 60 0 0 0
Group 2 5 30 55 10 0
Group 3 0 0 10 20 70
24 Group 1 55 45 0 0 0
Group 2 5 30 55 10 0
Group 3 0 5 10 35 50
25 Group 1 a5 15 0 0 0
‘ Group 2 25 60 19 5 0
: sroup 3 5 5 35 45 10
’ 26 Grow: 1 80 20 0 0 0
Grouvp 2 S 55 30 10 0
Group 3 0 15 10 40 35
27 Group 1 70 30 0 - 0 0
Group 2 15 40 45 0 0
Group 3 5 10 20 25 40
28 Group 1 85 15 0 0 0
Group 2 20 35 45 0 0
Group 3 5 5 30 40 20
29 Group 1 80 20 0 0 0
) Group 2 20 40 40 0 0
j Group 3 0 10 35 30 25
) 30 Group 1 95 5 0 0 0
Group 2 50 40 5 5 0
Group 3 5 30 30 20 15
(continued i next page)
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Table 7 continued...

PROFESSIONAL PANEL JUDGEMENTS OF TEST ITEM DIFFICULTY
FOR THREE HYPOTHETICAL GROUPS OF STUDENTS

What proportion of students do you think will get this item correct ?

QUESTION GROUP

- e e - a— ——— ———— e
b ———

31 Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

Group
-Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

W N = W= W N = W N = [V S N o W N = W = W N = W N = W N =

All or
almost all
(91% or

more)

95
50
0

60
0
0

75
25

About

About About None or
three- half one aimost
quarters ’ quarter none (10%
(61-90%) (36-60%) (11-35%) or less)

5 0
40 10
35 30
40 0
35 55

0 15
20 5
40 25
10 20
35 0
45 25

0 10

63.2 0
15.8 .68.4

0 0
45 0
35 50

0 5
40 5
35 45
10 5
60 10
10 55

0 5
35 0
15 55

5 5
45 5
35 55

0 5

(continued in next page)
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15.8
26.3

15
35

15
40

30

10
40

10
40
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Table 7 continued...

PROFESSIONAL PANEL JUDGEMENTS OF TEST ITEM DIFFICULTY
FOR THREE HYPOTHETICAL GROUPS OF STUDENTS

What proportion of students do you think @i11 get this item correct ?

All or About About About None or

almost all three- half one almost

(91% or quarters quarter none (10%

QUESTION GROUP more) (61-90%) (36-60%) (11-35%) or less)
? 41 Group 1 65 30 5 0 0
Group 2 20 35 20 25 0

Group 3 5 10 10 20 55

42 Group 1 80 20 0 0 0
Group 2 35 35 30 0 0

Group 3 5 10 30 30 25

43 Group 1 85 15 0 0 0
Group 2 45 30 25 0 0

Group 3 5 20 20 35 20

44 Group 1 60 40 0 0 0
Group 2 15 45 25 15 0

Group 3 0 15 15 30 40

45 Group 1 70 30 0 0 0
Group 2 30 25 35 10 0

Group 3 0 15 15 35 35

46 Group 1 65 35 0 0 0
Group 2 25 35 35 5 0

Croup 3 0 10 20 30 40

47 Group 1 30 65 5 0 0
Group 2 0 25 55 20 0

Group 3 0 0 0 20 80

48 Group 1 30 70 0 0 0
Group 2 0 30 50 20 0

Group 3 0 0 0 25 75

49 Group 1 52.6 42.1 5.3 0 0
Group 2 0 31.5 63.2 5.3 0

Group 3 0 0 0 21.1 78.9

50 Group 1 35 65 0 0 0
Group 2 0 20 65 15 0

Group 3 0 0 0 20 80

(continiued in next page)
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51 Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

QUESTION GROUP

T —— o
o—s—o3 1ttty

W N = (VAN S (VAN S (VRO [V Sl W N = W N W) = W - W N -
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Table 7 continued...

All or
almost all
(91% or

more)

— e e e g, gnam e
=

75
30
5

80
35
5

60
15
0

45
0
0

65
20
0

85
35
5

65
15
-0

65
0
0

85
15
5

85
35
0

PROFESSIONAL PANEL JUDGEMENTS OF TEST ITEM DIFFICULTY
FOR THREE HYPOTHETICAL GROUPS OF STUDENTS

What proportion of students do you think will get this item correct ?

About About About None or
three- half one almost
quarters quarter none (10%
(61-90%) (36-60%) (11-35%) or less)
25 0 0 0

40 25 5 0

15 15 35 30

20 0 0 0

20 35 10 0

15 20 45 15

35 5 0 0

40 20 25 0

10 15 25 50

50 5 0 0

40 45 15 0

0 5 40 55

30 5 0 0

35 40 5 0

0 10 45 45

15 0 0 0

25 40 0 0

15 15 40 25

35 0 0 0

40 35 10 0

Q 30 35 35

35 0 0 0

55 25 20 0

0 20 25 55

15 0 0 0

60 20 5 0

10 10 45 30

15 0 0 0

35 30 0 0

20 5 50 25

(continued in next page)
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QUESTION GROUP

61

62

63

64

65

66

67

68

69

70

W = W N = W N = WD = W N = W N = W= W N = W W N

Table 7 continued...

All or
almost all
(91% or

more)

oy e
p—t—t—t—t——s

70
40
0

90
20
0

50
10
0

30
0
0

75
30
0

65
15
0

70
20
0

50
15
0

80
35
0

55
10
0
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PROFESSIONAL PANEL JUDGEMENTS OF TEST ITEM DIFFICULTY
FOR THRSE HYPOTHETICAL GROUPS OF STUDENTS

wWhat proportion of students do you think will get this item corxuzct ?

About

(continued in next page)

three-
quarters quarter none (10%
(61-90%) (36-60%) {11-35%) or less)

30 0
20 5
10 40
10 0
50 0
5 50
50 0
30 20
10 20
60 0
15 35

0 35
20 0
25 10

5 55
30 0
25 20
10 35
25 0
50 25
10 40
45 0
30 25

0 30
20 0
30 10

5 50
35 0
30 15
10 25
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Table 7 continued...

- PROFESSIONAL PANEL JUDGEMENTS OF TEST ITEM DIFFICULTY
: FOR THREE HYPOTHETICAL GROUPS QOF STUDENTS
what proportion of students do you think will get this item correct ?
All or About About About None or
almost all three- half one almost
(91% or quarters quarter none (10%
QUESTION GROUP more) (61-90%) (36-60%) (11-35%) or less)
71 Group 1 70 25 5 0 0
Group 2 30 20 40 10 0
Group 3 0 5 25 40 30
72 Group 1 60 30 10 0 0
Group 2 10 25 45 20 0
Group 3 0 0 10 35 55
73 Group 1 50 45 5 0 0
Group 2 10 20 55 15 0
Group 3 0 0 0 50 50
74 Group 1 60 35 5 0 0
Group 2 10 45 35 10 0
Group 3 0 0 10 45 45
75 Group 1 75 25 0 0 0
Group 2 10 35 55 0 0
Group 3 0 0 15 40 45
76 Group 1 70 30 0 0 0
Group 2 20 35 35 10 0
Group 3 0 0 20 55 25
77 S Group 1 80 20 0 0 0
Group 2 30 30 40 0 0
Group 3 0 20 20 40 20
78 Group 1 55 45 0 .0 0
Group 2 20 35 15 30 0
Group 3 0 0 35 25 40
79 . Group 1 55 45 0 0 0
Group 2 20 35 25 20 0
Group 3 0 10 15 30 45
80 Grouvp 1 70 30 0 0 0
Group 2 20 30 40 10 0
Group 3 0 10 20 35 35
(continued in next page)
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Table 7 continued...

PANEL JUDGEMENTS OF TEST ITEM DIFFICULTY

prpEpEpEpE———————— e N L L T L L L T T T Y Y Y X

What proportion of students do you think will get this item correct ?

82
83
84
?5
86
87
88
89

90

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

wN = W N = wWN = wWN = WN = wN = wN = WN = wWwN = W N =

All or
almost all

100
15
100
10

100
40

About
three-
quarters
(61-90%)

About
half

(36-60%)

10

52.6
[~4

-t

10
55
0

0
40
20

5
35
0

5
25
20

5
50
15

About
one
quarter
(11-35%)

0
31.6
10

5
25
20

0
15
35

0
15
45

0
20
25

0
10
35

0
10
30

0
0
45

0
0
30

0
0
35

(continued in next page)

55

None or
almost
none (10%
or less)

0
5.3
80

0
10
75
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91

92

93

94

95

96

97

98

99

100

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

Group
Group
Group

w N = W= W= W =

W= W= wN wN = W= W=

All or
almost all
(91% or

more)

60
20
5

75
15
0
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Table 7 continued...

