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Chapter I. Technical Summary 

Overview 

Each year, the Louisiana Department of Education (LDOE) and its vendor engage in an iterative process 
to create a technical report that describes evidence of the validity of the scores resulting from the LEAP 
Connect assessment system. The technical report addresses the processes involved in the development 
of the aspects of the LEAP Connect assessment system, the outcomes of those development processes, 
and the evaluation of the assessments to ensure that LEAP Connect stakeholders have ample 
information to support interpretation and use of student scores.  

This technical report includes decisions made during development to ensure the LEAP Connect 
assessments are consistent with the purposes for which they were designed, including but not limited to 
the following: 1) documentation of the programmatic, statistical, and psychometric procedures (e.g., 
equating studies) used to create and analyze the LEAP Connect assessments, and 2) documentation of 
the technical merits of the assessments (including reliability measures, evidence of validity, and 
evidence that the scores are valid measures for the intended uses).  

This document is meant to provide evidence that 1) the LEAP Connect assessment items and 
accessibility features permit all eligible students, including ELs with disabilities, to demonstrate their 
knowledge and skills and do not contain features that unnecessarily prevent them from accessing the 
content of the item or from demonstrating their responses, 2) test forms yield consistent score 
meanings over time, forms within year, student groups, and delivery mechanisms (including multiple 
computer platforms), and 3) total test scores are related to external variables as expected (e.g., other 
measures of the construct). When relevant, the quality control processes implemented for an activity or 
deliverable are described. 

To the extent possible, this report also includes ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƛǘŜƳǎ ŀǊŜ άƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ ǎŜƴǎƛǘƛǾŜΤέ 
that is, that item performance is related to the quality of instruction more so than to out-of-school 
factors such as demographic variables. It includes results of performance standards validation for all 
content areas, including the technical information verifying the merit of the process by an external 
evaluator. 

Target Stakeholders and Intended Uses 

This document was developed for Louisiana educators, LDOE staff, federal peer reviewers, and 
LouisiŀƴŀΩǎ technical advisory committee (TAC). These stakeholders may use the information in this 
technical report to support their understanding of the development of the assessment system and the 
goals for the assessment system; their interpretation and use of student scores on the LEAP Connect 
assessments; and their communication with parents, the public, and other stakeholders about the 
assessments. 

The information presented here is limited to the 2020ς2021 operational administration of the LEAP 
Connect assessments. The LEAP Connect assessments are administered over a six-week window from 
early February to mid-March each year. The 2021 assessments were administered from February 1 to 
March 12, 2021.  
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Document Structure 

This technical report contains 14 chapters (see Exhibit 1). The information presented in these chapters 
aligns with the expectations set forth in the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing 
(Standards; AERA, APA, & NCME, 2014). Each chapter makes connections to the Standards, ensuring 
that the information included here is meaningful and appropriate for the intended stakeholders and 
their uses of this document, and that it supports ǘƘŜ [5h9Ωǎ нлнм ǇŜŜǊ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΦ  

Exhibit 1. Overview of Structure and Purpose of Document Chapters 

Chapter Contents 

Chapter I. Technical Summary This chapter provides information on the purpose of the annual 
technical documentation, the organization of the information 
provided, and a description of the stakeholders for whom the 
technical documentation is intended. 

Chapter II. Overview of the LEAP 
Connect Assessment System 

This chapter describes the LEAP Connect assessment system. It 
provides an overview of the development of the assessment 
system, a description of each of the content areas, the 
statement of core beliefs and mission statement, the Theory of 
Action (ToA), and the purpose of the LEAP Connect assessment 
system. 

Chapter III. Validity Evaluation 
Framework 

This chapter details the validity evaluation framework and 
validity argument for the LEAP Connect assessment system. It 
describes the process for examining validity, with clear 
connections to the Validity chapter in the Standards (AERA, 
APA, & NCME, 2014), as well as validity questions and 
connections to the formative and summative evaluation.  

Chapter IV. The Population of 
Students 

This chapter describes the student population of Louisiana; 
specifically, the demographics of the population of students 
who are administered the LEAP Connect assessments. 

Chapter V. Content of the Exams This chapter provides key details around several assessment 
components: how the Louisiana Connectors connect to the 
Louisiana Student Standards, the development of the content 
claims, the iterative process of reviewing and adopting the 
claims, and finally, the claims.  

Chapter VI. Instructional Context This chapter describes the academic needs of this student 
population and includes a description of the instructional 
context. This chapter also describes the resources and 
professional development opportunities available to educators. 
Finally, it provides a description on how the LDOE supports 
communicative competence for the state, districts, educators, 
and parents.   
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Chapter Contents 

Chapter VII. Test Development This chapter conveys information regarding the test design, 
with direct connections to the construct and the intended 
interpretation and uses of the assessment. This chapter 
explains the prioritized Louisiana Connectors for assessment. It 
also describes the development of test specifications, the 
blueprint, and the development and implementation of pilot 
tests. 

Chapter VIII. Operational Test 
Administration 

This chapter details the administration of the operational form. 
It includes information about the testing window, security 
procedures, accommodations and administration manuals, the 
implementation of quality control procedures, and results from 
the operational test. 

Chapter IX. Scoring This chapter describes the scoring process for all item types. It 
provides scorer demographics, scorer training, and interrater 
agreement results for all item types. This chapter also describes 
rangefinding results for open-ended items. 

Chapter X. Psychometrics This chapter details the psychometric analyses for the 
operational form and includes details of the test-level and item-
level results for the measurement model analyses. It describes 
linking and equating methods, as well as the process and 
methodology for deriving scale scores (when, and if, 
appropriate). It concludes with a description of the field test 
items and the process for including these items in future 
operational tests. 

Chapter XI. Standard Setting This chapter details the methodology chosen, the selection of 
panelists and their qualifications, the forms used for standard 
setting, and the rating process. 

Chapter XII. Reliability This chapter describes additional studies conducted to support 
the validity argument and the rationale for each of the studies. 
Each study is described as providing validity evidence for a 
specific purpose and connected to the ToA and IA, as well as 
the Standards (AERA, APA, & NCME, 2014). 

Chapter XIII. Reporting, 
Interpretation, and Use of Scores 

This chapter describes the approach to and procedures for 
reporting scores, and the intended interpretation and uses of 
scores. It describes the information found in student and 
district level score reports and provides a description of the 
audience. 
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Chapter Contents 

Chapter XIV. Validity  This chapter acts as an overall summary of the technical 
documentation and provides detail of validity evidence as it 
relates to each of the key validity evaluation questions. It 
provides evidence as it relates to summative assessment design 
and the instructional context. It synthesizes validity evidence in 
citing the LEAP Connect ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΩǎ strengths, areas 
for improvement, and areas for future research as indicated by 
the various sources of evidence.  
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Chapter II. Overview of the LEAP Connect Assessment System 

Historical Context and Applicable Content Areas 

In December of 2016, the Louisiana State Board of Elementary and Secondary Education (BESE) 
approved new Louisiana Connectors (LCs) aligned to the 2016 Louisiana Student Standards (LSS) in ELA 
and mathematics. These connectors are designed for use in the instruction and assessment of students 
with significant cognitive disabilities. They are derived from the general education standards, but are 
reduced in depth, breadth, and complexity. The LCs in ELA and mathematics replaced what were 
formerly known as the Extended Standards. After the new LSS in science were approved in 2017, 
Louisiana began working with edCount, LLC, to develop LCs for science aligned to these new standards. 
The LCs for science were approved shortly after the adoption of the LSS for science. 

In the 2017ς2018 school year, Louisiana implemented the new LEAP Connect assessments in ELA and 
mathematics, which are fully aligned to the new LCs. The LEAP Connect assessments replaced the LAA1 
assessment in ELA and mathematics, grades 3ς8 and high school. The LEAP Connect assessments in ELA 
and mathematics for high school were first administered in the 2018ς2019 school year. 

The LAA1 science assessments were still used in 2017ς2018 while the state worked with its vendor on 
the development of a new LEAP Connect science assessment aligned to the LCs in science. The science 
assessments were first administered in the 2019ς2020 school year as census field tests. The first 
operational administration took place in spring of 2021. The LEAP Connect science assessments assess 
students in grades 4, 8, and high school. These are the same grades assessed by their predecessor, the 
LAA1 science assessments. 

Statement of Core Beliefs and Guiding Philosophy 

Louisiana believes that all students, including those with the most significant cognitive disabilities, 
deserve an education that prepares them to be independent and successful in life after high school. This 
is accomplished through high-quality instructioƴ ŀƴŘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ŀƭƛƎƴŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ 
standards. The system of standards, instruction, and assessment for this student population in Louisiana 
is meant to provide access to grade-level content and skills, helping students to build knowledge of the 
world, access meaningful texts, express ideas, and solve complex problems. Louisiana believes that 
teachers of students with significant cognitive disabilities should provide inclusion opportunities 
whenever possible and play a key role in helping students access grade-level academic content and 
skills. Like the standards, instruction, and assessment for the general student population, Louisiana 
firmly believes that the educational system for students with significant cognitive disabilities should 
promote high academic expectations. The LEAP Connect Assessment System is a key aspect of this. The 
assessments ensure that these students are provided a combination of opportunities to demonstrate 
their knowledge and skills in academics.  
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Purpose of the LEAP Connect Assessment System 

The purpose of the LEAP Connect Assessment System is to allow educators and parents to track student 
progress toward college, career, and community readiness, measure ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜƳŜƴǘ, 
yield defensible scores that can be used for school accountability decisions and program evaluation, and 
provide reports that promote appropriate interpretation and use of data in support of enhancing 
practices to improve student achievement.  

Federal law requires states to administer annual assessments to all students, including students with 
significant cognitive disabilities, to measure progress towards challenging academic content standards. 
The LEAP Connect assessments in ELA, mathematics, and science fulfill this requirement, in accordance 
with Sections 1111(b)(1)(E) and 8401 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. The LEAP 
Connect is designed for students with significant cognitive disabilities who cannot participate in the 
LEAP 2025 assessment, even with accommodations.  

[ƻǳƛǎƛŀƴŀΩǎ Bulletin 111 §3901 states that all students, including those with disabilities, shall participate 
in Louisiana's testing program. It mandates that the scores of students who are eligible to take the LEAP 
Connect assessments shall be included in the calculation of the school performance scores (SPS), and 
that these students are to be included in accountability calculations at the grade level in which they are 
enrolled in the student information system (SIS). To be eligible to participate in the LEAP Connect 
assessments, an IEP team must verify that the student has a disability which significantly impacts 
cognitive functioning and meets the criteria outlined in Bulletin 1530 §505.  

Bulletin 111 §703 states that students who participate in the LEAP Connect shall be included in the 
graduation rate for the year in which they graduated, or the year in which they exited after at least four 
years in high school with no subsequent reenrollment by October 1 of the following academic year. 
!ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ [ƻǳƛǎƛŀƴŀΩǎ !Ŏǘ уооΣ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŘƛǎŀōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ Ƴŀȅ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿ alternative pathways for grade 
promotion and graduation. Louisiana students who participate in the alternate assessments may earn a 
Jump Start Career Diploma when the graduation requirements are met, and in the rare case that a 
student participating in the alternate assessments does not meet the graduation requirements for a 
high school diploma, the student may still pursue a Certificate of Achievement. Decisions about 
graduation pathways for this student population are made individually with counseling and guidance, 
considering ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎΣ ŎŀǇŀōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŀƳōƛǘƛƻƴǎΦ 

The purposes of the LEAP Connect assessment scores are to gauge student progress in relation to grade-
level academic standards, to inform school accountability decisions, and to help educators improve their 
teaching practices year to year to raise student achievement. These scores are not meant to be 
diagnostic in nature and are not used to alter instruction in real time. Rather, they provide an end-of-
year snapshot that stakeholders at the state, district, school, and classroom levels can use to make 
informed decisions for the following school year. The LEAP Connect assessments are designed to yield 
results that support these intended interpretations and uses of the assessments.  
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Chapter III. Validity Evaluation Framework 

This chapter reviews the validity evidence and evaluation framework for the LEAP Connect assessments.  

Background of NCSC-developed ToA and IA for ELA and Mathematics 

The LEAP Connect assessments in ELA and mathematics draw from the work completed by the National 
/ŜƴǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ {ǘŀǘŜ /ƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛǾŜ όb/{/ύ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΦ b/{/Ωǎ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ό¢ƻ!ύ 
and interpretive argument (IA) center around the belief that assessments for students with significant 
cognitive disabilities should support the same goal as general assessments: to help ensure that students 
leave high school ready to meaningfully participate in college, careers, and their communities (see NCSC 
Brief Number 9). 

The NCSC ToA articulates and connects the goal of the alternate assessments with multiple chains of 
inferences that lead to that goal. The NCSC ToA was developed using the principles of backward design, 
meaning that the goal of the assessment system was articulated first, and the NCSC team then worked 
άōŀŎƪǿŀǊŘέ ōȅ ƳŀǇǇƛƴƎ ƻǳǘ the assumptions and inferences that lead to that goal. 

The ToA for the NCSC system is displayed on the next page (see Exhibit 2). The long-term intended 
outcomes of the NCSC system are shown in the rightmost column and include: 1) students get greater 
exposure to grade-level academic curriculum, 2) students with significant cognitive disabilities achieve 
increasingly higher academic outcomes, and 3) students with significant cognitive disabilities leave high 
school ready to participate in college, careers, and community.  

To support these long-term outcomes, the NCSC assessment scores must yield information that: 1) 
allows educators and parents to track student progress toward college, career, and community 
readiness, 2) can be used for school accountability decisions and program evaluation, and 3) can be used 
by teachers in building and maintaining instruction aligned with academic expectations. These uses of 
assessment data articulated through the NCSC project align with the LEAP Connect assessment system 
purposes outlined in Chapter II: to allow educators and parents to track student progress toward 
college, career, and community readiness; measure ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜƳŜƴǘ; yield defensible 
scores that can be used for school accountability decisions and program evaluation; and provide reports 
that promote appropriate interpretation and use of data in support of enhancing practices to improve 
student achievement.  