About
three-
quarters
(61-90%)

42.1
21

About
half

(36-60%)

0
45
20

0
25
20

15
50

31.6
42.1

o6

PROFESSIONAL PANEL JUDGEMENTS OF TEST ITEM DIFFICULTY
FOR THREE HYPOTHETICAL GROUPS OF STUDENTS
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About
one
quarter
(11-35%)

31.6
33.3

What proportion of students do you think will get this item correct ?

None or
almost
none .(10%
or less)
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NUMBER AND PERCENT .OF CORRECT RESPONSES TO EACH
SCHOOL MASTERY OF READING TEST (SMRT) ITEM FOR

THREE GROUPS OF STUDENTS DEFINED BY THEIR
DEGREES OF READING POWER (DRP) TEST SCORES

SMRT
ITEM

WO IO W

(n = 744)
Grcup 3 Group 2 Group 1
(low DRP scores) (marginal DRP scores) (high DRP scores)
__(n = 98) (n = 123) (n = 523)
Number Percent Number Pexcent Number Percent

97
98
30
91
90
78

99.0
100.0
91.8
92.9
91.8
79.6
61.2
77.6
96.9
51.0
49.0
49.0
54.1
75.5
78.6
70.4
75.5
68.4
59.2
40.8
87.8
90.8
59.2
74.5
95.9
78.6
81.6
69.4
35.7
83.7
82.7
77.6
73.5
83.7
20.4
52.0
51.0

100.0
100.0
97.6
92.7
95.1
92.7
76.4
90.2
99.2
74.0
73.2
61.8
67.5
95.1
91.1
90.2
82.1
84.6
81.3
63.4
99.2
95.9
63.4
86.2
95.9
95.9
97.6
96.7
48.0
96.7
96.7
86.2
91.9
91.1
26.8
78.9
78.9

S

522
521
517
510
518
504
457
495
517
464
446
426
456
513
507
513
493
471
484
396
514
505
422
471
517
512
519
506
383
519
516
508
512
512
244
487
476

99.8
99.6
98.9
97.5
99.0
96.4
87.4
94.6
98.9
88.7
85.3
8L.5
87.2
98.1
96.9
98.1
94.3
90.1
92.5
75.7
98.3
96.6
80.7
90.1
98.9
97.9
99.2
96.7
73.2
99.2
98.7
97.1
97.9
97.9
46.7
93.1
91.0
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Table 8 continued...

Greup 3 Group 2 Group 1
(low DRP scores) (marginal DRP scores) (high DRP scores)
(n = 98) (n = 123) (n = 523)
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
34 34.7 73 59.3 418 49.9
32 32.7 80 65.0 446 85.3
28 28.6 66 53.7 428 81.8
58 59.2 90 73.2 438 83.7
78 79.6 107 87.0 468 89.5
66 67.3 99 80.5 460 88.0
57 58.2 91 74.0 446 85.3
72 73.5 106 86.2 467 89.3
70 71.4 105 85.4 474 90.6
72 73.5 110 89.4 499 95.4
51 52.0 80 65.0 427 81.6
58 59.2 8€ 69.9 - 431 82.4
66 67.3 101 82.1 484 92.5
70 71.4 96 78.0 479 91.6
77 78.6 109 38.6 504 96.4
63 64.3 101 82.1 488 93.3
44 44.9 73 59.3 430 82.2
62 63.3 107 87.0 498 95.2
59 60.2 101 82.1 494 94.5
21 21.4 47 38.2 327 62.5
50 51 0 83 67.5 424 81.1
61 62.2 100 81.3 445 85.1
65 66.3 98 79.7 479 91.6
57 58.2 102 82.9 473 90.4
65 66.3 106 86.2 503 96.2
62 63.3 93 75.6 435 83.2
28 . 28.6 56 45.5 320 61.2
40 " 40.8 62 50.4 415 79.3
41 41.8 73 59.3 409 78.2
34 34.7 62 50.4 420 80.3
38 38.8 90 73.2 457 87.4
69 70.4 106 86.2 491 23.9
72 73.5 109 88.6 508 97.3
64 65.3 99 80.5 483 92.4
30 30.6 73 59.3 449 85.9
59 60.2 106 86.2 491 3.9
77 78.6 114 92.7 508 97.1
59 0.2 105 85.4 458 7.6
68 69.4 98 79.7 453 86.6
57 58.2 102 82.9 496 94.8
61 62.2 101 82.1 458 87.6
50 51.0 88 71.5 453 86.6
67 68.4 95 77.2 486 92.9
33 33.7 53 43.1 387 74.0
25 25.5 42 34.1 416 79.5
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Table 8 continued...

Group 3 Group 2 Group 1
(low DRP scores) (marginal DRP scores) (high DRP scores)
(n = 98) (n = 123) (n = 523)
Number Percent Number Percent Number  Percent
25 25.5 58 47.2 407 77.8
27 27.6 34 27.5 320 61.2
40 40.8 67 54.5 439 83.9
24 24.5 33 26.8 269 51.4
35 35.7 71 - 57.7 449 85.9
78 79.6 104 84.6 515 58.5
77 78.6 107 87.0 510 97.5
72 73.5 106 86.2 515 98.5
74 75.5 92 74.8 438 83.7
70 71.4 98 79.7 486 92.9
18 18.4 33 26.8 292 55.8
78 79.6 108 87.8 493 94.3
21 "1.4 33 26.8 309 59.1
73 74.5 103 3.7 454 86.8
38 38.8 69 56.1 388 74.2
25 2.5 40 32.5 252 48.2
25 25.5 33 26.8 200 38.2
17 17.3 46 37.4 302 57.7
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X. THE PPCFESSIONAL PAMEL

In order to ensure the relevance and usefulness of SMRT-STEPS to
classroom instruction and school improvement, a professional panel was
established. This panel was comprised of school and Cormunity School District
office professional educators, as listed on the next page.

Among other activities, the professional panel ieviewed the School
t'astery of Reading Test for bias and appropriateness (see rttachrent # g),
provided judgments and opinions related to student performance criteria, and
recommended ways of improving the usefulness of test results to enhance school
progress.

In order to establish the professional panel, each Community
Superintendent was asked to recormmend tvo district office staff. From each
participatina school, also, two professicnal staff members inclucing at least
one fourth orade teacher were invited to join the panel. Specifically, each
principal was invited to attend. The principal had the option of not
participating and recommending either an-Assistant Principal or a fourth grade
teacher in his or her stead. In addition to the principal or desicnee, a
fourth grade teacher was recommended by the Principal in conjunction with that
school's United Federation of Teacher (UFT) representative., Both the UFT anc
Council of Supervisor and Administrators (CSA) were apprised of activities
related to the selection of panel members.

furing spring 1986, the Professional Panel met twice at 110 Livingston
Street. The agcenda for both the May 8 and June 19 meetings can be found in
the appendix (see Attachments # 9 and # 10). Pemuneration was provided at
prevailing rates for both teachers (i.e., $21.15 per hour) and supervisors
(i.e,, $23.80 per hour).

€296U/1
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PROFESSIONAL PAMEL
Spring, 1586

Corriunity School District and School Pedagoaical Professicnals

Pobert Buyce
Joan Byrd

Ronnie Cammeyer
Miriam Corn
Shelley Freeman
Myrna Friedlander
Rose Genkin

. Lillian German
10, Jeffrey Llicker
11. Stuart. Goldberg
12, Thelma Harper
13. David Henry

14. Karen Homler

15. Ronnie Korenge
16. Barbara Levine
17. Hinnifred Mayers
18. Rita Menkes

19. Naomi Miller

20, Vernita Patterson
21. Rhonda Plavmer
22, Carol Posen

23, Gilda Tesser

24, Leon Weisman

25, Bernice Wiley
26, Michael Yagoda

OO~ H»WN—
)

Creative triting Teacher

Executive Assistant to the Superintendent
Teacher

Principal

District Director of Communication Arts
District Test Liaison/Promotional Policy Facilitator
Reading Teacher/Teacher Trainer
Teacher

Assistant Principal

Assistant Principal (Interim Acting)
Principal

Assistant Principal

Teacher

Teacher

Teacher

Teacher

Teacher

Teacher

Teacher

Teacher

Teacher

District Supervisor of Teacher Trainers
District Director of Language Arts
Principal

Teacher

Ecucational Testing Service Staff

1. Garlie Forehand
2. Myrtle Rice

Director of Pesearch, Ecucational Testina Service
Research Associate

Board of Education Headquarters Staff

Richard Guttenberg
Gary Kippel
Charlotte Brown
Ranjit Shivakumar
Lisa Solomon

Ilene Wilets

AP LWN —
o o o o o o®

m

x Officio Professional

Director, Office of Educational Assessment

Project Director, Office of Educational Assessment
Executive Assistant

Computer Systems Consultant

Educational Consultant

Psychometric Consultant

Panel Members

Edna Cohen

Poberta Cohen
Heywood Fejerstein
Irwin Grossbard
Maria S. Guasp
Stanley Lavnick

O PN —
.

0293V

Principal
Principal
Principal
Principal
Principal
Principal
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X.A: PPCFESSIOMAL PAMEL OPINIONS ON THE USEFULMESS OF STANDAPDIZED TESTS

-

3 At the May 8th meeting, the Professional Panel was asked to complete the
" Participant Information Form (see Attachment #11). This form consisted of
.« four questions in an attempt to gain an overall evaluation of standardized
tests to use as a guide in the development and implementation of the
SMRT-STEPS. test.

Their responses were organized into the two categories of supervisors
. and teachers, in order to: 1) reflect areas of common agreement and concern
' between the two groups, and 2) identify the unique concerns of both
supervisors and teachers.

The following is question #1 from the Participant Information Form: "In
general, are standardized reading tests useful to you? If so, in what manner?"

Common Concerns of Both Supervisors and Teachers:

Both supervisors and teachers felt that standardized reading tests are
useful for funded program evaluation and for identifying the need for
professional and support staff including consulting services and supplies.
They also felt that standardized reading tests are useful in helping to
identify students in need of small group instruction; in identifying the level
of the child in relation to grade standing; in identifying promotional gates
and Limited English Proficiency (LEP) entitled population; and for general
skills assessment.

Additional areas of common concern include the opinions that
standardized reading tests do not reflect overall student performance and that
they do not always reflect curriculum. In addition, both supervisors and
teachers want very specific identification of deficit areas so that lesson
plans can zero in on these areas.

Unique Concerns of Supervisors:

Supervisors stressed that standardized reading tests are useful for
evaluating funded programs; for the comparative monitoring of schools; and for
assessing accountability of principals. They also felt that these tests were
valid in determining promotion. The opposite view was expressed in the
teacher category. Specificaily, teachers felt that tests represented too much
pressure on both teacher and child when used for promotional purposes.

Unique Concerns of Teachers:

. Teachers placed emphasis on skills assessment for individual instruction and
stressed that standardized tests provide a fairly realistic assessment of the
brighter child. For several teachers there was a great deal of concern that
test results come too late in the year to be of much use as a pedagogical

" cuide.
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. Question number two was: “In your professional opinion, how can
standardized reading test results be made more useful?"

Common Coricerns of Both Supervisors and Teachers:

Supervisors and teachers felt that test rasults should be reported
varlfer in the year providing accurate diagnosis of pupil needs toward the
beginning of the term instead of at the end. It was felt that this
specific feedback would serve as a pedagogical guide to individualize
instruction, Both groups also felt that a pre/post format would be desirable;
that is to say that the same test (or a parallel form) given at the beginning
of the year is also given at the end of the year. This way, focus would be on
areas indicated as weak at the beginning of the year and improvement could be
ascertained easily with the pedagogical approach evaluated at the end of the
temo "

Unique Concerns of Supervisors:

Supervisors felt that standardized reading test results could be more
useful if: the tests accurately reflected the curriculum; teachers were
involved in test preparation; and that tests were field-tested for greater
reliability and validity. Supervisors also stressed that test results should
be used as one criteria of many in a child's evaluation and should not be used
to compare schools and districts serving different populations.

Unique Concerns of Teachers:

Teachers felt that standardized reading test resclts could be more -
useful 1f the print-out data were easier to read and analyze and if the
results were more precise in pinpointing areas of difficulty.

64




-48-

X.B: PROFESSIONAL PANEL RATINGS OF THE USEFULNESS OF
THE SCHOOL MASTERY OF REACING TEST

At the June 19 meeting, all Professional Panel members were asked to

. rate their opinfons of the potential usefuiness of SMRT for several specific
purposes (see Attachment # 12). As depicted in Table 9, wost ratings
reflected the opinion that SMRT would be of “above average® usefulness., In
this rating scale, “"average" is defined as the middle rating category or value
"4." 1t is noted, also, that SMRT was judged as being most useful for
1d§nti fying remedial cases and for planning instruction for both individuals
and groups.




Table 9
PROFESSIONAL PANEL NENDER OPINIuws . THE USEFULMESS
OF THE SCHOOL MASTERY OF READING TEST

fooeosce PERCENTAGES OF RATINGS ~ovvveemmest!
los high
12 3 4 s b

Idontify resedial cases 5.61

Help plam instruction for individuals 33

Nelp plan instruction for class groups .2

Provide inforsation for state funding .

‘ Report progress to siulents 4.78

Detect systes-wide general strengths/weaknesses 4.75

Deteraine ginisve cospetency standards 4.49

Measwre sducational status of individuals 4,867

Beaswre educational *growth® of individuals 4.56

Cosgare clésses within a schosl L4

1.01
1.3
1.3
1.29
1.55
1.25
1.2
1.0
1.3

1.42

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
3.80
390
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

0.00
.60
3.60
.
11.10
0.00
11.80
0.00
3.60

16.70

0.00 16.70
.60 11,10
S.40 11.10
.40 16,70
0.00 5.40
0.00 29.40
3% %
2.20 1110
11,10 4.%0

.4 2.2

7.0
11.10
2.2
21.80
44,40
29,40
47.00
He

380

33.30

33.30

35.40

30.00
33.30
27.80
35.30
29.40
2.

21.80

1479

2.2

11.10

3.80

il.10

3.80

o.“

0.00

0.00

.60

.40

Coapare schools within a systes L8 LYY 10,00 22,20 11,10 16,70 22,20 22,20  S.40
Report to parents L8 1.8 540  5.40 1110 27.80 33,30 1670 0.00
Modify curriculus L2 1.58 110 5.60 11190 1670 .30 22,20 0.00
Cospare students with national peer groups 419 L8 0.00 17.70 17.70 11.80 23.50 29.40 0.0
Assess school perforsance L11 1.49 540 1670 1110 S5.60 50.00 11.10 0.0
Screes spccial oducational studests LN L% 6 1670 7.0 16,70 1670 11,10 5.8
Help evaluate teaching procedures or sethods 372 1,69 11.10 22,20 S.60 22,20 271.80
Regort to boards of education 3.67 1,83 16,70 11.10 1510 22,20 27.80
Cospare a systea with systess across the country 3,38 1.32 5.9 23.50 17.70 29.30 11.80
Help evaluate teacher perforaznce 3.8 14 1110 2220 2.2 22.20 146.70
" Moty evaluate fnstructionst satevials L2 LS L0 2.0 2 1T0 1110
. Select students for bilingual training 7 LD 1.0 3530 23.% 11.60 1.70
Report to newspapers 2.8 106 .90 /40 N0 1.7 S.‘”
S




X.C: PROFESSIONAL PANEL SUGGESTIONS FOR SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT PLANS

At the May 8th meeting, the Professional Panel was asked to complete the Participant
Informatfon Form (see Attachment #i1). Items three and four of the Participani
Information Form asked supervisors and teachers for their suggestions for various
instructional and organizational strategies, materials, plans and programs likely to
Tead to improved school performance in reading.

Suggestions Assuming No Additional Resources

Item number three requested suggestions assuming that: "...current level of resources
applies...that is, no additional resources are available." Supervisor and teacher
Professional Panel member responses are elaborated below.

Common Concerns of Both Supervisors and Teachers:

Both teachers and supervisors felt that the following strategies would le.d to improved
school performance: smaller registers and small group instruction; better trained
teachers and paraprofessionals; lessons and strategies based on specific needs
determined by test results.

Unique Concerns of Supervisors:

Supervisors emphasized vore effective use of faculty and grade conferences and more
teacher input in ordering supplies.

Unique Concerns of Teachers:

Teachers focused or high interest reading materials and basal readers as well as more
parent involvement; encourzging parents to foster a positive attitude in their children
towards books and 1ibrarivs, their schools and classroom.

Suggestions Assuming Unlimited Resources

Item number four asked: "If unlimited resvurces were available, what strategies,
material, plans and/or programs would you recommend? Supervisor and te.cher
Professional Panel member responses are elaborated below.

Common Concerns of Both Supervisors and Teacheis:

Both supervisors and teachers st.ongly indicated smaller class size as an extremely
desirable goal. If unlimited funds were available, both groups would have more teacher
trainers, more resource room teachers and resource people to give demonstration lessons
in remedial techniques. They would have a paraprofessional in every classroom; high
interest textbooks; multi-sensory materials to help with instruction; and high quality
Tibrary collections.

Common Concerns of Supervisors:

Supervisors stressed classroom 1ibrary collection.; individualized reading kits; and a
re ource room for teachers. If unlimited funds were available, supervisors also would
coordinate textbook subject matter to standardized tests. In addition, reading
management systems co:'related to Basal Reading Programs currently in use were suggested.