The NCSC ToA also highlights the need for system coherence. It demonstrates the assessmentsΩ ǊƻƭŜ ƛƴ ŀ 
larger system that also includes curriculum, instruction, and professional development. The same 
expectations for student learning and achievement should undergird each of these components, and 
they should all work together toward a common set of long-term goals.  
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Exhibit 2. Theory of Action for the NCSC System, Adapted for the LEAP Connect System1 

 

 
1 Adapted with permission from Forte, E., Quenemoen, R. F., & Thurlow, M. L. (2016, January). b/{/Ωǎ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǾŀƭƛŘƛǘȅ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ (NCSC 
Brief #9). Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota, National Center and State Collaborative. The Alternate Assessment based on Alternate Achievement 
Standards (AA-AAS) is the LEAP Connect system in Louisiana.  
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The NCSC ToA includes an interpretive argument and validity argument. These both support an 
argument-based approach to validity evaluation. The interpretive argument articulates the claims that 
stakeholders make about assessment scores and the underlying assumptions and inferences that 
support those claims. It also clarifies the intended uses of the scores. The interpretive argument guides 
the evidence collection process for validity evaluation (further described below). The validity argument 
is built on the interpretive argument and summarizes the evidence available that supports the desired 
interpretations and uses of assessment scores.  

Louisiana, having been one of the NCSC partner states, has adopted the ToA components described 
above for use with the L9!t /ƻƴƴŜŎǘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ¢ƻ! ƛƴŦƻǊƳǎ ǘƘŜ [9!t /ƻƴƴŜŎǘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳΩǎ 
design, development, administration, scoring, and reporting, and guides the validity evaluation of the 
LEAP Connect system (further described in the Validity Evaluation section below).  

Science  

The NCSC assessments and resources were developed for ELA and mathematics. However, the same 
principles used in articulating the NCSC ToA and IA were also applied to the LEAP Connect science 
assessments. The same intended long-term outcomes and data uses apply. Like the ELA and 
mathematics assessments, the LEAP Connect science assessments are meant to support practices that 
improve student achievement, assist with accountability decisions, and allow tracking of student 
progress toward college, career, and community readiness.  

However, there are features of the LEAP Connect science assessments and the Louisiana Connectors for 
science that are distinct from ELA and mathematics. The Louisiana Connectors for science are three-
dimensional in nature and are intended to measure student progress in 1) science and engineering 
practices, 2) disciplinary core ideas, and 3) crosscutting concepts. These dimensions, which are 
articulated in the Louisiana State Science Standards, are meant to be taught and assessed in an 
integrated manner.  

The three-dimensional cross-disciplinary nature of the Louisiana Connectors for science impacts the 
conceptualization of the ToA and IA. Valid uses and interpretations of the LEAP Connect science 
assessment scores must align with what the assessments were designed to measure. The LEAP Connect 
science assessments are meant to provide students opportunities to demonstrate their understanding 
of science and the ability to:  

¶ Apply content knowledge to real world phenomena and to design solutions; 

¶ Demonstrate the practices of scientists and engineers; 

¶ Connect scientific learning to all disciplines of science; and 

¶ Express ideas grounded in scientific evidence. 

Validity Evaluation 

Validity evaluation is the judgment of a body of evidence related to the interpretation and use of 
assessment scores (AERA, APA, & NCME, 2014). The body of evidence that is evaluated in this process 
can take many forms. It encompasses both processes and outcomes and should extend from the initial 
conceptualization of the assessments all the way through implementation and reporting. Validity 
evidence may include documentation of the conceptual design of the assessments, item and test 
development processes, test administration, scoring, psychometric analysis of student responses, and 
score reporting. 
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The Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (the Standards; AERA, APA, & NCME, 2014) 
confirms that validity evidence should come from several different sources. Specifically, they articulate 
five types of evidence:   

1. Content: Evidence that the assessments encompass the intended content domain. 

2. Cognitive processes: Evidence that the assessment items and tasks elicit the intended cognitive 
processes from students. 

3. Internal structure: Evidence that assessment scores relate to each other in the expected ways, 
corresponding to the relationships among aspects of the content domain. 

4. External relationships: Evidence that the patterns of relationships between assessment scores and 
outside criteria correspond to the expected patterns. 

5. Consequences: Evidence that decisions and actions based on scores correspond to intended 
decisions and actions.  

There are four questions (developed through the NCSC project; see NCSC Brief #9) for evaluating these 
five types of evidence: 

1. Content coherence: To what extent have the assessments and their operational system been 
ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ ǘƻ ȅƛŜƭŘ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ 
expectations defined in the standards? 

2. Comparability: To what extent does the assessment system operate as intended (e.g., 
administration, scoring, analyses, reporting) so that scores may be compared across students, sites, 
and time? 

3. Accessibility and fairness: To what extent do students take the assessments under conditions that 
allow them to demonstrate what they know and can do in relation to the academic expectations 
defined in the standards? 

4. Consequences: To what extent do the processes and outcomes of the assessments contribute to 
improvemeƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ǎŜƭŜŎǘ ŀƴŘ ǳǎŜ 
appropriate communications strategies? 

In using validity evidence to answer these questions, a solid rationale should emerge that links the 
evidence to the intended uses and interpretations of assessment scores. Further, the intended uses and 
interpretations of scores should be directly linked back to the assessmentΩǎ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜΦ !ƴ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘΩǎ 
purpose is linked to its design; different types of assessment exist for different purposes. For example, 
summative assessments provide an end-of-year snapshot of student learning. They provide big-picture 
data that can help ensure that future instruction is aligned with academic expectations, support 
accountability, and help educators and parents track student progress. Formative assessments, on the 
other hand, provide ongoing feedback to inform instruction in real time. They provide finer-grain-sized 
data that teachers can use to make smaller-scale instructional decisions. Valid uses and interpretations 
of assessment scores depend on the design of the assessment and the purpose of that design.  

The LEAP Connect assessments are summative. Therefore, valid uses and interpretations should align 
with the purpose of summative assessments. As described above, the LEAP Connect assessment system 
purposes do align with the purpose of summative assessments: to allow educators and parents to track 
student progress toward college, career, and community readiness, measure ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀŎŀdemic 
achievement, yield defensible scores that can be used for school accountability decisions and program 
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evaluation, and provide reports that promote appropriate interpretation and use of data in support of 
enhancing practices to improve student achievement.  

Summary of Validity Evaluation Results 

An overview of the validity evidence for the LEAP Connect assessment system is described below. 
Evidence is organized by the four NCSC validity evaluation questions listed in the above section. 

Content Coherence 

To what extent has the assessment and its operational system been designed to yield scores that reflect 
ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎΚ 

As described in Chapter VII. Test Development, the LEAP Connect items are reviewed for their alignment 
to the Louisiana Connectors (which are derived from the Louisiana Student Standards) as part of the 
development process. In addition, an independent alignment evaluation of the LEAP Connect 
assessments was conducted during the 2020ς2021 school year. This evaluation followed criteria set 
forth in the Links for Academic Learning (LAL) alignment evaluation methodology developed for 
alternate assessments (Flowers, Wakeman, Browder, & Karvonen, 2007). The basic premises of the LAL 
methodology include the following expectations for alternate assessments (adapted from Flowers et al., 
2007): 

¶ The assessments must be linked to grade-level academic content standards. 

¶ The target for achievement must be academic content (e.g., reading, mathematics, science) that is 
ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ŀǎǎƛƎƴŜŘ ƎǊŀŘŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ chronological age. 

¶ Functional activities and materials may be used to promote understanding, but the target skills for 
student achievement are academically focused. 

¶ Some prioritization of the content will occur in setting these academic expectations but it should 
reflect the major domains of the curricular area (e.g., strands of math) and have fidelity with this 
content and how it is typically taught in general education. 

¶ The alternate expectation for achievement may focus on prerequisite skills or some partial 
attainment of the grade level content standards, but students should still have the opportunity to 
meet high academic and performance expectations, to demonstrate a range of depth of knowledge, 
to achieve within their symbolic communication level, and to show growth across grade levels or 
grade bands.  

The results of this alignment evaluation were used to inform item development activities for 2022-23 
and is included in the LEAP Connect technical documentation (see Section Passage and Item 
Development in Chapter VII; Appendix A).  

Finally, item-total correlation has been calculated as part of the performance data review of all LEAP 
Connect items. This calculation reveals the extent to which an individual assessment item relates to the 
overall assessment score. In other words, it shows whether students who performed well overall on the 
assessment also performed well on the item in question. Item-total correlation is helpful in determining 
whether individual items are measuring the intended construct. Item-total correlation data are included 
in Appendix B. These results indicate strong evidence of construct coherence for the LEAP Connect 
assessments.  



 

2020ï2021 LEAP Connect Operational Technical Report  12 

Comparability 

To what extent does the assessment system operate as intended (e.g., administration, scoring, analyses, 
reporting) so that scores may be compared across students, sites, and time? 

The administration, scoring, analysis, and reporting procedures for the LEAP Connect assessments have 
been documented and disseminated to educators and administrators across the state to ensure that 
assessment procedures are implemented as intended. The online platform for the LEAP Connect 
assessments reinforces these standardized procedures and guides educators, administrators, and other 
stakeholders through each aspect of the assessment process. The standardized procedures reinforced 
by the system and the uniformity of reports across schools and districts allows scores to be compared 
across students, sites, and time.  

Accessibility and Fairness 

To what extent do students take the assessment under conditions that allow them to demonstrate what 
they know and can do in relation to the academic expectations defined in the standards? 

As described in Chapter VII. Test Development, the LEAP Connect items were developed using Universal 
Design (UD) and principled design to ensure that items are fair, accessible, and measure construct-
relevant content, and items undergo accessibility and fairness reviews as part of the development 
process. In addition, the Test Administration Manual (TAM) and the LEAP Connect Assessment Guides 
provide instructions to educators to ensure that they follow the established protocol for administration, 
including that the assessments are administered in the proper setting (i.e., one-to-one). Educators must 
demonstrate proficiency in their test administration training to serve as test administrators.  

Using a principled design approach, the LEAP Connect minimizes accessibility challenges by taking into 
consideration test characteristics, such as the choice of content and topics, response processes, and 
administration procedures (e.g., read aloud) that may impede test taƪŜǊǎΩ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘΦ To 
support flexible assessment design and delivery, policies for accessibility and item features are 
employed that provide opportunities for all students to show what they know and can do, while 
incorporating other important aspects of item design such as depth of knowledge, text complexity, and 
degree and type of scaffolds and supports. The assessments include the following accessibility features 
for all students who take the test: 

¶ The entire test can be read aloud to students.  

¶ Students may respond to items based on their preferred mode of communication (e.g., eye gaze, 
assistive technology, point to a picture, etc.). 

¶ Items include pictures and graphics to support what is read to students. Nearly all the mathematics 
items contain visual stimuli to assist students in determining an answer. 

¶ Items indicate when students may use calculators. Any student with an IEP accommodation for 
calculator use may use their specified calculator for every item. While an online calculator is 
provided, students may use the handheld calculator they typically use during instruction on the 
mathematics test. 

¶ The Next and Back buttons allow students to move from question to question.  

¶ The Flag button can be used to mark any question to which students may wish to return, and the 
Review/End Test button allows them to review their answers. 
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The guides also provide a description of additional online accessibility tools available through the 
platform, which include a pointer tool, highlight tool, cross-off tool, sticky note tool, magnifying tool, 
line guide, calculator, and help tool. The guides also recommend that students and teachers practice 
with the system to become familiar with these tools prior to the assessment.  

Another tool that can support accessibility and fairness is differential item functioning (DIF). DIF ensures 
that assessments are fairly measuring the performance of all populations of students (e.g., all school 
districts, genders, races, free and reduced lunch categories, etc.). DIF was used in the development of 
ǘƘŜ b/{/ ƛǘŜƳǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀƴŀƭȅǎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘŜŘ ƛƴ b/{/Ωǎ нлмр hǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 
Assessment Technical Manual. The majority of NCSC items were shown to perform similarly across all 
demographic groups. DIF calculations were conducted in 2021 to ensure that the LEAP Connect 
assessment items are fairly measuring all groups of students who participate in the assessments. The DIF 
results can be found in Chapter XIV).  

Consequences 

To what extent do the ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǳǘŎƻƳŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǘŜŀŎƘŜǊǎΩ 
capacity to provide academic instruction and to select and use appropriate communications strategies? 

!ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳ ōȅ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜΣ ǎƪƛƭls, and abilities is obtained. 
The design of the assessments must be in the service of promoting student learning as part of a larger 
curriculum, instruction, and assessment system (see Exhibit 3). There must be cohesion between the 
desired learning outcomes (the grade- and content-specific LCs) and this system. All the components of 
this system and how they interrelate must be considered together. Thus, designing an assessment is a 
process in which every decision should be considered in light of each of these three components. 

The LEAP Connect assessments are designed to be part of this broader system of curriculum, instruction, 
and assessments. The system is built on a foundation that recognizes the importance of first providing 
ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ŀƴ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƭŜŀǊƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ 
communicative competence. The system is also reliant on educators having the training, materials, and 
resources required to implement effective instruction aligned to the LCs to achieve the intended 
outcomes of the system ς that students with significant cognitive disabilities are prepared for 
community, college, and career following their K-12 educational experience.  
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Exhibit 3. LEAP Connect Alternate Assessment System2 

 

To support the full implementation of the LEAP Connect assessment system, the LDOE recognizes the 
necessity of providing training and professional development opportunities in addition to materials and 
resources. As part of the transition to the Louisiana Connectors and the LEAP Connect assessments, the 
LDOE developed resources to support standards-based instruction for students with significant 
disabilities. These include: 

¶ Louisiana Connectors Crosswalks with Louisiana Student Standards 

¶ Louisiana Connectors Essential Elements Cards 

¶ Student Response Modes 

¶ Lesson Plan Adaptation 

¶ Case Studies for Exemplary Instruction 

In addition, as described in the LEAP Connect Assessment Guides, the assessment system allows 
ŜŘǳŎŀǘƻǊǎ ǘƻ ƻōǎŜǊǾŜ ŀƴŘ ƎŀǳƎŜ ŀ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ƳƻŘŜ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ Ǿƛŀ ǘƘŜ {ǘǳŘŜƴǘ wŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ /ƘŜŎƪ ό{w/ύΣ 
which is a set of three content-neutral items administered prior to testing. The purpose of the SRC is to 
assist educators in determining whether students are able to respond using their preferred mode of 
communication and to ensure that the educator can clearly identify the studentsΩ responses. 

During the 2019ς2020 school year, edCount researchers collaborated with the LDOE to create drafts 
of Companion Resources for the ELA Guidebooks for Students with Significant Cognitive Disabilities 
(found in the Students with Significant Cognitive Disabilities resource library). These companion 
resources were developed for grades 3ς8 by modifying the content of the ELA Guidebook Units that 
were previously developed by Louisiana teachers in partnership with the LDOE to support ELA 
instruction for general and special education students with diverse learning needs by providing 
classroom-ready daily ELA lessons. It was the goal of the LDOE to implement a well-defined teaching 

 
2 NCSC. (2016, March). National Center and State Collaborative 2015 Operational Assessment Technical Manual.  
Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota, National Center and State Collaborative. 

https://www.louisianabelieves.com/resources/library/students-with-significant-cognitive-disabilities
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and learning strategy for all students to include Students with Significant Cognitive Disabilities 
(SWSCDs) while maintaining high expectations of their learning (i.e., building their knowledge of the 
world; reading meaningful texts; expressing their unique ideas through writing and speaking; and 
solving complex problems).  