Common Concerns of Teachers:

Teachers suggested the use of computers; first, as part of a reading program using word
game exercises and exercises in syntax; second, to store up-to-date and ongoing records
or each student; and third, to store test scores and specific test results in a

d1a$?0ftic %nd grescri tive format. Teachers expressed concern about greater input for
cta nto textbook selection, programming and content of teacher training sessions.
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XI. VALIDITY OF THE SCHOOL MASTERY OF READING TEST

——

vValidity of the School Mastery of Reading Test (SMRT) has
been established based upon content and concurrent validation
procedures. Specifically, the relationship between SMRT and New
York City reading and language arts curriculum was assessed both
by project staff and by curriculum,language arts and reading
specialists of the Division of Curriculum and Instruction of the
New York City Board of Education. Furthermore, teacher opinions
of SMRT were elicited after they administered this test to their
students. As discussed elsewhere in this report, also, the
Professional Panel of New York City teachers and supervisors
provided ratings reflecting their opinions of the usefulness of
SMRT. In addition, the relationship between SMRT and the
following other measures of reading is being assessed: the
Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) test, the Interactive Reading
Assessment System (IRAS), the Metropolitan Achievement Test, and
the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP). More
specific details are provided on the following pages.
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%I .A: NEW YORK CITY CURRICULUM AND THE.SCHOOL MASTERY of READING TEST

The School Mastery of Reading Test is related specifically to New York City public
~ « school curriculum. In order to estallish the congruence between SMRT and New York City
| public school fourth grade reading curriculum, the following three Board of Education of
. New York City {1968, 1969, 1980) publications were i3ed to define curriculum: Minimum
- . Teaching:Essentials - Grades 3-5, (MTE), Sequential Levels of Reading Skills (SLRS], and

“the Hanaﬁook Tor Language Arts - Grades 3 and 4 [HLK). In addition, guidance and
assistance were provg%%% Dy citywide curricuium specialists of the Division of
Curriculum and Instruction.

First, each SMRT {tem was reviewed and related to MTE. If it was not possible to
relate the item to MTE, then SLRS was used. As a third resort, HLA was reviewed. When
the item was located, record was made of both the descriptive category and the grade
level to which that item was related.

Specific examples will {1lustrate the manner in which the reading category of each
test item was deterwmined. Question thirty on page seven of the test booklet reads as
follows:

Astronauts visited tne moon. They brought back
TOCKS. These rocks are being studied.

30, Who visited the moon?
(A) rocks
(8) astronauts
(C) nobody

Initially, the descriptive categories described in Attachment 1 were used to
classify test ftems. For example, the definition under “Literal Comprehension” reads:

"The student reads a sentence, several sentences or a short story
and (1) chooses a sentence that has the same meaning. (2) chooses
a picture thc* best represents the meaning of what was read, and (3)
answers factual questions ahout what was read by choosing from a
1ist of possible answers. The reading material includes: simple
sentences, compound subjects and objects, compound and complex sentences."”

Question thirty on page seven, concerning astronauts visiting the moon, would fall
under category {3) above: “answers factual questions about what was read by choosing
from a 1ist of possible answer”.

The reading material would be “simple sentences.“

Next, the Communication Arts-Grade Four section of MTE was examined. In the
Jjudgment of the professional educators involved, this test item was related to "Literal
Comprehension - details may be used to support a point" (see Attachment # 13).

In fact, MTE further breaks this down by referring to page 26 in the SLRS book (see
page 26 after: “details may be used to support a point", on Attachment # 13).

. Subsequently, page 26 in SLRS (see Attachment # 14) "Level C" under "Finding and
relating details" says: “Develops the concept that details fill out, extend, make
specific, exemplify, clarify and document the main idea." Also, the description under
YLanguage Arts” right below it further clarifies this by stating: "Reads vivid

- passages, recalls details, and describes or draws simple pictures including details.”
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Another example {s question eighty-eight on page twenty-two of the te:t booklet.
The question reads as follows:

88, Janet put on her bathing suit. She walked
To the pool. Wnat happened next?

(A} Janet went swimming
(B8) Janet went fishing
(C) Janet went to school

As indicated earlier, Attachment # 1 was used to describe test itums. The
descriptive categories under “Reasoning Comprehension® reads as follows: “The student
reads a sentence, several sentences or a short story and answers inferential questions
by choosing from a 1ist of pictures or written answers.” The reading materials
include: “simple paragraphs, a short story, causal and all or some relationships,
predicted outcomes, cemparisions and sequencing.*®

Question eighty-eight, concerning what “"Janet did after putting on her bathing suit
and walking to the pool,” would fall under “answering inferential questions by choosing
from a 1ist of written answers.” The reading material would be "sequencing.”

Next, the “Fourth Grade Communication Arts" section of the MTE's was reviewed, but
2his type of sequencing question was not 1isted there. Knowing that fourth grade
curriculum naturally comprises some of the third grade material, the “Third
Grade-Communication Arts® section was examined. It was listed there under "Inferential
Comprehension* questions. Attachment # 15 indicates: “Sequential order is a factor in
nredicting outcomes and drawing conclusions.”

The “page 28" at the end of this sentence refers to the SLRS section on
“Determining Sequence.” Atcachment # 16 specifies: "Level D: Uses sequential order to
make interpretations and predictions"., Also, right below under “Language Arts”, it
states: "Predicts outcomes of story stemming from logical sequence of events."

The purpose in matching the SMRT {tems with the New York City Board of Education .
fourth grade curriculum is to demonstrate tne extent to which SMRT is congruent with New
York City curriculum. A1l of the SMRT test items have been analyzed and matched reading
curriculum in the three curriculum publications mentioned earlier. In other words, SMRT
has been constructed to reflect curriculum taught in New York City schools.

0294u/14 & 15
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XI.B: TEACHER OPINIONS OF THE SCHOOL MASTERY OF READING TEST

After administering SMRT, each teacher was asked to complete a one-page survey
(see Attachment # 5) designed to assess their opinicns of the test and testing
procedures.

In most instances, as indicated in Table 10 teacher opinions were favorable. For
example, the majority of teachers agreed that:

The test {tems are easy to understand for the students.

The test questions seem free of tcchnical flaws.

The test items are free of bias (for example, sex or ethnic bias).
The test directions are clear to the test-taker.

The test administration manual is easy to use.

The layout of the test booklet {s convenient for th¢ :xaminees.

The reading dffficulty levels of test questions are appropriate
to fourth grade students.

The majority of the test questions correspond well to fourth grade
curriculum (for example, Minimum Teaching Essentials).

The majority of teachers indicated that there {5 no need for
additional practice questions for students.

At the same time, the majority of teachers indicated that:
They somewhat disagree that time limits are adequate, and
They disagree that the layout of the test booklet is attractive.

In other words, there is some evidence that time guidelines or limits should be
improved. In addition, the layout of the test booklet should be made more attractive.
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. Table 10

TEACHER OPINIONS OF THE SCHOOL MASTERY OF READING TEST

) !tr&nqu Somewhat  Somevhat . Strongly

Agree Agres Mree Disagres Disagree Disagree
ibe test items are easy to 1 2 3 4. 5 6
inderstand for the students. (18.92)  (45.9) (18.9) (8.1)  (5.4) (2.7)
%he test questions seem free - 1 2 3 4 5 6
£ ‘technical flaws. T (13.92)  (38.9) (27.8) (13.9)  (5.6) -
‘he test items are free of bias 1 2 3 4 5 ¢
(fcr example, sex or ethnic bias). (36.12)  (50.0) (13.9) --- . .
The testing time limits are 1 2 3 § 5 6
?dequate- (16.22) (24.3) (18.9) (27.0)  (8.1) (5.4)
he test directions are clear 1 " 2 3 4 5 6
to the test-taker. . . .

(24.32) (32.4) (16.2) (21.6) (2.7) (2.7)
The test administration manual 1 2 3 4 5 6
is easy to use. .(32.47) -(48.6) (16.2) (2.7 -— -
There is a need for adiitional 2 3 ]
practice questions for the student. 5 6
A (19.4%7) (11.1) (13.9) (11.1) (38.9) (5.6)
The layout of the test booklet 1 2 3 . 5 6
is attractive. (54T (37.8)  (32.4)  (8.1)  (16.2) ---
The layout of the test booklet 1 2 3 4 5 6
is convenient for the examinees. ]

(16.2Z) (40.5) (18.9) (13.5) (8.1) (2.7)
The reading difficulty levels of 1 2 3 4 5 6
tést questions are appropriate to-
‘ourth grade students. (8.62)  (51.4) (25.7) (11.4)  (2.9) =
“he majority of the test questions 1 2 3 4 [ 6
norrespond .well to fourth grade
curriculum(for exampie, Minimum

pie, (8.32)  (61.1) (25.0) (5.6)  —==  ——-

rcachinq Essentials).
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XI.C:OTHER READING TESTS AND THE SCHOOL MASTERY OF READING TEST

The initial version of the group administered SMRT was
validated using the individually administered Interactive Reading
Assessment System (IRAS) developed by Robert and Kathryn Calfee.
The IRAS instrument was based on a review of research and
practice in the teaching of reading. It assesses a set of
component skills which have generally be:n accepted as necessary
for proficient reading. A very strong relationship was found
between the initial version of SMRT and the IRAS.

The relationship between the School Mastery of Reading Test
(SMRT) and both the Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) test and the
Metropolitan Achievement Test (MAT) was examined. Total test
scores were available on all three tests for 744 students.
Correlation coefficients were calculated. The correlation
between SMRT and DRP was .791 and the correlation between SMRT

_and the MAT was .819.

The relationship between SMRT and the National Assessment of

Educational Progress (NAEP) is discussed in detail in aunother
section of this report.

73
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XII. RELIABILITY CF THE SCHOOL MASTERY OF REACING TEST

Indices of reliability provide an indication of the extent to which
a particular measurement is consistent and reproducible (Thorndike &
Hagen, 1977, p.56). In other words, reliability refers to the necessity
for dependability in measurement (Kerlinger, 1973, pp.442-443),
Reliability implies stability, consistency, predictability and accuracy.
In more technical terms, reliability is the proportion of true variance
in obtained test scores (see, for explanatien, Guilford, 1954,
pp. 349-354).

Coefficient alpha is the basic formula vor determining the
reliability based on obtained consistency {Nunnally, 1978, pp. 229-230).
Coefficient alpha is the expected correlation of cne test with an
alternative form of the test, of the same length, when the two tests
purport to measure the same thing (Nurnally, 1967, pp.196-197).

In order to obtain reliability estimates for SMRT, coefficient alpha
was calculated. Coefficient alpha reliability coefficients are presented
in Table 11 . These data provide support for the contention that SMRT
can be usea reliably.

0293u/2
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Table 11
Reliability of the School ttastery of Reading Test

(N=752)*1
R R R I R R R R R R R R I R R R R R R R T S R S R RN RN R S SRR =S =

Aggregate Number tironbach's

of Test of Alpha

Items Items )

Total Test*2 97 .9281
Part One 47 .8611
Part Two 50 .8809
Word Attack Subtest 18 .7610
Hord Meaning Subtest 21 .7880
Literal Comprehension 31 .8202
Subtest

Reasoning Comprehension 27 1775
Subtest

*]1 The number of students providing data for these reliability analyses
was 752 as cdetermined by the "listwise deletion" requirements of the
SPSS-X (1986, p.872) computer program, Specifically, these analyses
vere comprised of item responses only from test papers where students
answered all of the 100 questions.

*2 The three word recognition items at the very beginning of the School
astery of Reading Test were eliminated from these analyses., The
Word Recognition items were used as "sample" items to orient
students. Total test reliability, therefore, was based upon 97
rather than 100 items,

0293u/4
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XIIXI. PREDICTING DEGREES OF READING POWER TEST SCORES
FROM SCHOOL MASTERY OF READING TEST SCORES

It is- likely that the School Mastery of Reading Test (SMRT)
will be of most usefulness if it is administered at the beginning
of.the school year. When administered at that time, it can
provide diagnostic information to assess needs and to help guide
planning and instruction. To some extent, in addition, SMRT
administered at the beginning of the school year may be
predictive of Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) test scores from the
annual citywide reading testing program conducted near the end of
the school year. This can be accomplished by generating
appropriate regression equations.

For example, a linear regression equation was calculated
based upon May 1986 test results. The illustrative equation
expresses the relationship between SMRT and DRP as follows:

Y= .Ggox - 160291’

where "x" represents SMRT scores achieved by students and "y"
represents predicted DRP scores. This equation could be used to
predict or estimate fourth grade DRP score from fourth grade SMRT
scores available before the DRP has been administered. It is
noted that more sophisticated and more accurate multivariate
models using SMRT could be developed for predictive purposes.

-3
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XIV.. NATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF EDUCATIONAL PROGRESS
AND THE SCHOOL MASTERY OF READING TEST

Naticnal Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) has been
developed to measure how effectively 9-, 13- and in-school 17-year-old
American students can read (Messick, Beaton, & Lord, 1983). Far this
purpose, nationally representative samples of students within various
demographic subgroups are tested (National Zssessment of Education
Progress, 1985). .

NAEP bases each assessment on a wide range of materials and asks
questions requiring use of a variety of reading skills and strategies.
Rezding selections range from simple sentences expressing a single
concept to complex articles about specialized topics in science or
social studies.

A scale ranging from 0 thzough 500 has been developed. Both items
and tests span a wide range of difficulty and are presented in a variety
of formats. Various points on the scale have been provided criterion-
referenced interpretations. Items have been calibrated using che three-
parameter latent trait model (See, for discussion; Messick, Beaton, &
Lord, 1983, pp. 43-55).

Items are reviewed for potential bias before being accepted by NAEP
for administration. Specifically, NAEP items are reviewed by educators
on the basis of their academic appropriateness, effectiveness, freedom
from bias or stereotyping, and sensitivity to racial, ethnic, religious
and political groups. After tes’: administration, item response curves
are analyzed for potential bias.

The relationship between SMRT and NAEP is being determined. 1In
effect, the current study is designed to improve local school level
diagnosis and prescriptions for progress by using NAEP items and norms
(See footnote #l1). The primary intent is to determine the feasability
of: :

1) obtaining norm-referenced interpretations of SMRT results with
respect to NAEP national norms,

2) demonstrating the extent to which SMRT results relate to NAEP
absolute performance,

3) -tablishing a cost-effective source of items by incorpcrating
NAEP items within SMRT, and

4) estimating costs and resources required.

In addition, it is noted that a somewhat different potential role
for NAEP in assisting the development and implementation of local
educational standards has been defined by Messick (1985).

f?
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In order to achieve these objectives, NAEP items were evaluated
with regard to item content, format and general appropriateness for
fourth grade students. It was determined, consequently, that some NAEP
items could be incorporated within SMRT. This decision was based upon
the fact that current elementary school level NAEP items were designed
for grade three students and have sufficient range for grade four
students. In the recent past, elementary school level NAEP items were
designed for grade four students. It is noted that SMRT is designed for
relatively low achieving fourth grade students. Furthermore, SMRT is
most likely to be administered early in the school year for maximum
diagnostic usefulness.

Some NAEP items ara so similar in foimat and content to some SMRT
items that, if mixed together, it would be difficult to determine the
source of each. At the ssme time, some SMRT item types are not matched
by NAEP items.

A more specific assessment of the congruence between NAEP and SMRT
requires detailed review of item content, format and psychometric
characteristics of items from both sources. In addition, analyses of
scales and assessment ¢f the dimensionality of both NAEP and SMRT are
required. Such reviews are being conducted.

At our request, the Educational Testing Service (ETS) obtained
permission for use of NAEP items within SMRT. Permission was granted to
use NAEP items under "reasonable constraints". Specifically, it is
understocd that: 1) NAEP items will not be pblished or inappropriately
disseminated, 2) NAEP items will not be used for pre-test practice or
instruction, and 3) appropriate steps w.ll be taken to insure adequate
security of NAEP items. . :

Selectior of particular items were based upon item scale value,
content and format. A total of 16 NAEP items were selected for testing.
These NAEP items were embedded within both Parts I and II of the two-
part SMRT test.

In addition to obtaining traditional item statistics, latent trait
analyses are being conducted. The intent is to use the NAEP items to
determine the SMRT item parameters. First, it must be demonstrated that
the test data fits the Latent Trait Model (See, for discussion;
Hambleton & Cook, 1977; Wright & Stone, 1979). Subsequently, SMRT item
calibrations will be calculated. In effect, the overall goal is to
establish a common SMRT-NAEP scale with a Latent Trait calibrated item
pool. Consequently, new forms and levels of SMRT can be designed winich
will be based upon New York City curriculum and will yield NAEP norm-
referenc ad information. It is noted that a similar strategy (See, for
discussion; Lenke, Oswald, & Kippel, 1982) was followed in the
development and administration of the customized New York City
mathematics test for five years from Spring 1981 through Spring 1985.
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xv. DEVELOPMENT OF SUBTESTS FOR THE SCHOOL MASTERY OF READING TEST

Test items were categorized by subtest based upon the professional opinions of
several curriculum, reading, research and teaching specialists. Subtests were developed
using the definitions provided in Attachment # 1.

The School Mastery of Reading Test (SMRT) is comprised of two parallel sections
<(i.e., Parts I and Il), each containing 50 items. The items within each part serve to
measure a particular .facet of reading ability. The five following types of items were
included in the May, 1986 test administration: 1) word recognition, 2) word attack, 3)
,word meaning, 4) literal comprehension, and 5) reasoning comprehension.