The purpose of the Companion Resources was to facilitate access to and opportunity for educators to 
teach SWSCDs a high-quality ELA curriculum, improve professional learning between content 
specialists and experts in special education, and increase options for students with the most complex 
needs to participate in an inclusive, least restrictive environment. The LDOE understood that shifts in 
teacher pedagogy and practice and expectations of learning and achievement for SWSCDs and 
ongoing development of resources and making available professional development opportunities 
were necessary to achieve the goals of the project defined as: 

ω Provide a high-quality curriculum for students with significant cognitive disabilities using adapted 
authentic, grade-level texts and integration of reading, writing, speaking, listening, and language 
standards (i.e., LCs) through the provision of supports and scaffolds based on research and 
evidence-based practices (i.e., Universal Design for Learning); 

ω Increase the likelihood of their inclusion in general education settings;  

ω Improve professional learning between content area specialists and expert teachers of special 
education students; and  

ω !ŘǾŀƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ [5h9Ωǎ Ǿƛǎƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ŀll students, including those with significant cognitive disabilities, 
deserve an education that prepares them to be independent and successful in life after high 
school. 

edCount researchers worked closely with the LDOE in an iterative, year-long process that included: 1) 
the establishment of a shared understanding of the goals and outcomes of the work including 
expectations for the Teacher Leader Associates (TLAs) who drafted the Companion Guides; 2) 
development of training and professional development materials; 3) development and provision of 
exemplars of modifications for instruction (i.e., academic lessons, guidance on the purpose, use, and 
development of adapted texts); and 4) employment of a detailed review process based on guidelines, 
templates, and checklists made available to the TLAs to inform unit revisions and receive subsequent 
feedback to create final drafts of the units. 

The ELA guidebooks were developed with these shifts in mind to incorporate text complexity through 
rich, authentic texts. They incorporate evidence through questions and assessments that are text-
dependent. Finally, the ELA guidebooks build knowledge through text sets that center around a topic or 
theme and help students build knowledge throughout the unit.  

Summary 

¢ƘŜ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƻǳǘƭƛƴŜŘ ŀōƻǾŜ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŜ [5h9Ωǎ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘo ensuring that the interpretations 
and uses of LEAP Connect assessment scores are valid in terms of content coherence, comparability, 
accessibility and fairness, and consequences. Upcoming alignment evaluations and item-total 
correlation calculations will ensure that the LEAP Connect assessments are yielding scores that reflect 
ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻǳǘƭƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ όƛΦŜΦΣ 
content coherence). Documented administration, scoring, analysis, and reporting procedures, which are 
reinforced through the online assessment system, ensure that LEAP Connect scores may be compared 
across students, sites, and time (i.e., comparability). The LEAP Connect assessment systemΩs accessibility 
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features and documentation for test administrators on using these features, along with future DIF 
calculations, ensures that students participate in the assessments under conditions that allow them to 
demonstrate what they know and can do (i.e., accessibility and fairness). Finally, tools and resources 
designed for educators (e.g., Student Response Modes document, Lesson Plan Adaption document, 
curricular guidebooks, etc.) ensure that the LEAP Connect assessment system supports teacher capacity 
to provide quality instruction and to use appropriate communication strategies with students (i.e., 
consequences).   
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Chapter IV. The Population of Students 

Description of the Student Population 

The LEAP Connect assessment system is designed for students with significant cognitive disabilities for 
whom participation in the general assessments would not be appropriate, even with accommodations. 
The Louisiana students who participate in the LEAP Connect must meet the following criteria: 

1. The student has a disability that significantly impacts cognitive function and/or adaptive behavior. 

2. The student requires extensive modified instruction aligned with the Louisiana Connectors to 
acquire, maintain, and generalize skills. 

3. The decision to include the student in the alternate assessments is not solely based on certain 
factors (placement, behavior, English Learner status, etc.).  

It is important to gather information about Louisiana students who meet the above criteria and 
participate in the LEAP Connect assessments. Understanding the characteristics of this population is a 
vital aspect of maintaining an effective system of instruction and assessment and ensuring the system is 
serving the appropriate population. For example, data about the student population participating in the 
LEAP Connect assessments could help inform the design and development of instruction and 
assessment, shape teacher professional development and training, and ensure that the alternate 
assessment participation criteria are being applied with fidelity. In addition, if students taking the 
assessment do not meet the appropriate criteria, stakeholders may question the validity of the 
interpretation and uses of the scores.  

LEAP Connect 2021 End of Test Survey 

The End of Test Survey (EOTS) helps the LDOE gather information about the students who participate in 
the LEAP Connect assessments. The LEAP Connect EOTS is designed to gather useful feedback from test 
administrators after they have finished administering the LEAP Connect assessments. LDOE developed a 
series of open- and closed-ended questions for TAs following the LEAP Connect grade 4, 8, and high 
school science assessments in spring of 2021. The EOTS consists of open- and closed-ended questions 
about the student test experience, pre-assessment and test administration experiences, student 
characteristics, and student instruction. The results summarized below are from the 2021 EOTS 
administration. 

Student Characteristics 

Findings from the LCI indicate the majority of student received services via IDEA disability category of 
intellectual disability (54%), and 24% of students received services via the IDEA disability category of 
autism. TAs were also asked to select any additional (non-primary) identified disabilities for which 
students received school-based special education services. The most common responses included 
intellectual disability (44%) and speech/language impairment (27%). Regarding student expressive 
communication, the majority of TAs (69%) reported their student used symbolic language to 
communicate, while a smaller percentage (22%) reported their student used intentional communication, 
but not at a symbolic level. hǾŜǊ ƘŀƭŦ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¢!ǎ όрт҈ύ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ǊŜŎŜǇǘƛǾŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ 
reflecǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ άƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘƭȅ Ŧƻƭƭƻǿǎ мς2 step directions presented through words and 
ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƴŜŜŘ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎǳŜǎΣέ ŀƴŘ ŀǇǇǊƻȄƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ ƻƴŜ-ǘƘƛǊŘ όоо҈ύ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ άǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ 
additional cues to follow 1ς2 step directions. Over three-quarters of respondents (76%) indicated their 
student had vision within normal limits, and almost all respondents (94%) indicated their student had 
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hearing within normal limits. Approximately 11% of TAs reported their student used an augmentative 
communication system in addition to or in place of oral speech. 

Student Test Experience 

Across all content areas, TAs indicated students typically took between 31 and 60 minutes to complete 
the assessment. Most administrators (between 63% and 72% across content areas) found their student 
to be actively engaged with the test items. Regarding the difficulty of assessments, most administrators 
ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǎǘ ƛǘŜƳǎ άŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘέ ƻǊ άǾŜǊȅ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘΣέ ǊŀƴƎƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ пс҈ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 
reading assessment to 66% for the mathematics assessment. Approximately 26% (mathematics), 43% 
(reading), 31% (writing), and 34% (science) reported that students found the difficulty of the test items 
ǘƻ ōŜ άƧǳǎǘ ǊƛƎƘǘΦέ 

TAs also reported the primary way that students interacted with test item text. The most common 
responses were listening to the TTS read (38%), listening to the TTS read with TA repetition or 
redirection (31%), and listening to the TA read (21%). Across grades, 67% of administrators reported 
that they used the TTS to read items aloud for students to access the items. Large percentages of 
ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƻǊǎ ŀƭǎƻ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǳǎŜŘ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘƻǊǎ όср҈ύΣ ŀ άŎƭƛŎƪ-to-ŜƴƭŀǊƎŜ ƎǊŀǇƘƛŎέ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ 
the assessment platform (40%), and image files associated with the reference materials (36%). 
Approximately 7% of TAs reported that they did not need to use assistive technology for students to 
access the items. When asked about barriers for students in accessing the assessment items, the 
majority of respondents (72%) indicated there were no barriers, and a smaller percentage (17%) 
reported that the student not having the necessary communication skills provided a barrier to access. 
{ǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ Ƴƻǎǘ ŎƻƳƳƻƴ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ƳƻŘŜ ƻŦ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǘƻ [9!t /ƻƴƴŜŎǘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƛǘŜƳǎ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ 
independent use of a keyboard or mouse (53%). Test administrators also indicated students provided a 
verbal response (21%) and used a touch screen, gesture, or point (18%) as their primary response mode. 

Pre-Assessment and Test Administration Experiences 

The majority of TAs had accessed (77%), reviewed (78%), and used available LEAP Connect practice tests 
with their student (67%) prior to test administration. Likewise, the majority of TAs (83%) had practiced 
using the computer-based assessment system at least once prior to test administration, with 45% 
reporting having practiced two or more times. Administrators also reported the number of times their 
student practiced using the computer-based assessment system prior to test administration, with 70% 
indicating their student practiced using it at least once. In reporting the materials used to assist them in 
administering the test items to their student, most of the test administrators indicated using the Test 
Administration Manual (88%), the Directions for Test Administration (84%), and the Reference Materials 
(76%). 

When asked about computer usage, the majority of administrators (71%) indicated that their student 
used a computer for daily instruction three or more times per week. In regard to computer use, 32% of 
test administrators indicated students used computers for assessment four times a month or less, 31% 
reported computer use for daily assessment three or more times per week, and 23% reported computer 
use for assessment twice per week. 

Student Instruction 

²ƘŜƴ ŀǎƪŜŘ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ŎƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ŀƭƭ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ŀǊŜŀǎΣ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ¢!ǎ 
(73%) indicated their student was inside regular class for less than 40% of the day, primarily spending 
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time in self-contained special classrooms with part-time instruction provided in a regular class or a self-
contained special classroom with full-time special education instruction on a regular school campus. 
Across all content areas, most respondents (between 66% and 76%) agreed that their student was 
actively engaged in instruction based on the content of items included on the LEAP Connect 
assessments. 

The EOTS also asked test administrators about the focus placed on specific topics in student instruction 
over the past year in mathematics, reading, writing, and science. For each topic, respondents indicated 
whether topics had received considerable focus (7+ times taught), moderate focus (4ς6 times), limited 
focus (1ς3 times), they were not taught, or they were not applicable. For mathematics, the largest 
percentage of TAs indicated The Number System received considerable focus (54%), Expressions & 
Equations received moderate focus (31%), and Geometry (34%), Functions (33%), and Statistics & 
Probability (30%) each received limited focus. For reading, the largest percentage of respondents 
reported considerable focus on Foundational Skills (55%), Vocabulary (51%), Literature (46%), and 
Informational Texts (39%). For writing, the largest percentage of TAs reported considerable focus on 
English Language Conventions (41%) and limited focus on Explanatory Writing (32%), Narrative-Fiction 
Writing (34%), and Argument/Opinion Writing (36%). Lastly, for science, the largest percentage of 
respondents indicated moderate focus on the topic of Earth & Space Science (36%) and limited focus on 
Physical Science (37%) and Life Science (36%).  

Participation in the LEAP Connect Assessments 

!ƴ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ ǾŀƭƛŘ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ƛǎ ensuring that the students 
participating in the assessments are the students for whom the assessments were designed. As 
described above, the LEAP Connect is intended for students who have disabilities that significantly 
impact cognitive function and/or adaptive behavior, require extensive modified instruction aligned with 
the Louisiana Connectors, and whose participation in the alternate assessments is not due solely to 
factors such as placement, behavior, or English Learner status.  

The 2021 EOTS results support the state to reliably describe the student population participating in the 
LEAP Connect assessments by gathering information about student characteristics such as primary 
disability category, expressive and receptive communication abilities, vision and hearing abilities, and 
the use of an augmentative communication system (i.e., whether students use an augmentative 
communication in addition to or in place of oral speech). This information provides the LDOE with more 
robust evidence to support the inclusion of the appropriate students in the LEAP Connect assessments 
and it can help the LDOE determine the extent to which participation criteria are being adhered to. For 
example, if a large number of students are described as having disabilities that do not typically reflect 
significant cognitive disability (e.g., speech-language impairment), the LDOE can investigate and 
potentially intervene with professional development and training for educators on how to properly 
apply the participation criteria for the LEAP Connect. The EOTS data and Learner Characteristics 
Inventory (LCI) data are triangulated with other data such as assessment scores to help the LDOE 
continue to bolster and refine their alternate assessment system over time. 

Gathering information about the students who participate in the LEAP Connect will also help Louisiana 
work toward meeting section 1111(b)(2)(D)(i)(I) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 
(ESEA), as amended by the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), which states that no more than 1% of a 
ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ Ƴŀȅ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘs. Louisiana has exceeded 
this cap in the past few years in ELA and mathematics. The state has not exceeded the 1% cap in science. 
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The LDOE was granted a waiver for the 2017-18 and 2018-19 school years. However, the waiver for the 
2019ς2020 school year was denied.  

As part of the effort to meet the 1% cap requirement, the LDOE has required each local education 
agency (LEA) that exceeds the 1% cap to: 

¶ Provide written justification describing the specific reason(s) the percentage of students taking the 
alternate assessments exceeds 1%; 

¶ tǊƻǾƛŘŜ ǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ ŀǎǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ [9! ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ƎǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
alternate assessments; and 

¶ Provide written assurance that the LEA would address any disproportionality in the percentage of 
students in any subgroup taking an alternate assessment.  

In addition, the LDOE revised the alternate assessment eligibility criteria and deployed accountability 
and transparency enhancements to the statewide IEP system. The LDOE has provided additional 
resources and support to LEAs and educators to assist with implementing these changes, including but 
not limited to: 

¶ Training and support to LEAs to clarify the revised eligibility criteria; 

¶ A new webpage dedicated to students with significant cognitive disabilities; 

¶ A resource library for students with significant cognitive disabilities; 

¶ Individualized support for LEAs whose student-level files indicated that IEP team decisions were not 
consistent with state participation criteria. 

Louisiana will continue to implement the reforms outlined in their 2019 waiver application to the US 
Department of Education and will gather data to inform additional strategies that can help LEAs meet 
the 1% cap requirement.  

In November of 2020, the LDOE submitted a request to the Office of Elementary and Secondary 
Education requesting a waiver of the 1% cap as in subsequent years. The waiver was granted with the 
following provisions: 

As part of this waiver, LDOE assured that it:  

¶ Will meet all other requirements of section 1111 of the ESEA and implementing regulations with 
respect to all State-determined academic standards and assessments, including reporting student 
achievement and school performance, disaggregated by subgroups, to parents and the public.  