As indicatad earlier, the numbers of items within the five categories were: word
recognition--3 items, word attack--18 items, word meaning--21 items, literal
comprehension--31 items, and reasoning comprehension--27 {tems,

In order to validate and confirm the placement of items within the particular
subtests, the use of factor analytic statistical techniques was considered.
Consequetitly, we conferred with ar expert in such techniques, Dr. Phil Merrifield, who
is a professor and measurement specialist at New York University. Dr, Merrifield
recommended an alternate statistical approach.

Factor analytic procedures do not appear to be appropriate for the development and
confirmation of subtests on mastery tests such as SMRT. The factor analytic techrnique
relfes on the assumption that test scores are normally distributed, i.e. some students
did very well, some did poorly, and the majority fell somewhere in-between the two
extremes. The SMRT, however, is a test measuring fourth grade reading mastery, which
was administered to fourth graders at the end of their zzademic year. As a result, most
students obtained relatively high scores because they had mastered fourth grade reading
skills. As expected, consequently, ‘che distribution of test scores was "negatively
skewed® rather than normally udisiributed. This departure from the bivariate normal
distribution might confound any results obtained through factor analytic methods

Dr. Merrifield recommended that the subtests be validated by rank-ordering the
ftems in each of Parts I and II within subtests based upon item difficulty. For
example, the Literal Comprehension subtest items in Part I would be rank-ordered based
upon item difficulty. Secondly, the additional Literal Comprehension subtest {items in
Part II would be rank-ordered separately frcn Part I Literal Comprehension items. i
Subsequently, the same procedure would be followed with items in Parts I and Il for each
of the other subtests.

After items are matched on ftem difficulty, correlations between Parts I and II
for each subtest must be calculated. For example, to what extent the Literal
Comprehension {tems in Part I of the SMRT correlate with those in Part II? A high
correlation suggests the items are all measuring a common reading skill. The group of
{tems may then be considered a cluster or factor, representative of one of the various
dimensions comprising reading ability. This is similar, in effect, to estzblishing two
alternate or parallel forms of the Literal Comprehension subtest.

In addition, correlations between different subtests for each of Parts I and II of
SMRT should be obtained. For example, what is the correlation or relationship betwen
Literal Comprehension and Reasoning Comprehension within Part I? In this case, low
correlations would suggest distinct subtests. In contrast, high correlations might
indicate that certain subtests might be combined. This type of information would be
extremely useful in the test validation process.

These particular statistical techniques may be thought of in terms of split-half
reliability methods. In effect, the underlying structure of the test is being examined
by determining the exten’? to which the items relate to each other. In other words, are
the items measuring the same or different facets of reading ability? How strong is this
relatiorship? How weak? A1l these questions are important in terms of the validation

O 2 SMRT subtests.
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The relationship between the four primary subtests is presented in
Table «2 , Review of the correlations reveais that the highest
correlation (1.e., .764) {is between the Literal Comprehension and
Reasoning Comprehension subtests. The lowest correlation is between Word
Attack and Reasoning Comprehension,

Table 12
Intercorrelation Matrix of School Mastery of Reading Test Subtests

(N = 889)

SUBTEST WORD VIORD LITERAL REASONTING

ATTACK MEANING COMPREHENSIGN COMPREHENSICH
WORD ATTACK 1.000 .670 .644 .628
WORD MEANING 1.000 734 .698
LITERAL
COMPREHENSION . 1.000 : .764
REASONING
COMPREHENSION . 1.000
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XvI. Potential Short- and Long-Term Objectives

Short-Term Objectives

.Cffice space must be acquired and computer terminal hardware and software must he set-up
and available for use,

'A budget mist be established for the 1986-1987 school year.
Consultants must be acquired for the 1986-1987 school year,

In order to obtain necessary funds v .’ all aspects of SMRT, a technically sophisticated
research proposal must be developed for submission to the Office of Educational Research
of the Department of Education, and possibly, to various foundations,

Latent trait analyses to determine the feasibility of determining common scaling betwean
SMRT and National Assessment of Educational Progress must be conducted. A common scale
between SMRT and MAEP will enable: cost-effective source of items, comparisons with
Hational MAEP results, and reference to NAEP absolute performance.

School improvement plans of participating school must be reviewed.

SHRT and the test administration manual must be reviewed and revised based upon the !'ay
1986 test administration.

Time guidelines for administration SMRT will be reviewed and the possibility of
administering SMRT as a "power” rather than as a "speed" test will be determined.

The graphics, layout, format and the quality of both the SMRT booklet and the test
administration manual will be improved.

Implications of SMRT for the Chancellor's Minimum Standards Program must be determined.

SMRT may be administered to more schools in both October and !May to develop local norins
and/or expectations of performance and to further elaborate standardization and
technical test characteristics.

Item analyses will be performed and psychometric characteristics of SMRT will be
established. For example, the following may be included for items, subtests and total
test, as appropriate: difficulty levels, distractor analysis, central tendency,
variability, reliability, item intercorrelation, item-subtest-total test correlction,
and proportion of responses achieving mastery or manifesting non-mastery.

A computerized SMRT item bank will be established. Procedures for writing or acquiring
new test items required for different forms and levels of SMRT must be established.

Descriptive characteristics of participating students, staff and schools will be
obtained and summarized from New York City Board of Education School Profiles reports.

0296U/13
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Long-Term Objectives

Mastery criteria must be deve:.ped for SMRT items, subtests and/or total test score.

A SMRT student answer sheet must be developed and appropriate scoring software must be
developed.

Prototypes of meaningful reports for school administrators and teachers must be
developed.

Relevance of SMRT for special education and 1imited English-proficient students must be
determined.

Demonstration of the relationships between SMRT, the Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) test
and the Metropolitan Achievement Test (MAT) must be conducted.

Innovative uses of computer technology for test delivery, scoring and interpretation
will be explored.

A new SMRT answer key must be developed to establish standardized response categories.

SMRT score profiles must be related to prescriptive choices of instructional programs,
strategies and materials for local school imprcvement.

RT should be extended to either grade three or grade seven students.

Boti Fall and Spring Citywide norms should be ceveloped.
The relevance of SFRT to the Promotional Gates Program must be demonstrated, SHMRT rmay
assist in indivicdual tudent diagnosis, prescription and Promotional Gates "appeals"
decision-making.
The relationship between SMRT and Comprehensive Assessment Report results and

conclusiors must be determined. In particular, the relationship with Degrees of Reading
Power test results must be determined.

0296u/14
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Category/Subtest

l.

Word recognition

Description of School Mastery of Reading Test Category/Subtest

Description

The student (1) hears a word and chooses that word from a 1ist of words,

(2) reads a word and chooses a matching picture, and (3) looks at a picture
and chooges a matching word. The following words are included: of, was, cat,
dog, four, from, one, wnat, some, know, might, flower, night, automobile,
piano, birdcage, castle, swords.

2.

Word attack

The student (1) hegrs~a word and chooses a word with the same sound from a
list of words (i, a, 6, 21, ow, £, chy t, gh), and (2) reads a word with a
portion underlined and chooses from a 1ist a word with the sauwe sound as the

underlined portion (hard c (k), gh, ch, sh, ow, ol (oy), silent b, wr, gilent
e, soft g). .

Word meaning

———

The student (1) matches words to definitions, (2) chooses synonyms and anto-
nyms fir words, and (3) chooses words for blank spaces in sentences. The
following words are included: ring, cry, chair, night, avove, glad, slow, sick,
shut, narrow, big, cent, their, children, men, highest, unlike, retell, lost,
hide, enjoyed, seer, worked.

Literal compre-
heasion

The student reads a sentence, geveral sentences
a sentence tkat has the same meaning,
the meaning of what was read

» Or a ghort story and (1) chooses
(2) chooses a picture that best represents
» and (3) answers factual questions about what was
read by choosing from a 1ist of possible answers. The reading material in-

cludes: simple sentences, compound subjects and cbjects, compound and complex
sentences,

Reasonirg compre-
hension

The student reads a sentence, several sentences,
inferential questions by chcosing from a 1ist of
The reading materials include
all/some relationships,

or a short story and answers
pictures or written answers.
single paragraphs, a short story, causal and
predicted outcomes, comparisons and sequencing.

Comprehension:
cloze

The student reads two long stories {six or seven paragraphs each) with seven
words missing in each story. Fcr each missing word, the student chooses from a
1ist of five worde the word that best completes the meaning of the story.
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ATTAcH-NE~NT >

QUANTITY AND IDENTIFICATION NUMBERS OF TESTS AND TEST ADMINISTRATION MANUALS

R R S R R S S R S S R S S S R S S S S S S S R N S N T T T s s T T s e

Potential
Number of Number Range of Range of
3chool Students on 25% of Tests of Tests Admin. Manuals

f Number _Register Overage Required Numbers

N T T T S T S A D D D S e e S D A S S-S S D VP D - S S S D SN S S D SR . Y- SEN D S S AP D S D S S S -\ ST D S S S A S S S = S S S S A i T S S

{Subtotal)

CSD #19

(Subtotal)

CSD #21 90 76 19 55 1043 - 1137 61 - 70
212 89 22 111 1138 - 1249 71 - 80

. 329 67 17 84 1249 - 1332 81 - 90
(Subtotal) (290) (30)

" mTotal (1332) (96)

* Box 1l of 2, #'s 169-266; Box 2 of 2, #'s 267-364.
** Box 1 of 2, #'s 365-488; Box 2 of 2, #'s 489-3510.
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ATReuMenT 25

We are interested in developing and improving upon the School Mastery
of Reading Test (SMRT). Your expertise as a teaching professional would
aid us in this endeavor. Below are several statements concerning various
aspects of the test. Please indicate the extent to which you eitcher
"agree" or "Jisagree" with EACH statement by circling the number corresponding
to your opinion. Please DO NOT SIGN YOUR NAME on the questionnaire as all
responces are to. remain anonymous. Remember, there are no right or wrong

opinions.

snrongly sSomevhat - Somevhat o Btrongly

Mzee Agtes Agree pisagree Disagzue Disagtee
“The test items are easy to 1 2 3 4 5 6
runderstand for the students.
‘The test questions seem free 1 2 3 4 5 6
-of technical flaws.
‘fhe test items are free of bias 1 2 3 4 5 6
.‘(for example, sex or ethnic bias).
{
. The testing time limits are 1 2 3 4 5 6
- adequate.
" he test directions are clear 1 2 3 4 5 6
- to the test-taker.
. The test administration manual 1 2 3 4 5 6
- is easy to use. . '
> There i3 a need for additional 1 2 3 4 5 6

practice questions for the student.

_ The layout of the test booklet 1 2 3 . .
. is attractive. 5 6

The layout of the test tooklet 1 2 3 4 5 6
is convenient for the examinees. .

© The reading difficulsy levels of 1 2 3 4 5 6
‘ test questiong are appropriate to
fourth grade students.

_ The majority of the test questions 1 2 3 4 B 6
. correspond .well to fourth grade '

-eurriculum(for example, Minimum

=-G"ing Essentials).

GERIC - 9
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Types of Test Scores

In your opinion, how useful are each of these types of scores?

a. Raw scores

| I | i | i i |
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Extremely
useful useful

b. Normal curve equivalents

i i 1 1 1 | 1
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all * Extremely
useful useful

c. Percentile rankings

| 1 | | i i i
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Extremely
useful useful

d. Stanines

IS 1 i L 1

1 p 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Extremely
useful . useful

e. Grade Equivalents

| | | i | i i
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Extremely
useful useful
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Types of Test Scores Mf/‘{E‘MT #P]

Raw Score.

The Tirst quantitative result obtained in scoring a test. Usually the number
of right answers; number right minus some fraction of number wrong; time
required for performance; number of errors, or similar direct, unconverted,
uninterpreted measure. (see source # 1 below)

Normal Curve Equivalent {NCE). :

This score, used primarily for reporting in federally funded programs such as
Ti;le)l, has a mean of 50 and a standard deviation of 21,06, (see source # 2
below

Percentile,

K point (score) in a distribution at or below which fall the percent of cases
indicated by the percentile, Thus a score coinciding with the 35th percentile
(P35) 1s regarded as equaling or surpassing that of 35 percent of the persons
in the group, and such that 65 percent of the performances ciceed this score.
"Percentile” has nothing to do with the percent of correc’ answers an examinee
makes on a test. (see source # 1 below)

Stanine.

One of the steps in a nine-point scale of standard scores. The stanine (short
for standard-nine) scale has values from 1 to 9, with a mean of 5 and a
standard deviation of 2, Each stanine (except 1 and 9) is 1/2 standard
deviation in width, with the middle (average) stanine of 5 exte3nding from 1/4
S.D. below to 1/4 S.D. above the mean. (see source # 1 below)

Grade Equivalent (GE).

The grade level for which a given score is the real o estimated average.
Grade-equivalent interpretation expresses obtuained scores in terms of grade
and month of grade, assuming & }0-month school year (e.g., 5.7). Since such
tests are usually standardized at only one (or two) point(s) within each
grade, grade equivalents between points for which there are data-based scores
must be “estimated” by interpolation. (see source # 1 below'

Sources: 1. The Psych=logical Coryoration (Undated). A Glossary of
Measurement Terms. (Test Service Notebook J3J. San Antonfo,
Texas,

2. Seashore, H.G. (1980) Methods of Expressing Test Scores. (Test
Service Notebock 148).” San Antonio, Texas: The Psychological
Corporation,

L
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Item #'s Source of Bias . Other Comments

]

NAME: ' DISTRICT:

———

ITEM BIAS AND COMMENT SHEET A i s
. L

The items in this test were developed to be as unblased as
possible with respect to sex, race, ethnicity, and urban/rural origins.
In the event that we have inadvertently .included items that might dis-
criminate against some’ group or groups of students, we would like you
to indicate by item nunber any item that you feel is basically unfair.
For each jcem so indicated, please explain the source of the bias that
you fee). exists. Under "Other Comments", add any further reaction you
may have to the iten(s). .

Page &
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(Use other side for additional comments) .



SMRT-STEPS

School Mastery of Reading Test
System To Enhance Progress of Schools

PRELIMINARY PROFESSIONAL PANEL MEETING
May 8, 1986
4:00 p.m. to 8:45 p.m.
AGENDA

Registration and Distribution of Folders

Welcome, Introductions and
Brief Overview of Current Activities Gary M. Kippel

Greetings . Richard Guttenberg

Overview of Proposed Long-Term Activities Garlie A. Forehand
Myrtle Rice

Test Administration Ilene Wilets
Charlotte Brown

Self-Scoring of Answer Sheets _ Panel Members

Di.scussion of SMRT Test and
Adninistration Procedurus All Participants

Written Reactions Provided on
"Item Bias and Comments" Sheets Panel Members

Discussion of the Usefulness of Test
Information to Improve Schools All Participants

Written Responses to Questions
on Improving Diagnosis and Prescription Fanel Members

Summary, Plans for Next Meeting and
Conclusion Garlie A. Forzhand
Gary M. Kippel
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New York City 110 Livingston Street
Board of Education Brooklyn, New York 11201 mflf"/é"‘ﬂ * /0
Nathan Quinones Oflice of Bducatona) Amemment
Chancellor Richard Guttenberg
Director
" Louse Latty {718) 5964045

Chuei Executive for Instructon

SMRT-STEPS

School Mastery of Reading Test
System To Enhance Progress of Schools

PRELIMINARY PROFESSIONAL PANEL MEETING
June 19, 1986
4:00 n.m. to 8:4% p.m.
AGENDA
Registration and Distribution of Folders

Usefulness of Standardized Reading Tests

Relationship Between School Mastery of Reading Test
and New York City Curriculum

Impreving the School Mastery. of Reading Test
and Test Administration Procedures

Pane! \Judgements of Mastery Criteria
Preliminary Field Test Results and Future Analyses
Enhancement of School Progress Efforts
Test Scores and Reports

- Plans for the Future

EVALUATION ® R&D ® ITESTING ® DATA ANALYSIS

e 97 .0 . .
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PARTICIPANT INFORMATION FORM

SPRING, 1986 PRELIMINARY PROFESSIONAL PANEL

Improving Diagnosis and Prescription

May 8, 1986
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SPRING, 1986 PRELIMINARY PROFESSIONAL PANEL
May 8, 1986
USEFULNESS OF TEST RESULTS FOR INSTRUCTION

In general, are standardized reading test results useful to you?
{Check one box) - s

(C1 vEs (] No

If yes, in what manner? Please specify how these test results
are useful to you?
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SPRING, 1986 PRELIMINARY PROFESSIONAL PANEL

b,

¢ May 8, 1986
USEFULNESS OF TEST RESULTS FOR INSTRUCTION
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In your professional opinion, how can standardized reading test
results be made more useful? .
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SPRING, 1986 PRELIMINARY PROFESSIONAL PANEL
- ' May 8, 1986
PANEL SUGGESTIONS FOR PRESCRIBED SCHOOL ACTIVITIES

~ - S e D D an D D D P W D D G D D D D P S G WD T WD D D G5 D D D WP G WD D B WS S5 D D D D D D WD D G ED MR MR R MR MR R M TP mm m

Effective use of diagnostic information to improve school
progress requires the implementation of specific activities in
response to test scores. For example, when reporting reading test
results, it may be desirable to provide school supervisors and
teachers with a brief description or computerized "menu" of various
instructional and organizational strategies, materials, plans and
programs which are likely to lead to improved school performance in
reading.