¶ Assessed at least 95 percent of all students and 95 percent of students with disabilities who are 
enrolled in grades for which an assessment is required in 2018-19, the most recent year for which 
data are available.  

¶ Will require that a local educational agency (LEA) submit information justifying the need of the LEA 
to assess more than 1.0 percent of its assessed students in any such subject with an AA-AAAS.  

¶ Will provide appropriate oversight of an LEA that is required to submit such information to the 
State, and it will make such information publicly available.  
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¶ Will verify that each LEA that is required to submit such information to the State is following all 
State guidelines in 34 CFR § 200.6(d) (with the exception of incorporating principles of universal 
design) and will address any subgroup disproportionality in the percentage of students taking an AA-
AAAS.  

¶ ²ƛƭƭ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘΣ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ Ǉƭŀƴ ǎǳōƳƛǘǘŜŘ ƛƴ [5h9Ωǎ waiver request, system improvements 
and will monitor future administrations of the AA-AAAS to avoid exceeding the 1.0 percent 
threshold. 

The LDOE will continue to implement improvement and monitoring strategies to help LEAs meet the 1% 
cap requirement. 

The participation rates for the 2017ς2018, 2018ς2019, 2019ς2020, and 2020ς2021 school years are 
outlined below (see Exhibit 4). The first column (labeled column 1) in each year represents the 
percentage of students with significant cognitive disabilities participating in the LEAP Connect out of all 
students eligible to participate in this assessment. The second column (labeled column 2) in each year 
represents the percentage of students with significant cognitive disabilities assessed via the LEAP 
Connect out of the entire Louisiana student population. 

Exhibit 4. Alternate Assessment Participation Rates 

Content 
Area 

2017ς2018 2018ς2019 2019ς2020 2020-2021 

1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 

ELA 99.0 1.3 98.8 1.6 98.4 1.5 92.5 1.4 

Math 98.8 1.3 98.7 1.6 98.3 1.5 92.2 1.4 

Science3 98.9 0.7 97.8 0.7 100 0.7 89.9 0.7 

 

 

 
3 Reflects LAA1 Science participation in 2017-2018 and 2018-2019, the LEAP Connect census field test participation 
in 2019-2020, and the LEAP Connect Assessment in Science in 2020-2021. 
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Chapter V. Content of the Exams 

The LEAP Connect assessments measure student proficiency and achievement in ELA and mathematics 
in grades 3ς8 and high school, and in science in grades 4, 8, and high school. This chapter will provide an 
overview of the claims that guide the LEAP Connect system, the Louisiana Connectors and their 
connection to the Louisiana Student Standards, the development of the content claims, the iterative 
process of reviewing and adopting the claims, and finally, the claims themselves. 

Claims Guiding the System  

One of the first steps in a principled approach to assessment development is defining the assessment 
claims for the system. The claims identify what constitutes student proficiency and they describe what 
educators and other stakeholders want to know and say about what students know and can do in a 
particular content domain.  

Claims subsume standards and define the specific performances that represent the knowledge and skills 
within the standards that test scores are meant to reflect. While the standards define what students are 
expected to know and achieve, the claims indicate what would constitute observable evidence that 
students have acquired that knowledge and skills. The difference between claims and the body of 
standards is that claim statements are intended to:  

¶ Identify grade-level proficiency;  

¶ Show how knowledge and skills are built over time; and  

¶ Indicate the kinds of situationsςthe itemsςthat would give students the optimal opportunity to 
produce the desired evidence. 

When developing claims, it is important to consider the critical aspects of the discipline, as well as the 
nature of the scores that will be produced by the assessment that, in turn, provide evidence to support 
the claims made about student performance. In addition, claims should be articulated with the student 
population in mind. They should consider the learner characteristics of students who participate in the 
LEAP Connect assessments and reflect the high academic expectations that Louisiana has established for 
these students.  

These content-specific claims connect to the LEAP Connect Theory of Action (ToA) and interpretive 
argument (IA). As described in Chapter III, the ToA and IA define the broad claims that stakeholders 
make about assessment scores and the underlying assumptions and inferences that support those 
claims. Thus, the assessment claims are a critical component underpinning the entire assessment 
system. They guide the selection of prioritized Louisiana Connectors (LCs) to be assessed and the 
development of measurement targets, which in turn guide the development of items. The articulation of 
the assessment claims, along with the prioritized LCs and measurement targets, help to ensure that the 
assessment supports instruction of grade-specific skills and concepts and higher expectations for 
students with significant cognitive disabilities.  

Connection to Grade-level Standards 

The LEAP Connect system assesses student proficiency in terms of the LCs, which are fully aligned to the 
Louisiana Student Standards (LSS) for ELA, mathematics, and science. Each assessment provides age and 
grade appropriate content for all grades and courses while maintaining high expectations for all 
studentsΣ ŎŀǇǘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ άōƛƎ ƛŘŜŀǎέ ŦƻǳƴŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ [{{Φ 
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The LCs can be utilized for assessment purposes in that they reflect the necessary knowledge and skills 
that students with the most significant cognitive disabilities need to reach critical learning targets or big 
ideas within the standards from grade band to grade band, leading to knowledge of ELA, mathematics, 
and science for college, career, and community readiness by the end of high school.  

The LCs are designed to provide fully aligned pathways for students with significant disabilities to work 
toward the LSS. The LCs identify the: 

¶ Most salient grade-level, core academic content found in the LSS;  

¶ Necessary knowledge and skills needed to reach grade-level expectations of the LSS;  

¶ Core content, knowledge, and skills needed at each grade to promote success at the next; and 

¶ Priorities in each content area to guide the instruction for students in this population. 

ELA and Mathematics LCs 

The LCs for ELA and mathematics are aligned to the Louisiana Student Standards for ELA and the 
Louisiana Student Standards for Mathematics, adopted in spring of 2016. The LCs break each ELA and 
mathematics standard down into key concepts and skills to be taught and assessed. They are arranged 
by grade levels for kindergarten through grade 8 and by content areas for high school. Examples from 
mathematics and ELA are shown in Exhibit 5. 

Exhibit 5. Example Grade 8 Mathematics and Grade 3 English Language Arts LCs 

Grade 8 Math 

Louisiana Student Standards (LSS) Louisiana Connectors (LC) 

8.NS.A.1 Know that numbers that are not rational 
are called irrational. Understand informally that 
every number has a decimal expansion; for 
rational numbers, show that the decimal 
expansion repeats eventually. Convert a decimal 
expansion that repeats eventually into a rational 
number by analyzing repeating patterns.  

LC.8.NS.A.1a LŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ˉ ŀǎ ŀƴ ƛǊǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƴǳƳōŜǊΦ 

LC.8.NS.A.1b Round irrational numbers to the 
hundredths place. 

Grade 3 English Language Arts 

Louisiana Student Standards (LSS) Louisiana Connectors (LC) 

RL.3.1 Ask and answer questions to demonstrate 
understanding of a text, referring explicitly to the 
text as the basis for the answers.  

LC.RL.3.1a Answer questions related to the 
relationship between characters, setting, events, 
or conflicts (e.g., characters and events, 
characters and conflicts, setting and conflicts). 

LC.RL.3.1b Answer questions (literal and 
inferential) and refer to text to support your 
answer. 

LC.RL.3.1c Support inferences, opinions, and 
conclusions using evidence from the text 
including illustrations.  
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Science LCs 

The LCs for science are aligned to the Louisiana Student Standards for Science, adopted in spring of 
2017. The LCs for science clarify concepts in the standards by deconstructing the structure of 
individual Performance Expectations (PEs) (i.e., standards) into teachable and assessable segments of 
content. The LCs for science are arranged by grade levels for kindergarten through grade 8 and by 
content areas for high school. The LCs include: 

ω Performance Expectations (PE) which are descriptions of what students should be able to do by the 
end of a year of instruction. 

ω Science and Engineering Practices (SEP) which are the practices that scientists and engineers use 
when investigating real world phenomena and designing solutions to problems. There are eight 
science and engineering practices that apply to all grade levels and content areas. 

ω Disciplinary Core Ideas (DCI) which describe the most essential ideas (content) in the major science 
disciplines that students will learn. Disciplinary Core Ideas are grouped into five science domains. 

ω Crosscutting Concepts (CCC) which are common themes that have application across all disciplines 
of science and allow students to connect learning within and across grade levels or content areas. 
The seven crosscutting concepts apply to all grade levels and content areas. 

A grade 8 example from the science LCs is shown in Exhibit 6.  

Exhibit 6. Example Grade 8 Science LCs 

Grade 8 Science  
MATTER AND ITS INTERACTIONS  

Louisiana Student Standards Louisiana Connectors (LC) 

8-MS-PS1-1 Develop models to describe the 
atomic composition of simple molecules and 
extended structures.  

LC-8-MS-PS1-1a Using a model(s), identify that an 
ŀǘƻƳΩǎ ƴǳŎƭŜǳǎ ŀǎ ƳŀŘŜ ƻŦ ǇǊƻǘƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ƴŜǳǘǊƻƴǎ 
and is surrounded by electrons.  

LC-8-MS-PS1-1b Using a model(s), identify 
individual atoms of the same or different type 
that repeat to form extended structures (e.g., 
sodium chloride).  

Development of Content Claims  

ELA and Mathematics Development 

The ELA and mathematics claims were developed in 2011 through the NCSC project. They were 
collaboratively developed by the partner states and organizations as part of the first phase of an 
iterative five-phase principled approach to assessment development. Once developed, the content 
claims guided the prioritization of content for assessment and the development of design patterns, task 
templates, curriculum, performance level descriptors (PLDs), items, and professional development 
resources.  

NCSC engaged content experts, assessment experts, special educators, and state leaders in the 
development of content claims and the prioritization of content for ELA and mathematics. NCSC sought 
to answer the following questions through this process (see NCSC Brief #7): 
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1. What is grade-level content? 

2. How does learning change from grade to grade? 

3. How can students with significant cognitive disabilities learn grade-level content while also building 
basic numeracy and literacy? 

4. How can an alternate assessment based on alternate achievement standards (AA-AAS) be built on 
the NCSC content model? 

Although no longer a member of NCSC (now the Multi-state Alternate Assessment consortium), 
Louisiana continues to draw from the ELA and mathematics content claims and prioritization for its LEAP 
Connect assessments given Louisiana licensed the NCSC content from the spring 2015 operational 
ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴΦ [ƻǳƛǎƛŀƴŀ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ b/{/Ωǎ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ƎǊŀŘǳŀǘŜŘ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎǎ ƻŦ ŘŜǇǘƘΣ ōǊŜŀŘǘƘΣ 
or complexity of grade-level content to define alternate achievement at multiple levels, ensuring that 
the LEAP Connect alternate assessment content aligns with grade-level academic expectations in ELA 
and mathematics.  

Science Development 

The science content claims were newly developed for the LEAP Connect science assessments in 2019. 
The development of content claims and the prioritization of content for the LEAP Connect for science 
involved collaboration and iterative reviews among the [5h9 ǎǘŀŦŦΣ [ƻǳƛǎƛŀƴŀ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƻǊǎΣ ŀƴŘ [ƻǳƛǎƛŀƴŀΩǎ 
assessment vendor.  

After considering several different options, the LDOE chose to prioritize science content (as described in 
the LCs) based on relative distribution of domain coverage in the LSS for science. This decision was 
based on reviews of: the Louisiana Student Standards (LSS) for science, the Grades 4 and 8 LEAP 2025 
Assessment Guides, the LEAP 2025 Assessment Guide for Biology, the LEAP 2025 Science assessment 
blueprints for grades 4 and 8 included in the 2018ς2019 and 2019ς2020 LEAP Framework and Test 
Construction Documentation: Grades 3ς8 Science, and the LEAP Connectors for Science. In addition, the 
number of prioritized LCs (i.e., ten) matches the number of prioritized Connectors for the NCSC ELA and 
mathematics assessments, which promotes coherence across content areas.  

The LDOE held a virtual stakeholder review of the proposed prioritized LCs for science in March 2019. 
This meeting gave Louisiana educators an opportunity to evaluate the prioritized LCs for science using 
guiding questions as criteria, and to recommend either keeping the proposed LCs or replacing with 
different LCs. The guiding questions included: 

¶ Is there continuity of knowledge, skills, and abilities of the LCs across the grade pairs? 

¶ What is the same across grade pairs? 

¶ Do the skills represent new content and/or skills across grade pairs? 

¶ Do the LCs reflect a deeper understanding of science content, knowledge, and skills between grades 
4 and 8, and grade 8 and high school? 

The LDOE recruited 24 panelists based upon their familiarity with students with significant cognitive 
disabilities, their familiarity with the LCs for science, and their grade-level and content expertise. In 
addition, the LDOE strove for panels that were demographically representative of the students in the 
state. Panelists were recruited from Ascension Parish, Caddo Parish, Calcasieu Parish, Central 
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Community, Collegiate Academies, Jefferson Davis Parish, Lafayette Parish, Lincoln Parish, Livingston 
Parish, and St. Tammany Parish. Panelists had an average of 12.6 years of teaching experience. 

Overall, the panelists agreed with the proposed prioritized LCs. They recommended that two of the 
grade 4 LCs be replaced but agreed with the other 28 prioritized LCs across grades 4, 8, and high school. 
In addition, panelists agreed overall with the vertical progression of LCs.  

Adoption of Claims  

The ELA and mathematics claims and prioritized content used for the LEAP Connect assessments were 
ŀŘƻǇǘŜŘ ƛƴ нлмм ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ [ƻǳƛǎƛŀƴŀΩǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ b/{/Φ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǿŀǎ ŀ ƘƛƎƘƭȅ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ƛǘŜǊŀǘƛǾŜ 
process involving content experts, assessment experts, special educators, and state leaders. Additional 
information about this process can be found in the NCSC 2015 Technical Manual.  

The claims for science were adopted in 2019. The review and approval process involved several 
ƳŜŜǘƛƴƎǎ ƛƴ нлмф ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ [ƻǳƛǎƛŀƴŀΩǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ǾŜƴŘƻǊ ŀƴŘ [5h9 ǎǘŀŦŦ ŀƴŘ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΦ !ŦǘŜǊ ǘƘŜ 
claims and prioritized content were reviewed by Louisiana educators in a virtual meeting in March 2019, 
the LDOE reviewed and gave final approval on the claims and prioritized content during an in-person 
meeting in Baton Rouge, Louisiana in April 2019.  

Reviews 

Item Bank Review 

Lƴ ǎǇǊƛƴƎ ƻŦ нлмфΣ ǘƘŜ [5h9Ωǎ ǾŜƴŘƻǊ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ ŀƴ ƛǘŜƳ ōŀƴƪ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ 9[! ŀƴŘ 
mathematics items align with the prioritized LCs for assessment (see Appendix C and Appendix D for 
reports). The results of these reviews helped the LDOE to better understand the organization and 
content of their current item bank and the numbers of items by subject area, grade level, item type, 
item tieǊΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǘŀǘǳǎ όŜΦƎΦΣ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƛȊŜŘΣ άŘƻ ƴƻǘ ǳǎŜέύΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ǊŜǾƛŜǿǎ ŀǎǎƛǎǘ ǘƘŜ [5h9 ƛƴ 
maintaining their item bank, developing item specifications, planning for future field testing, identifying 
new item writing requirements, and ensuring that the item bank aligns with overall test specifications. In 
addition, an analysis of the LCs and the NCSC Core Content Connectors (CCCs) and the LSS and the 
Common Core State Standards was conducted in spring of 2019. This review established connections 
across the four sets of academic content.  

For science, the LDOE engaged content experts, assessment experts, and Louisiana educators in an 
iterative and collaborative process of identifying which content (i.e., LCs) should be prioritized for 
assessment. The LDOE chose to prioritize science content based on relative distribution of domain 
coverage in the LSS for science. This decision was based on reviews of several key documents, and the 
number of prioritized LCs (10) matches the number of prioritized LCs in ELA and mathematics, 
promoting consistency across content areas. The proposed prioritized LCs were then reviewed by 
educators, who made suggestions about which LCs may need to be replaced. This work was conducted 
in spring of 2019. The science items were field tested via a census field test in 2020 and forms created 
for the first operational administration in 2021.  

9ŀŎƘ ȅŜŀǊΣ ǘƘŜ [5h9Ωǎ ǾŜƴŘƻǊ Ŏƻƴǎǳƭǘǎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭ ǊŜǾƛŜǿΣ ƛǘŜƳǎ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƛȊŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ŀŦǘŜǊ ŦƛŜƭŘ 
testing, and uses the findings to inform new item development. 
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To ensure that ELA, mathematics, and science items are appropriate and aligned to the prioritized 
content for assessment (and thus, are designed to gather sufficient information to support the content 
claims), the LDOE and its vendor facilitated virtual content, bias, and sensitivity reviews and data 
reviews of LEAP Connect assessment items. These reviews help maintain clear links between the content 
claims, the prioritized LCs, and the items. 

Content, Bias, and Sensitivity Review 

The Content, Bias, and Sensitivity Review meeting was held virtually with educators in summer of 2020. 
The purpose of this meeting was to gather content alignment and bias/sensitivity feedback from 
Louisiana educators on the ELA, mathematics, and science items eligible to appear on the spring 2021 
operational assessments (as operational or field test items). The meeting provided Louisiana educators 
the opportunity to evaluate the items using an item review checklist to recommend accepting the item 
as is, to recommend revising and accepting, or to recommend rejecting the item. 

The LDOE recruited 38 panelists based on their familiarity with students with significant cognitive 
disabilities, their familiarity with the content across the grade spans, and their expertise with students 
with visual and hearing impairments. The LDOE also recruited panels that were demographically 
representative of the students in the state. According to survey results, fifty percent (50%) of panelists 
had 15 or more years of experience. The majority of respondents (68%) were special education teachers. 
Nine (24%) respondents taught students with visual impairments or who are deaf. Four (11%) 
respondents taught students who are English Learners. Twenty-three (61%) respondents were general 
education teachers for ELA, math, or science.  

For ELA, mathematics, and science, panelists reviewed items for alignment, content, complexity, and 
ōƛŀǎ ƛǎǎǳŜǎΦ tŀƴŜƭƛǎǘǎΩ ŦŜŜŘōŀŎƪ ǿŀǎ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴŦƻǊƳ ƛǘŜƳ-level revisions.  

Data Review 

The LDOE conducted an internal data review in April 2021 and held a reconciliation meeting to finalize 
any outstanding decisions regarding items. The LDOE decided to conduct the data review internally for 
multiple reasons. Due to the Covid-19 pandemic, the LDOE did not want to pull educators out of 
classrooms during a time they were needed most for virtual, hybrid, or in-person instruction. In addition, 
LDOE had determined that they would re-administer the intact 2021 form in the spring of 2022 and be 
able to review the performance data from both the 2021 and 2022 years. The purpose of this internal 
review was to evaluate item performance data and considerations to couple with the performance data 
from 2022.  

Prior to the internal Řŀǘŀ ǊŜǾƛŜǿΣ ƛǘŜƳǎ ǿŜǊŜ άŦƭŀƎƎŜŘέ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ƛǘŜƳ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘȅ ŀƴŘ ƛǘŜƳ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƛŀǘƛƻƴΦ 
Item difficulty refers to the percentage of students taking the assessments who answered the item 
ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘƭȅΦ LǘŜƳ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘƛŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ƻŦ ŀ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƻƴ ŀ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ƛǘŜƳ ŀƴŘ ŀ 
ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ǎŎƻǊŜΦ Lǘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ŀ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ŦƻǊ Ƙƻǿ ǿŜƭƭ ƛǘŜƳǎ are differentiating between students 
who have mastered the skill in the item and those who have not.  

Below are the data review criteria used in the 2021 Internal Data Review of the 2021 Operational 
Assessment. These reflect the criteria used in the 2020 data review with additions per LDOE that are 
italicized. 

1) Difficult item: Low p-value < 0.50, Tier 1 (two answer choice options) 
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a. For items at the lowest complexity level, there are only two answer choices. If the p-value is less 
than 0.50 for this type of item, the item is flagged. 

i. These items include CR items within math and science as well as open response 
items in ELA grades 3 and 4 because they are scored by the test administrator (TA) 
who selects A or B on the online test platform after the student completes the item 
and the item is scored by the TA using the provided rubric.  

2) Difficult item: Low p-value < 0.33, Tiers 2ς4 (three answer choice options) 

a. For items at complexity levels 2ς4, there are three answer choices. The value of 0.33 is the 
chance level and corresponds to the 0.25 criterion LDOE uses when flagging 4 option items. 

3) Easy item: High p-value > 0.90. 

4) Low point-biserial correlation (item to total) < 0.00. (A low point-biserial correlation means there is 

little to no relationship between student performance on the item and student performance on the 

total test score with the item included in the total score.)  

5) Complexity reversal: items harder at the lowest level of complexity (Tier 1) than at the highest level 
of complexity (Tier 4). 

6) Distractor analysis: The distractor-total correlation value is negative.  

7) Infit and outfit statistics of Rasch parameters will be included for review of items.  

The LDOE ǊŜǾƛŜǿŜŘ άŦƭŀƎƎŜŘέ ƛǘŜƳǎ ŀǎ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǇǇŜŀǊŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ [9!t /ƻƴƴŜŎǘ нл20ς2021, the data 
assoŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƛǘŜƳΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǿƘȅ ǘƘŜ ƛǘŜƳ ǿŀǎ άŦƭŀƎƎŜŘέ όƛΦŜΦΣ ƛǘŜƳ ŘƛŦŦƛŎǳƭǘȅ ƻǊ ƛǘŜƳ 
differentiation) and were instructed to consider the following questions while reviewing each item: 

¶ Does the language of the question (including any graphics) clearly communicate the task? 

¶ Does the assigned tier accurately reflect what is being asked in this item? 

¶ Is the concept measured appropriate for the grade level and content area?  

¶ Is there a clear, correct answer to the item? 

¶ Are all distractor choices clearly incorrect and plausible? 

The LDOE reviewed each item and recommended that the item be: 1) accepted, 2) revised, or 3) 
rejected. At a reconciliation meeting in May, the LDOE staff and edCount staff then engaged in 
discussion about each item that was noted to be revised or rejected. edCount noted all 
recommendations and documented concerns moving into the 2022 administration. No items were 
rejected and the other field test items with noted recommendations for revisions will be considered in 
coordination with results from the 2022 administration.   

The Claims  

The claims for each content area are described below. 

ELA Claims 

There are two claims guiding the LEAP Connect for ELA: one for reading, and one for writing. These 
claims were developed through NCSC and are proprietary. Therefore, they cannot be shared in this 
document.  
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Mathematics Claims 

There are four claims guiding the LEAP Connect for mathematics. These claims were developed through 
NCSC and are proprietary. Therefore, they cannot be shared in this document.  

Science Claims 

There are three claims guiding the LEAP Connect for science.  

Claim #1: Physical Science: Students demonstrate increasingly complex understanding of physical 
science. 

Knowledge and skills: 

¶ Demonstrate understanding of composition of matter and its interactions and how matter is 
changed by chemical reactions; 

¶ Demonstrate understanding of forces, motion, and interactions in physical systems; 

¶ Demonstrate understanding of energy types, transformations, energy transfer, and relationship 
between energy and forces; and 

¶ Demonstrate understanding of wave properties and that waves can make objects move. 

Claim #2: Life Science: Students demonstrate increasingly complex understanding of life science.  

Knowledge and skills: 

¶ Demonstrate understanding of structures and processes in organisms that allow for growth, 
survival, behavior and reproduction; 

¶ Demonstrate understanding of heredity concepts, such as inheritance and variation of traits;  

¶ Demonstrate understanding of biological evolution as it relates to natural selection, adaptation and 
biodiversity; and 

¶ 5ŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘŜ ŀƴ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ Ƙƻǿ ƘǳƳŀƴǎ ŘŜǇŜƴŘ ǳǇƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀǊŜ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƭŜ ŦƻǊ 9ŀǊǘƘΩǎ 
resources. 

Claim #3: Earth and Space Sciences: Students demonstrate increasingly complex understanding of 
Earth and space science. 

Knowledge and skills: 

¶ 5ŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘŜ ŀƴ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇǎ ŀƳƻƴƎ 9ŀǊǘƘΩǎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ǘƻ 
9ŀǊǘƘΩǎ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƛƳŜ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ǇƘȅǎƛŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ ōƛƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎ ŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿ 9ŀǊǘƘΩǎ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ 
used to order events that have occurred over long periods of time; 

¶ 5ŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘŜ ŀƴ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎȅŎƭƛƴƎ ƻŦ 9ŀǊǘƘΩǎ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ Ŧƭƻǿ ƻŦ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ǘƘŀǘ ŘǊƛǾŜǎ 
this process;  

¶ Demonstrate an understanding of using maps to show where things are located and the distribution 
ƻŦ 9ŀǊǘƘΩǎ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΤ ŀƴŘ 

¶ Demonstrate an understanding that humans cannot eliminate hazards but can reduce their impacts. 
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Chapter VI. Instructional Context 

The LDOE has set high expectations for students with significant cognitive disabilities to acquire grade-
level academic knowledge and skills. The LEAP Connect assessment system is designed to measure the 
extent to which students have met these expectations and support instruction of grade-specific skills 
and concepts. This chapter will describe the instructional context surrounding the LEAP Connect, 
including how the assessments are designed to support the larger system of instruction, curriculum, and 
assessment.  

This chapter will also describe the resources and professional development opportunities available to 
educators for both assessment and instruction. Finally, the section provides a description of how the 
LDOE supports systems, schools, and parents in improving the communicative competence for students 
taking the LEAP Connect assessments.   

Instructional and Curricular Needs 

As described above in Chapter IV, students who participate in alternate assessments based on alternate 
achievement standards (AA-AAS) require modified instruction aligned with the Louisiana Connectors to 
acquire, maintain, and generalize academic skills. These students should receive grade-level academic 
instruction, but at a level of depth, breadth, and complexity commensurate with their academic needs. 
In other words, students should be taught using the same grade-level standards with aligned levels of 
achievement and with additional supports and scaffolds. While these students require adapted 
curricular materials, the curriculum should still align to grade-level content. Students with significant 
cognitive disabilities are capable of and benefit from learƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ άōƛƎ ƛŘŜŀǎέ ƛƴ ƎǊŀŘŜ-level curriculum 
(see NCSC Brief #1).  

The academic content standards for students with significant cognitive disabilities should define what is 
most important for students to learn in the grade-level content. The Louisiana Connectors (LCs) in ELA, 
mathematics, and science, which are derived from the Louisiana Student Standards (LSS), define these 
key ideas and help guide instruction. 

In addition to providing grade-level academic instruction to students with significant cognitive 
disabilities, educators also need to help students advance to higher grade levels. There should be a clear 
pathway for students to progress through grades which reflects high academic expectations and does 
not restrict students from moving beyond introductory knowledge and skills (see NCSC Brief #2).  

The LCs, along with other instructional and curricular resources (described below), help educators 
provide instruction that reflects high expectations, gives students access to grade-level academic 
content, and sets students on a pathway to increasingly rigorous instruction in higher grades.   

Instructional and Curricular Resources 

The LDOE has developed several instructional and curricular resources for educators of students with 
significant cognitive disabilities. These can be found on the Students with Significant Cognitive 
Disabilities webpage ƻƴ ǘƘŜ [5h9Ωǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜΥ 

¶ Louisiana Connectors in ELA, mathematics, and science (ELA and mathematics adopted in 2016, 
science adopted in 2017) ς Described above in Chapter V. 

¶ Essential Elements Cards (EECs) in ELA and mathematics ς The EECs are designed to help teachers 
develop lessons that promote access to grade-level content and understand how students move 

https://louisianabelieves.com/resources/library/students-with-significant-cognitive-disabilities
https://louisianabelieves.com/resources/library/students-with-significant-cognitive-disabilities
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toward the Louisiana Student Standards. Each EEC contains one or more LC and provides 
instructional strategies and suggested supports for students to demonstrate what they know and 
can do.  

¶ Science Component Cards ς These documents break down the performance expectations (PEs), 
science and engineering practices (SEPs), disciplinary core ideas (DCIs), and crosscutting concepts 
ό///ǎύ ƻǳǘƭƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ [/ǎ ŦƻǊ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ άŎƭŀǊƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘǎέ ǘƘŀǘ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜ ǿƘŀǘ 
types of activities could be implemented in the classroom to address these elements.  

¶ Case Studies ς These documents are based on accounts from educators across the US and have 
been tailored to Louisiana standards and curricula. The case studies are meant to provide examples 
of how the resources available to Louisiana educators may be used with students to promote high 
academic expectations and outcomes.  

¶ Adapting Lesson Plans ς These documents are designed to guide educators through adapting grade-
level content for students with significant disabilities. They offer matrices and exemplars that show 
how grade-level content can be scaffolded and prioritized so as not to lose the key concepts of the 
content.  