Inasmuch as you are exemplary professional educators, we would
appreciate your suggestions of such strategies, materials, plans
and/or programs. Please assume that your current level of resources
applies...that is, no additional resources are available.
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SPRING, 1986 PRELIMINARY PRCFESSIONAL PANEL
* May 8, 1986
PANEL SUGGESTIONS FOR PRESCRIBED SCHOOI, ACTIVITIES

If unlimited resources were available, what stratedies,
materials, plans and/or programs would you recommend?




For each objective, please circle the number which best expresses your opinion
of the degree of usefulness of the School Mastery of Teading Test.

A HENT F (2
NOT '
AT
ALL EXTREMELY
USEFUL USEFUL

-~

, Measure educational status of individuals......... 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
' Measure educational "growth" of 1n&1viduals....... 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
" Identify remedial CaseS......eceeeevsscsecencesees 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
~ Select students for bilingual training............ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Screen special education studentS.....ccccoceeeees 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

" Help plan instruction for individuals.....eecoeeee I 2 3 4 5 6 7
Help plan instruction for class groupS.cceeeeecees 1 2 3 4 5 5 7
Detect system-wide general strengths/weaknesses... 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Help evaluate teaching procedures'or methods..c.ceee 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Help evaluate instructional materials.....ceeeeees 1 2 .3 4 5 6 7
Help evaluate teacher performance.....c.ceeseeeoses 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Compare students with national peer groupS........ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Compare classes within a school..ccevveescecenrosr 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Compare Schools within a system...cceceesvsccccoss | 2 3 4 5 6 7
Compare a system with systems across the country.. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Assess sSCho0l performanCe....ccceecececccccscccesrs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Provide information for state funding.....ececeeee 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Determine minimum competency standards.....ecceeee 1 2 3 ‘ 4 5 6 7
Modify curriculum.ccieceeercccecsssccecscccscssoce 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Report t0 NEeWSPAPErS..ceecsscsccssscssssscsscsssses | 2 3 4 5 ) 7
Report to boards of education.....ceeceeeecceccees 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

" Report t0 PareNtS....ieeeeieeceercaseececcseacsees 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Report progress to StUAENES.eeresvoreenssccnccenes | 2 3 4 5 6 7

Jededede e dode ek dodedededode g e dedede g do dededo g dedode ke
o THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION.
0295V
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: COMMUNICATION ARTS GRADE 4 “
CONTENT AREA AND TOPIC SKILLS AND KNOWLEDGE

Exposition Factual materials give useful knowledge atout the world.
PROCESSES

Following skills generally
applicable to content areas
as well as to literature

Comprehension o -
i i .
4>;<?I£erii\\w (:Egg;;;;—;;y be used to support a point, **p. 26 .
AN / IR : -
Inferential Details may be inferred from the context. **P. 31
Characters can be analyzed by their actions. **P. 30
Outcomes may be predicted based upon stated fact., **pP. 30
Critical

Personal experiences may be related to a narrative or
expository selection. **p. 34

Fact and opinion may be distinyuished based upon clue words
such as? in my opinion and I believe that. **p. 34

Nord Meaning

Vocabulary Development Vocabulary also expands through including content area words ry
Words evoke ¢motional and sensory responses, **P. 9

Contextual Clues Word meaning may be found contextually through comparison
and/or contrast. **p, 22

Structural Analysis Words of more than one syllable can be divided betveen the
syllables. **p. 20

Phonic Analysis (For detailed information on the various phonemes see the
Should have been com- } tables appended to this bulletin.)

pleted by this grade

except for individual

studsnts who zeed

reinforcement

o :1(}5
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PRUSENTATION

LEVEL B

|
%

LEVELC

v V

SAMpLE 2

LEVEL T,

ﬁ SKILL

B. Fiading and Relating Details

T

Develops the understanding that a
series of connected sentences (spo-
ken or written on this level of ma-
turity and understanding) contain
details which are related to zach
othcr and to the main thought,

Langusge Arts: Learns to find specific
details in simple reading material by find-
ing answers to questions, e.g., What 6id
the children bring to the party?

Science: Picks out, from an experience
chart, details related to the main idea,
eg., What were some of the things our
magnet could pick up?

Socle] Studies: Reads simple text for an-
swers (0 questions, e.g., In what way does
the policeman help us?

(Develops the concept that detaih\
fill out, extend, make specific, ex-
emplify, clarify, and document the
main idea,

Langusge Arts: Reads vivid passages,
recalls details, and describes or draws
simple pictures including details,

Science: Reads and follows detailed step-
by-step ditections in order to perform a
simple experiment, e.g.,

Develops the ability to use details
in preparing material for oral or
written presentation; develops the
ability to use details in making a
point,

Language Arts: Answers questions (taken
from material read) asking for detais—
who, what, where, when, how big, what
color.

Science: Uses detids from printed mate-

- rials to prove or refute a point, e.g., wheels

Plants Need Water
Materials: 2 four-inch pots
2 similar plants
soil
water
Directions:

1. - Place soil in each pot.
2. Place plants in soil.
3. Every day, water one pot only.
Question: What did the plants look like
on the first day?
after a week?
after 2 weeks?

Social Studies: Answers questions based
on material read, e.g., We all know that
different materials are used in construct-
ing buildings. In what ways are these
inaterials used?

move things more easily.

Social Studies: Supplies details from
material read under a stated main idea,
eg

In different cultures around the world,
some types of workers are always noeded:
1. Workers to get food.
2. Workers to make clothing,
3. Workers to build homes,

Y7

SIS

//;gg

167




CURRIC

A 5

SAmeLE L,Ll

—)

|

viuvmMm PRESENTATION ‘

.

CONTENT AREA AND TOPIC

Exgosition

PROCESSES

Following skills generally

applicable to content areas,

as well as to literature
Comprehension

Literal

s (oeeremia

Critical

Word Meaning

Vocabulary Development

Contextual Clues

Structural Analysis

b

40

C NICATION ARTS E3

SKILLS AND KNOWLEDGE

Factual materials give useful knowledge about the world.

Stated details in content area materials may be isolated
as sub-headings in chapters or parts of chapters.**p. 27
The main idea of a selection may be directly stated in various
locations within the selection. *¢ p.24
Clue words such as first, next, and last indicate
sequential order of events. *¢ p.28
Clue words such as because and as signal cause and effect
relations. ** p.29

Cause and effect relations not directl
mined. ** p.31

Sequential order is a factor in predicting outcowes
ing conclusions. ** p.28

y stated may be deter-

and dr;?i::>

Experiential background and knowledge affect evaluation of
written materials, ¢ p.34

Vocabulary also expands through including content ares words.
** b9

Word meaning may be found from the context in a direct state-

ment, through a synonym or through apposition. ** p.22

A prefix cowes before a ‘root word and changes the meaning of
the word. ** p.18

A suffix cories at the end of a root word
ing of the word. ** p.18

Comparatives and superlatives change the weanings of adjec-

3
;
i
and changes the wean- §\

169

_;““U"ﬂﬂﬂlllu!unqu-nm. .
O W T T m—

SRR e ~tives, (ex. est, more, most). *+ p 18

T Lt 00 fen a0 400 pane s e
LS




SKILL

CURRICULYVM

PRESENT Ao | [ SAMPLE & |

LEVEL B

LEVELC LEVEL D

C. Determining Sequence

110

— T

Develops the understanding that a
series of events occurring within one
episode may beordered sequentially.

Language Arts: Listens to a simple stery
and is guided to develop an understanding
of sequence by answering such questions
as: What happened first? What happened
next? ;

Social Studies: Places pictures in se-
quential order to develop a simple time
line.

Science: Participates in the writing of
experience chasts based on firsthand ob-
servations: How long is a day in fall,
winter, and spring?

quence to meaning. pretations and predictions; recog-
nizes key words as clues to se-
quential development.

- \
Recognizes the relationship of se- / Uses sequential order to make inter-

Language Arts: Reproduces story heard ‘Lo
or read by drawing several consecutive
pictures of events in sequential order.

~———

anguage Arts: Predicts outcome of sﬁ
stemming from logical sequence of events;
picks out key words os phrases which -
highlight sequence, e.g., now, then, after

s while, todsy, yesterday, tomorrow, is

e first place, in the second place, etc.

Science: Plans and lists (in proper
quence) steps needed to .carry out a
cience experiment.

Social Studies: Reads several sentences
describing an event connected with the Science: Is able to renumber or rewrite
unit under study; arranges these in cor- in sequential order facts taken from text.
~=ct order, e.g.,

Socisl Studies: Studies two pictures of

When people nceded to travel,
they used stagecoaches drawn by
one or two horses.

The first European settlers
traveled from place to place on
foot, on horseback, or in wagons
drawn by horses.

related events in growth of towns, cities,
or nations to determine time span and se-
quence of events between them.

Physical Activities: Gives facts sequen-
tially when explaining how to play s
game.

When the Indians lived in New
York, they traveled on foot.

Later, people traveled long dis-
tances on trains drawn by stean
engines instead of horses.