¶ Student Response Modes ς This resource describes possible ways for students to show what they 
know and can do in the classroom. This is meant to help educators identify the best way for 
students to communicate. The potential student response modes listed for consideration include: 
άǇƻƛƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǿƘŜƴ ƎƛǾŜƴ ŀƴ ŀǊǊŀȅΣέ άǇǳƭƭ ƻŦŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜΣέ άŜȅŜ ƎŀȊŜΣέ 
άǎŀȅ ƻǊ ǘȅǇŜΣέ άǎƘƻǿ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴΣέ άǿǊƛǘŜ ƻǊ ǘȅǇŜ ƻƴ ŀ ŎƻƳǇǳǘŜǊΣέ ƻǊ άǳǎŜ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭǎ 
ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǎǎƻƴΦέ  

¶ LEAP Connect Sample Items ς These items were approved in 2017 and help educators gain a better 
sense of the content and format of items on the LEAP Connect assessments. These items could help 
educators develop lessons and activities that align to the LCs.   

¶ Draft Companion Resources for the ELA Guidebooks for Students with Significant Cognitive 
Disabilities ς As described above in Chapter III, these resources were developed in the 2019ς2020 
school year and were piloted and refined in 2020ς2021 to provide teachers with access to high-
quality ELA curriculum, promote professional learning, and increase options for students with the 
most complex needs to participate in an inclusive, least restrictive environment. 

All the materials were developed and reviewed iteratively and in collaboration with multiple LDOE 
stakeholders and content/severe disabilities experts. All curricular and instructional resources are 
reviewed and revised as needed on a continual basis. Each year, the LDOE will determine whether new 
materials need to be developed, which materials need to be revised, and which materials (if any) should 
be removed or replaced.   

Supporting Communicative Competence 

Communicative competence is a vital consideration for the instruction and assessment of students with 
significant cognitive disabilities. To access grade-level academic content and to progress through grades, 
students must be able to communicate what they know and can do. In addition, teachers must 
understand the best way to communicate with each individual student. A stǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ƳƻŘŜ ƻŦ 
communication may be verbal or non-verbal and may include strategies such as: gestures (e.g., 
pointing), signs, pictures, eye-gaze, or augmentative and alternative communication methods. Teachers 
may provide instruction verbally, through sign language, printed text, gestures, pictures, objects, or 
demonstrations. For students who do not use verbal communication, the primary mode(s) of 
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ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ L9t ŀƴŘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŎƭƻǎŜƭȅ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊŜŘ ŀƴŘ 
supporteŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ όǎŜŜ b/{/ .ǊƛŜŦ ІпύΦ  

The LDOE supports educators and students in establishing consistent modes of communication through 
resources such as the Student Response Modes documents (described above), which outline the various 
types of communication students may use to show what they know and can do. In addition, the LDOE 
developed a Literacy Folder for Students with Significant Disabilities which allows educators to chart 
ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ƛƴ ƭƛǘŜǊŀŎȅ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǎƪƛƭƭs across grades. As part of this document, educators 
ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜ ŀ άŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻŦƛƭŜέ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ŀ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ƴŜŜŘǎκǎǘŀǘǳǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ 
to both expressive and receptive communication. 

As described in Chapter IV, the LDOE implemented the LCI in the 2021 assessment cycle to, in part, 
ƎŀǘƘŜǊ ƳƻǊŜ Ǌƻōǳǎǘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƳƻŘŜǎ ƻŦ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΦ Findings from the LCI 
indicate the majority of student received services via IDEA disability category of intellectual disability 
(54%), and 24% of students received services via the IDEA disability category of autism. TAs were also 
asked to select any additional (non-primary) identified disabilities for which students received school-
based special education services. The most common responses included intellectual disability (44%) and 
speech/language impairment (27%). Regarding student expressive communication, the majority of TAs 
(69%) reported their student used symbolic language to communicate, while a smaller percentage (22%) 
reported their student used intentional communication, but not at a symbolic level. Over half of the TAs 
όрт҈ύ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ǊŜŎŜǇǘƛǾŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ άindependently 
follows 1ς2 step directions presented through words and does ƴƻǘ ƴŜŜŘ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎǳŜǎΣέ ŀƴŘ 
approximately one-third (33%) indicated their student άrequired additional cues to follow 1ς2 step 
directions. Over three-quarters of respondents (76%) indicated their student had vision within normal 
limits, and almost all respondents (94%) indicated their student had hearing within normal limits. 
Approximately 11% of TAs reported their student used an augmentative communication system in 
addition to or in place of oral speech. 
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Chapter VII. Test Development 

Approach to Test Design  

The LEAP Connect assessments in ELA, mathematics, and science are designed around pre-defined 
measurement constructs. Articulating these constructs is a critical step in test design and development, 
as the constructs define the critical academic content that students should master in each grade and 
content area. Defining these constructs early in the design process helps ensure that assessment items 
and tasks are being developed to measure only construct-relevant knowledge and skills. This is an 
important aspect of accessibility; it guides developers in minimizing construct-irrelevant barriers to 
items and tasks.  

ELA and Mathematics Constructs 

The constructs for the LEAP Connect assessments in ELA and mathematics are taken from the NCSC 
assessments. These constructs were designed to reflect appropriate academic expectations for students 
across grades and to be flexible in considering the ways students with significant cognitive disabilities 
demonstrate their knowledge and skills. To do this, NCSC partners reviewed grade-level content using 
the following criteria (see the 2015 NCSC Technical Manual): 

¶ The importance of the content to be assessed with respect to what the assessment is intended to 
measure (described above in Chapter V); 

¶ The distribution of and alignment to the mathematics domains and ELA strands in college- and 
career-ready standards consistent with general assessments; and 

¶ The degree of flexibility the content would provide in developing items at varying complexity levels.  

In addition, the NCSC partners considered the following questions as they reviewed content: 

¶ Why is this learning important? 

¶ How can the knowledge and skills (that have been prioritized/emphasized) collectively inform 
interpretations about what a student knows and can do? 

¶ What evidence do we need to collect to enable us to make the intended claims? 

¶ How will we obtain that evidence from students in this population? 

The final set of measurement targets for mathematics are listed in Exhibit 7. 

Exhibit 7. Mathematics Measurement Targets 

Mathematics Measurement Targets 

¶ The ability to carry out mathematical procedures; 

¶ An understanding of mathematical concepts; 

¶ The ability to model quantitative relationships; and 

¶ The ability to solve problems based on real-world situations. 

The final set of measurement targets for reading and writing are listed in Exhibit 8. 
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Exhibit 8. Reading and Writing Measurement Targets 

Reading Measurement Targets 

¶ The use of key details to describe the central idea or theme from literary texts; 

¶ The use of evidence to summarize or make inferences from literary texts; 

¶ The use of key details and evidence to summarize or support the main idea from informational 
texts; 

¶ The location of relevant information using text features to answer questions from informational 
texts; 

¶ The determination of comparability of key ideas when making connections across informational 
texts (grades 5 through high school); 

¶ The use of context to determine the meaning of general academic words or phrases or domain-
specific vocabulary; and 

¶ The identification of words (grades 3 and 4). 

Writing Measurement Targets 

¶ The ability to generate a permanent product to represent and/or organize ideas or thoughts so 
that messages can be interpreted by someone else when the writer is not presentτthat is, when 
responding to a writing prompt, the ability to produce a Literary/Narrative, 
Informational/Explanatory, or Persuasive/Argument permanent product; 

¶ The ability to include grade-specific writing skills related to organization, language and 
vocabulary, idea development, and conventions that are specific to a text type in a written 
product; and 

¶ The ability to apply writing skills to develop a narrative, informative/explanatory, or argument 
text. 

Science Constructs 

The measurement constructs for the LEAP Connect science assessments were articulated using a similar 
approach to the one employed by NCSC for ELA and mathematics. Science content and assessment 
experts reviewed grade-level science knowledge and skills, as defined in the LCs and LSS for science, and 
identified the most critical content for assessment in relation to the assessment and content-specific 
claims.  

The final set of measurement targets for science are organized by grade and domain. They are listed in 
Exhibit 9. 

Exhibit 9. Science Measurement Targets 

Science Measurement Targets 

Grade 4 

¶ Physical Science ς Students demonstrate an understanding of position and motion of objects and 
transfer of energy to explain the physical world and describe that waves move in ways that can be 
observed, described, predicted, and measured. 
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¶ Life Science ς Students demonstrate an understanding of the characteristics and structures of 
living organisms and how organisms respond to a continually changing environment. 

¶ Earth and Space Science ς Students demonstrate an understanding of the impact of natural Earth 
processes and the continual changes in land and water features of Earth. 

Grade 8 

¶ Physical Science ς Students demonstrate an understanding of chemical and physical changes, 
interactions involving thermal energy, and the design of materials and applications of technology 
that improve the quality of life for humans. 

¶ Life Science ς Students demonstrate an understanding of how living things interact with one 
another and with the non-living elements of their environment, mechanisms by which living 
things reproduce and transmit information between parents and offspring, and the patterns of 
relationships among species. 

¶ Earth and Space Science ς {ǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘŜ ŀƴ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9ŀǊǘƘΩǎ {ȅǎǘŜƳ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ 
of its structure, cycling of energy flows and matter, and distribution of renewable and 
nonrenewable resources. 

High School Biology I 

¶ From Molecules to Organisms ς Students demonstrate an understanding of how complex 
organisms respond to their environment, how internal conditions remain stable and relatively 
constant, and ways humans protect against diseases and infection. 

¶ Ecosystems ς Students demonstrate an understanding of the interaction between living 
ƻǊƎŀƴƛǎƳǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǊƻƭŜ ƻŦ ƘǳƳŀƴǎ ƛƴ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƴƎ 9ŀǊǘƘΩǎ ōƛƻŘƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅΦ 

¶ Heredity ς Students demonstrate an understanding of the molecular basis of heredity. 

¶ Biological Evolution ς Students demonstrate an understanding of the principles that explain the 
diversity of life and biological evolution. 

Principled Design and Universal Design 

The LEAP Connect assessment system was designed according to the principles of principled design and 
Universal Design (UD).  

According to AERA et al. (2014, pp. 6-7), tests should be designed to minimize construct-irrelevant 
barriers for all test takers in the target population. UD seeks to make educational materials and 
assessments as accessible as possible to the widest variety of people while minimizing separate-but-
equal situations. Thus, an understanding about student characteristics and the application of UD 
principles inform the design of each item and any necessary additional adaptations and 
accommodations that do not interfere with the measured construct.  

Using principled design, assessment developers incorporated UD principles into the assessment item 
design including operational items, field test items, and test bank items. The principled design approach 
focuses the development of items for all students on construct-relevant content (i.e., the knowledge, 
skills, and abilities intended to be measured), minimizing the impact of construct-irrelevant skills (e.g., 
print size, lack of assistive technology device, inability to engage with the items), and considering 
appropriate accessibility options.  
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The definition and implementation of accessibility features for all aspects of the assessment 
development process to provide universal access (beyond what is currently achieved through 
accommodations and Universal Design) is necessary to support improved performance for English 
Learners (ELs), students with disabilities, students with 504 plans, and students with disabilities who are 
ELs (Almond et al., 2010). 

To this end, the LEAP Connect assessment developers incorporated the guidelines of UD as described by 
the National Center on Universal Design for Learning (http://www.udlcenter.org/). Developers 
addressed the vast majority of student access needs (e.g., cognitive, processing, sensory, physical, 
language) up front in the design of the assessment items. This was done by embedding specific 
accessibility features (e.g., magnification, audio representation of graphic elements, linguistic 
simplification) into the structure and delivery of the assessment items and formats.  

Test Features 

The LEAP Connect assessments are fixed-form, computer-based tests administered online through the 
DRC INSIGHT platform (see below for more information). They are administered in a one-to-one setting 
and include both selected-response and constructed-response items. For additional information, please 
see Chapter III and Chapter VIII.  

Assessment Frameworks 

The LDOE and its vendor have developed assessment framework documents for ELA, mathematics, and 
science. The assessment frameworks summarize key aspects of the assessments and their development, 
including field test design, blueprints, item selection, and operational administration. In addition, they 
inform the continued development of test, item, and scoring specifications for the LEAP Connect 
assessments. 

Each year, the assessment frameworks are reviewed, revised, and updated as needed in a collaborative 
process ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ [5h9 ǎǘŀŦŦ ŀƴŘ [5h9Ωǎ ǾŜƴŘƻǊΦ This process includes annual reviews of the existing 
item pool counts and distributions, student performances across item types and content areas, testing 
times, and item performance.  

Test Specifications included in the Assessment Frameworks 

The LEAP Connect assessment items are written based on common item and test specifications, which 
establish performance levels with achievement level descriptors for ELA, mathematics, and science. The 
test specifications for the LEAP Connect assessments for ELA, mathematics, and science provide general 
guidelines for the development of all test items used in the assessments for each content area and 
grade level. Each specification document includes:   

¶ Introduction: This section provides an explanation of the ELA, mathematics, or science concepts 
assessed by the LEAP Connect assessments.  

¶ Item Criteria: This section addresses cognitive complexity levels (i.e., tiers) as well as the review 
processes used to ensure the quality of the stimuli and test items (e.g., scenarios, use of graphics, 
item style and format, etc.). This section also includes the general guidelines for selection and 
development of selected-response and constructed-response items.  

¶ Item DescriptionsΥ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ Ŏƻƴǘŀƛƴǎ ǎǇŜŎƛŬŎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀōƻǳǘ ŜŀŎƘ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ [/ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 
specific LEAP Connect assessments. This section includes, but is not limited to, clarification 
statements, content limits, stimulus attributes, response attributes, and sample items for additional 

http://www.udlcenter.org/
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guidance and clarification. Information related to specific item characteristics at varying tiers and 
the percent distribution on the test form is also represented.  

¶ Universal Design: This section is devoted to the application of Universal Design principles to ensure 
the development of assessments that are accessible to the greatest number of test takers.  

¶ Passage Guidelines: Specific to ELA, passage development guidelines across Tiers 1 through 4 are 
included as an appendix to the ELA specifications documents. 

Blueprints 

The assessment blueprints, as part of the overall test specifications, provide valid information about 
ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ ƛƴ 9[!Σ ƳŀǘƘŜƳŀǘƛŎǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ [Cs. The blueprints 
also define what is centrally important, represent a balance of emphasis, and are vertically sequenced. 

The LEAP Connect assessment blueprints in each content area include the content category, weight (as a 
percentage), LC, item type (selected-response or constructed-response), and number of score points for 
each assessed grade.  

To develop the 2020ς2021 blueprints for ELA, mathematics, and science, the LDOE and its vendor used 
the LEAP Connect Directory of Test Specifications (DOTS) for each grade and content area, Field Testing 
Plan, and Assessment Frameworks. This was an iterative and collaborative process between the LDOE 
and content and assessment experts. The 2020ς2021 blueprints in ELA, mathematics, and science were 
approved in late spring of 2020.  

Item Writing Specifications 

Passage and item development for the LEAP Connect assessments in ELA, mathematics, and science is 
guided by item specifications and a style guide. Item specifications include, but are not limited to, the 
following information: 

¶ Alignment across the LCs for students with significant disabilities: Details how they were developed 
to align with the LSS in ELA, mathematics, and science; 

¶ Rationale regarding item formats; 

¶ Allowable adaptations; 

¶ Administrator instructions; 

¶ Scoring rules; 

¶ Item contexts; 

¶ Variable features; 

¶ Cognitive task levels; 

¶ Use of graphics; 

¶ Item style and format; 

¶ General content limits by academic grade-level content target; 

¶ For ELA item specifications, a delineation of the appropriate text structure for each of the four tiers; 
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¶ For mathematics item specifications, a delineation of the sentence structure, numbers, and 
equation types for each of the four tiers; and 

¶ For science item specifications, a delineation of the Science and Engineering Practices (SEP), 
Disciplinary Core Ideas (DCI), and Crosscutting Concepts (CCC) for each of the four tiers. 

Passage and Item Development 

The development process begins with an item/passage development plan. This plan uses information 
from the test blueprint and includes specific targets (e.g., by item type, content area, standard, etc.) that 
account for important considerations including: item attrition due to loss during the review process; 
item inventory of the Louisiana bank of current items; replacing released items, as necessary; and 
ensuring optimal coverage of content during the development process. Item level specifications are also 
reviewed/updated to support the ongoing alignment of content. In addition, the LDOE and vendor used 
results of the alignment evaluation completed in spring of 2021 on the LEAP Connect assessment to 
guide item development. Prior to passage review and any item development activity, all passages are 
presented to the LDOE for review and approval. Only those passages that are accepted are brought to 
the content and bias review meeting with accompanying items.  

Items are written by content and severe disabilities experts who use pre-approved criteria and checklists 
to ensure that LEAP Connect items and passages are not only aligned to the LCs, but are also free from 
bias and sensitivity issues. As item writers develop items and passages, they consider whether any 
content or terminology could provide an unfair advantage to, or be offensive to, any subgroup of 
students who participate in the LEAP Connect assessments. Adherence to bias and sensitivity criteria 
early in the design and development processτwell before items go through stakeholder reviewsτhelps 
to minimize the risk of needing to correct bias/sensitivity issues retroactively. Item writers rely on these 
criteria and other resources to ensure that LEAP Connect items are accessible to Louisiana students and 
do not interfere with their ability to demonstrate their knowledge or understanding.  

Passage and item review checklists can be found in Appendix E. These include the LEAP Connect Bias and 
Sensitivity Checklist, which outlines criteria that ensure items do not provide an unfair advantage to or 
offend any subgroup of students, the LEAP Connect Quality Item Writing Checklist, which provides 
criteria for high-quality item stimuli, visuals, and response options, and the LEAP Connect Universal 
Design for Assessment and Learning and Item Accessibility Checklist, which includes Universal Design 
criteria and accessibility criteria for item stimuli, stems, visuals, and response options. 

LEAP Connect items are developed within an online item authoring system. This system is suitable for 
authoring a range of item types including selected-response and constructed-response. The item 
authoring system is also the central repository for item administration information including scripts, 
accessibility information, scoring rubrics, and associated stimuli.  

Item Reviews 

Item reviews and revisions also occur within the online authoring system. These reviews include content 
experts, severe disabilities experts, copyeditors, and the LDOE staff. Items undergo several rounds of 
review and revision prior to moving forward in the process. Each staff member reviews for set criteria 
based on the purpose of their review. These reviews include content appropriateness and accuracy, 
alignment to the prioritized LCs, bias and sensitivity, accessibility, and adherence to the style guide.  
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All staff involved in the item review process undergo item security training. In addition, all 
reviewers/copyeditors sign non-disclosure agreements (NDAs).  

Educator Stakeholder Reviews 

As described in Chapter V, items undergo several reviews with Louisiana educators. Prior to conducting 
reviews, educators receive training from test development experts. This training includes information 
about the background of the LEAP Connect assessment program, the purpose and logistics of the 
reviews, and the content, bias, sensitivity, and accessibility considerations outlined in the task models, 
design patterns, assessment guide, and item specifications.  

Educators also participate in item security training and sign NDAs. The protocol emphasizes the security 
of all testing materials being used by panelists. Given the restrictions to in-person meetings due to the 
pandemic in 2021, all educator stakeholder review meetings were hosted virtually. To increase security 
in this environment, the test items were made available on a secure site requiring specified log ins that 
expired at the conclusion of the meeting. The items were view only and could not be printed. In 
addition, the NDA required that educators agree not to take screenshots of the items. Educators were 
also required to keep their cameras on for the entirety of the virtual meeting. While educators were 
encouraged to share their experience and the general process with their colleagues, they were 
instructed not to share any secure information with others. 

Passage Reviews 

All passages used in the LEAP Connect ELA assessments are evaluated based on criteria outlined in the 
test specifications and style guide. Passages should represent a balance of literature and nonfiction to 
meet the grade-level expectations specified in the test blueprint, and should address a variety of genres, 
topics/themes, and text types as required by the LCs. Texts and other stimuli (e.g., audio, visual, graphic) 
should be content-rich, exhibit exceptional craft and thought, and provide useful information. Texts 
should also represent the full range of difficulty and complexity levels. The most complex passages 
should be written at a grade-level to approximate the qualitative and quantitative expectations for 
complexity for that grade-level. Conversely, passages designed as the least complex should allow 
students who are just beginning to interact with the academic content presented in the text to show 
what they know with simplified text that is linked to the assessed reading concepts and skills.  

Content and severe disabilities experts review passages to ensure that they avoid providing an unfair 
disadvantage for any sub-group of students through the use of unfamiliar contexts or examples, unusual 
names of people or places, or references to local events or issues, and to ensure that texts do not 
include content that creates unease, provokes negative feelings, or challenges beliefs or values. Texts 
should address topics and main ideas consistent with the expectations defined by the LCs for each 
grade. Passages do not focus on religious themes, violence, or culturally bound topics that disadvantage 
large segments of the population. 

Once passages are developed and refined to meet all content and accessibility specifications, 
assessment editors complete an editorial and style review to ensure the passages meet the expectations 
in the style guide. The passages are tƘŜƴ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ [5h9Ωǎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ŀƴŘ ŀǇǇǊƻǾŀƭ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎǳǊŜ 
online item authoring and banking system.  

In spring of 2019, content and severe disabilities experts reviewed existing passages in the item bank 
including item difficulty and item-total correlation. This review showed that the majority of passages 
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were appropriate according to the available data (see Appendix C). Each year, the LDOE field tests one 
new passage and item set at each grade level.   

Content, Bias, and Sensitivity Reviews 

As described in Chapter V, the LDOE recruited Louisiana educators to participate in reviews of items for 
content, bias, and sensitivity in summer of 2020 (see Appendix F for report). The LDOE recruited 42 
panelists based on their familiarity with students with significant cognitive disabilities, their familiarity 
with the content across the grade spans, and their expertise with students with visual and hearing 
impairments. The LDOE also aimed to recruit panels that were demographically representative of the 
students in the state. A total of 38 (14 ELA panelists, 24 math and science panelists) panelists 
participated in the content and bias review.  

At the conclusion of the content and bias review, facilitators asked panelists to respond to an electronic 
version of the demographics and evaluation survey. All survey responses were collected anonymously. 
The responses indicated that the number of years of teaching experience among respondents ranged 
from 1-15 or more years. Nineteen out of thirty-eight (50%) respondents had 15+ years of teaching 
experience. The majority of respondents (26, or 68%) were special education teachers. Nine (24%) 
respondents taught students with visual impairments or who are deaf. Four (11%) respondents taught 
students who are English Learners. Twenty-three (61%) respondents were general education teachers 
for ELA, math, or science.  

Panelists reviewed items for ŀƭƛƎƴƳŜƴǘΣ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘΣ ŎƻƳǇƭŜȄƛǘȅΣ ŀƴŘ ōƛŀǎ ƛǎǎǳŜǎΦ tŀƴŜƭƛǎǘǎΩ ŦŜŜŘōŀŎƪ ǿŀǎ 
used to inform item-level revisions to finalize items for field testing on the spring 2021 assessment.  

General Review Criteria: For ELA, mathematics, and science, educators reviewed items using the 
following criteria. 

¶ Does this item measure the stated Standard/LC (items at tiers 2-4) or Essential Understanding (items 
at tier 1)?  

¶ Is this item appropriate for the stated grade level?  

¶ Are the item directives written clearly? 

¶ Is this item free from bias and sensitivity issues?  

¶ Does the language of the stimulus/context, the question, and graphics clearly communicate the 
task? 

¶ Are the graphics context accurate and sufficient for the item context and do graphic descriptions 
accurately describe the graphics in the items? 

¶ Is the alternative text accurate and sufficient for the item context? 

Criteria for selected-response items: 

¶ Are the response options clearly written? 

¶ Does the item have a correct answer? 

¶ Is there a clear, single correct answer to the item? 

¶ Are all incorrect choices clearly incorrect?  
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Criteria for mathematics and science constructed-response items: 

¶ Does the item have a correct answer?  

¶ Does the item appropriately measure the stated score point value? 

Complexity Review Criteria: For science, educators also reviewed items for complexity using the 
following criteria. 

¶ All items and response options are required to be read aloud to the student. 

¶ All tiers identify what the item or question is about. 

¶ All items include an appropriate amount and level of information to respond correctly. 

¶ A similar scenario or context may be used for items assessing the same skill at varying degrees of 
complexity. 

¶ May include a real-world scenario. 

¶ May include charts, tables, maps, graphs, or other visual representations of information given the 
assessed LC. 

¶ Graphics may be used based on the assessed skill and the answer options. 

¶ Number of words and length of sentences is reduced at lower tiers. 

¶ Vocabulary is at or below grade level. 

¶ Definitions or examples may be provided. 

¶ Values and data points are reduced in magnitude and number at lower tiers. 

¶ Use of pronouns is clear and limited. 

¶ Response options are clear, not wordy, and do not contain multiple meaning words. 

¶ Tiers 4, 3, and 2 include three response options. 

¶ Tier 1 includes two response options. 

¶ Response options: 

o include only one correct response 

o vary order of placement of correct response across options A, B, and C 

o do not use words with multiple meanings 

o limit use of pronouns  

o are comparable in length 

o are stacked short to long or long to short or if needed for key variation can be a little staggered 

Tiers 1 and 2: 

¶ Tier 1 and Tier 2 questions reflect a higher level support and use of scaffolds.  

¶ aŀȅ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ŀ άƭƛǎǘŜƴ ŦƻǊέ ǎǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘΦ 

¶ Item context and sentences are limited in length. 
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¶ Provides some detail about a topic, context, or phenomena. 

¶ Use simplified vocabulary. 

¶ May provide definitions of domain-specific vocabulary and explanations. 

¶ May include a demonstration or a step-by-step model using a parallel problem or situation to guide 
the student through the steps of a similar problem. 

¶ Number of steps is limited. 

¶ Values and data points are reduced in magnitude and number. 

Tiers 3 and 4: 

¶ Tier 3 and Tier 4 questions reflect a lower level of support and fewer scaffolds. 

¶ Item context is expanded, and sentences are more varied in length. 

¶ Provides more detail about a topic, context, or phenomena. 

¶ Uses grade appropriate vocabulary. 

¶ May provide definitions of domain-specific vocabulary and explanations. 

¶ May include a demonstration or example. 

¶ Values and data points are increased in magnitude and number. 

Bias and Sensitivity Review Criteria: In addition, for bias and sensitivity, educators reviewed each item 
using the following criteria. 

The item: 

¶ Uses appropriate terms of high frequency, familiarity, interest, age, and grade. 

¶ Avoids content that may be considered offensive based on race, gender, sexual orientation, age, 
religion, ethnicity, socioeconomic status, or regional location. 

¶ Avoids stereotyping any group. 

¶ Is sensitive to students who are not native English speakers. 

¶ Does not use vocabulary that may be considerably more familiar to some groups than others. 

¶ Avoids language that might be offensive to any group. 

¶ Shows awareness to students' physicality (i.e., weight, disability).  

¶ Is accessible for students from Louisiana and will NOT interfere ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ 
demonstrate knowledge or understanding. 

Results of these reviews indicated that the ELA, mathematics, and science items were appropriate, 
accurate, accessible, and fair. Assessment developers flagged any items with content, bias, or sensitivity 
issues, as indicated by panelists. These items then underwent additional reviews and revisions by 
assessment developers and the LDOE.  
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Science Item and LA Connector Alignment Evaluation 

In spring of 2021, the LDOE conducted an alignment evaluation of the LEAP Connect ELA, mathematics, 
and science assessment items and the LCs in each of these content areas. This evaluation followed 
criteria set forth in the Links for Academic Learning (LAL) alignment evaluation methodology developed 
for alternate assessments (Flowers, Wakeman, Browder, & Karvonen, 2007). The basic premises of the 
LAL methodology include the following expectations for alternate assessments (adapted from Flowers et 
al., 2007): 

¶ The assessments must be linked to grade-level academic content standards. 

¶ The target for achievement must be academic content (e.g., reading, mathematics, science) that is 

ǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ŀǎǎƛƎƴŜŘ ƎǊŀŘŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŎƘǊƻƴƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŀƎŜΦ 

¶ Functional activities and materials may be used to promote understanding, but the target skills for 

student achievement are academically focused. 

¶ Some prioritization of the content will occur in setting these academic expectations, but it should 

reflect the major domains of the curricular area (e.g., strands of math) and have fidelity with this 

content and how it is typically taught in general education. 

¶ The alternate expectation for achievement may focus on prerequisite skills or some partial 

attainment of the grade level, but students should still have the opportunity to meet high academic 

and performance expectations, to demonstrate a range of depth of knowledge, to achieve within 

their symbolic communication level, and to show growth across grade levels or grade bands.  

The results of this alignment evaluation for the LEAP Connect assessments will be used to inform future 
item and assessment development activities. The Executive Summary of this report is included as 
Appendix A.  

Field Testing Overview  

Each year, the LDOE administers embedded field tests in ELA, mathematics, and science. The purposes 
of the LEAP Connect field tests are to determine the statistical characteristics of the items and to 
provide a basis for revising or eliminating items that do not function properly and impact the overall 
functioning of the form.  

The embedded field test policies and test administration procedures for the LEAP Connect assessment 
system adhere to best practices set forth in such documents as the Standards for Educational and 
Psychological Testing (AERA, APA, & NCME, 2014), Operational Best Practices for Statewide Large-Scale 
Assessment Programs (CCSSO, 2013), Testing and Data Integrity in the Administration of Statewide 
Student Assessment Programs (NCME, 2012), Comprehensive Statewide Assessment Systems (CCSSO, 
2014), Code for Fair Practices in Education (Joint Committee on Testing Practices, 2004), and CCSSO 
High-Quality Assessment Principles (2015). Adherence to industry standard best practices ensures that 
items developed for the LEAP Connect assessments provide fair opportunities for all students to 
demonstrate their knowledge and skills. 

2020-2021 Field Testing Plan 

For the 2020 ς 2021 LEAP Connect ELA assessments, the LDOE field tested one passage set, one 
Literature set or one Informational set with six items at each grade, except for grade 5 with five field test 
items.  
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For the 2020 ς 2021 LEAP Connect mathematics assessments, the LDOE field tested five items at each of 
the grades 3 through 8. The high school assessment included six field test items on each of two versions.  

In 2020 ς 2021, the LEAP Connect science assessments were administered in grades 4 and 8 and high 
school based on the Louisiana Connectors for Science. The test composition of the LEAP Connect field 
test assessments for grades 4 and 8 and high school was based on one form and two versions; each 
version contained six field test positions. 

Item Analyses 

When analyzing field test data, researchers consider the statistical properties of existing and previously 
administered operational items in forms development. Academic content and assessment specialists 
examine item performance, including the percentage of students who answer each item correctly (the 
p-value) and the correlation between each item and the total test score (point-biserial correlation).  

As described in the data review section of /ƘŀǇǘŜǊ ±Σ ƛǘŜƳǎ ŀǊŜ άŦƭŀƎƎŜŘέ ŦƻǊ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ ōȅ 
educator panelists. Due to Covid-19 and the plan to readminister intact forms in 2022, the LDOE 
completed an internal data review with plans to include educator panelists in the data review occurring 
after the 2022 administration.  

The LDOE reviewed each item and recommended that the item be: 1) accepted, 2) revised, or 3) 
rejected. At a reconciliation meeting in May, the LDOE staff and edCount staff then engaged in 
discussion about each item that was noted to be revised or rejected. edCount noted all 
recommendations and documented concerns moving into the 2022 administration. No items were 
rejected and the other field test items with noted recommendations for revisions will be considered in 
coordination with results from the 2022 administration.   

Forms Assembly 

As mentioned above, the LEAP Connect field test items are embedded into the operational assessment 
ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴΦ 9ƳōŜŘŘŜŘ ŦƛŜƭŘ ǘŜǎǘ ƛǘŜƳǎ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ŀŦŦŜŎǘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎŎƻǊŜǎΦ 

Field test forms are developed with the same length and same item types (selected-response or 
constructed-response) in the same relative positions across versions. Field test items are designed to be 
indistinguishable from operational ƛǘŜƳǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳǎ ǎƻ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƳƻǘƛǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǊŜǎǇƻƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ 
them is at the same level as their motivation in responding to operational items. This helps researchers 
gather more reliable item performance data.   
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Chapter VIII. Operational Test Administration 

Overview 

This chapter describes the protocols and procedures for test administration, security, and 
accommodations for the LEAP Connect assessments in ELA and mathematics in grades 3ς8 and high 
school, and science in grades 4, 8, and high school. It also describes the results of the spring 2021 
administration.  

As described in the sections below, the procedures for administration of the LEAP Connect assessments 
are designed to support the purposes of the assessment system: to allow educators and parents to track 
student progress toward college, career, and community readiness; to measure ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ 
achievement; to yield defensible scores that can be used for school accountability decisions and 
program evaluation; and to provide reports that promote appropriate interpretation and use of data in 
support of enhancing practices to improve student achievement. These procedures are well-
documented, disseminated, and monitored by the LDOE to ensure that the LEAP Connect assessments 
are being administered appropriately and are fulfilling the intended purposes and uses of the 
assessments.  

Administration Procedures and Guidelines 

The LEAP Connect assessments are administered as computer-based tests in a one-to-one setting. The 
assessments are administered through the DRC INSIGHT assessment platform. All items, passages, and 
response options are read to students by the test administrator or through the testing platform. 
Selected-response (SR) items require the selection of a response option using the pointer tool, while 
constructed-response (CR) items for ELA require text to be entered into response boxes, and CR items in 
mathematics ŀƴŘ ǎŎƛŜƴŎŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ ǘŜǎǘ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƻǊǎ ǘƻ ǎŎƻǊŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŜƴǘŜǊ ά!έ ŦƻǊ 
ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘ ƻǊ ά.έ ŦƻǊ ƛƴŎƻǊǊŜŎǘ into the test administration platform. 

Test administrators are instructed to allow students to respond to items based on their preferred mode 
of communication (e.g., eye gaze, assistive technology, pointing, etc.). The assessment system is 
designed to support this through the Student Response Check (SRC), which allows test administrators 
and students to practice answering three non-scored, content-neutral items to ensure that students can 
indicate their responses through their preferred mode of communication, and that the test 
ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƻǊ Ŏŀƴ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǘƻ ŜŀŎƘ ƛǘŜƳΦ ¢ƘŜ {w/Σ ŀƳƻƴƎ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ 
developed by the LDOE, help educators establish consistent modes of communication with students (see 
Chapters III and VI for more information).  

The LEAP Connect assessments are untimed and allow for breaks between questions or sessions (see 
below for more information about testing session structure). Test administrators are permitted to pause 
testing as needed to best accommodate the student.  

LEAP Connect test administrators have access to several resources meant to guide them through the 
testing process. In addition to the online platform itself, test administrators use the Test Administration 
Manual (TAM), Directions for Test Administration (DTA), Procedures for Assessing Students Who Are 
Visually Impaired, Deaf, or Deaf-Blind, and reference materials for grade-specific item presentation and 
response collection. These materials are designed to help test administrators prepare for and administer 
the assessments.  
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As further described below, test administrators and coordinators are trained on LEAP Connect 
administration procedures and guidelines prior to testing.  

Test Calendar and Session Structure 

The LEAP Connect assessments are administered over a six-week window from early February to mid-
March each year. {ŎƘƻƻƭǎ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ǘŜǎǘƛƴƎ Řŀȅǎ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ǿƛƴŘƻǿ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŀ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ needs. The 
2020 assessments were administered from February 1 to March 12, 2021.  

The LEAP Connect assessments are administered over the course of multiple sessions. Breaking the 
assessments down into sessions allows for increased flexibility for teachers and students. Each session is 
untimed, allowing students to move at their own pace and allowing test administrators to pause testing 
for breaks as needed. Depending on the needs of the student, test administrators may pause testing for 
longer periods of time; for example, testing can be resumed the next day or the next week.  

The LEAP Connect ELA assessments are administered in four sessions. The first two sessions consist of 
selected-response reading items, the third session consists of selected- and open-response writing 
items, and the fourth session consists of a constructed-response writing task. The mathematics and 
science assessments are administered in two sessions. Both sessions for the mathematics and science 
assessments are a combination of selected-response and constructed-response items except for grades 
6, 7, and high school, which do not contain constructed-response items.  

Test Security 

The Louisiana State Board of Elementary and Secondary Education adopted their Test Security Policy in 
1998 and have periodically revised it over the years. As outlined in the policy, the State Superintendent 
of Education may disallow test results that may have been achieved in a manner that is in violation of 
test security. If test results are not accepted because of a breach of test security or action by the LDOE, 
any programmatic, evaluative, or graduation criteria dependent upon the data shall be deemed not to 
have been met. Educators or administrators who violate the test security policy or allow breaches in test 
security are disciplined in accordance with the provisions of R.S. 17:441 et seq., R.S. 17:81.6 et seq., 
policy and regulations adopted by the State Board of Elementary and Secondary Education, and any and 
all laws of the Louisiana Legislature. 

The security procedures for the LEAP Connect assessments follow the Test Security Policy set forth by 
the Louisiana State Board of Elementary and Secondary Education. As described in the Spring 2020 Test 
Administration Manual, all LEAP Connect items, passages, and response options are secure. In addition, 
the Directions for Test Administration, Procedures for Assessing Students Who Are Visually Impaired, 
Deaf, or Deaf-Blind, ELA Reference Materials and Writing Stimuli, Mathematics Reference Materials, 
Science Reference Materials, and all associated test administration materials are secure. Speech-to-text 
or word-prediction devices or programs can be used during assessment, but any printed materials 
associated with them must be treated as secure, and these devices or programs must be cleared before 
and after each session. These devices must not have access to other programs or features. In addition, 
any scratch paper used during testing must be securely destroyed. 

All test administrators and test coordinators are trained on test security prior to administering the 
assessments. This is included in the administration training, described below.  
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Administration Procedures 

The LEAP Connect administration procedures are outlined in the Spring 2021 LEAP Connect TAM for ELA, 
mathematics, and science. The TAM includes the following sections:  

¶ Spring 2021 Notes and Reminders 

¶ Test Administrator Pre-Administration Oath of Security and Confidentiality Statement 

¶ Test Administrator Post-Administration Oath of Security and Confidentiality Statement 

¶ General Information 

¶ Participation Criteria for LEAP Connect 

¶ Overview (LEAP Connect Assessment Guides and description of LEAP Connect item types) 

¶ Test Security 

¶ Test Administration Checklists 

¶ ¢Ŝǎǘ !ŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƻǊǎΩ CǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ !ǎƪŜŘ vǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ 

¶ Testing Guidelines 

¶ Accommodations 

¶ Assessment Materials 

¶ Student Response Check 

¶ Student Tutorials 

¶ Online Tools Training 

¶ Protocols for Scribing 

¶ Augmentative and Alternative Communication Guidelines for Constructed-Response Writing 

¶ LEAP Connect Vocabulary for Grades 3ς8 and High School 

Accommodations Procedures 

The LEAP Connect accommodations procedures are outlined in the Spring 2021 LEAP Connect TAM for 
ELA, mathematics, and science. The Accommodations section of the TAM describes the assistive 
technology available through the testing platform, including the requirements for using such technology 
(e.g., the use of assistive technology during testing must be consistent with the specifications described 
ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ L9tύΦ Lǘ ŀƭǎƻ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ braille, which is only available to grades 3 and 4 students4, and 
calculators, which can be handheld or online through the testing platform.  

The TAM also specifies that other approved accommodations may be used at the discretion of the IEP 
team, provided they are not different from or in addition to the accommodations outlined in the 
ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ L9t ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǊ ŎƭŀǎǎǊƻƻƳ ƛƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘΦ Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ¢!a 
describes special considerations for students who are blind, deaf, deaf-blind, and hard-of-hearing.  

 
4 Braille is available for grades 3 and 4 students only to assess student performance on the foundational reading 
items at these grades.  
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More information about the accommodatiƻƴǎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ 5w/Ωǎ Lb{LDI¢ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ 
platform can be found in the Accommodations and Accessibility Features User Guide. 

Administration Training 

Each year, test administrators and coordinators undergo training to orient them to the LEAP Connect 
assessment system, administration procedures, and test security policy. The training provides educators 
with information about built-in supports and accommodations, administrative documents, the Student 
Response Check (SRC) and Online Tools Training (OTT), test administration, scoring and reporting, and 
resources available for support. In addition, educators receive information about key dates and updates 
for the upcoming year of testing. Only educators who have completed the training and passed a quiz 
may administer the LEAP Connect assessments.  

Use of Accommodations and Accessibility 

The LEAP Connect assessment accessibility and accommodations features are described in Chapter III. As 
described in Chapter IV, according to the results of the 2021 End of Test Survey (EOTS), the majority of 
test administrators (93%) surveyed indicated that students needed the test supports provided through 
the LEAP Connect assessment system.  

Across grades, 67% of the test administrators reported that they used the TTS to read items aloud for 
students to access the items. Additional assistive technology used by test administrators included 
ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘƻǊǎ όср҈ύΣ ŀ άŎƭƛŎƪ-to-ŜƴƭŀǊƎŜ ƎǊŀǇƘƛŎέ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ǇƭŀǘŦƻǊƳ όпл҈ύΣ ƛƳŀƎŜ ŦƛƭŜǎ 
associated with the reference materials (36%), tactile graphics (7%), object replacements (3%), American 
Sign Language (ASL; 1%), braille (less than 1%), braille display, Brailliant, CCTV, or hand-held 
magnification (less than 1%), or other (4%). Approximately 7% of test administrators reported that they 
did not need to use assistive technology for students to access the items. 

Results from Operational Test 

The LEAP Connect assessments in ELA, mathematics, and science were administered to 7227 total 
students in spring of 2021. Participation numbers for the LEAP Connect by content area and grade may 
be found below in Exhibit 10 (these numbers reflect valid tests completed by Louisiana students). 

  

https://www.louisianabelieves.com/docs/default-source/assessment/leap-2025-accommodations-and-accessibility-features-user-guide.pdf?sfvrsn=edcf8d1f_16
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Exhibit 10. LEAP Connect Participation Counts 

Content Area Grade Student Count 

ELA Grade 3 җрол 

Grade 4 җррл 

Grade 5 җслл 

Grade 6 җуол 

Grade 7 җуул 

Grade 8 җфрл 

High School җуул 

Mathematics Grade 3 җрнл 

Grade 4 җрол 

Grade 5 җрфл 

Grade 6 җунл 

Grade 7 җутл 

Grade 8 җфпл 

High School җутл 

Science  
(Field Test) 

Grade 4 җрнл 

Grade 8 җфол 

High School җутл 

  



 

2020ï2021 LEAP Connect Operational Technical Report  50 

Chapter IX: Scoring 

Scoring of Constructed-Response and Technology-Enhanced Items  

In this chapter, the scoring process used for the 2021 LEAP Connect assessments is described, with a 
particular focus on the handscoring of ELA writing constructed-response items. At the end of this 
section, the results of the inter-rater reliability for the handscoring of the LEAP Connect ELA writing 
constructed-response field test items are presented.   

Constructed-Response Item Scoring Process  

ELA Constructed-Response Items  

Constructed-response field test items for LEAP Connect ELA writing were consensus scored during 
rangefinding by committees of Louisiana educators in 2018 and 2019 (as indicated below) and by 
readers who were trained by DRC. Second reads of 10% of these responses were completed by DRC 
readers (see Exhibit 11). (Note that since the responses for all grades and items in 2018 were consensus 
scored by rangefinding committees, the 10% read-behind process was not initiated until 2019.)  

Exhibit 11. Constructed-Response Field Test Scoring 

  2018 
Item IDs  

2019 
Item IDs  

2020 
Item IDs  

ELA writing grade 3  956531*, 956996*  956531, 956996  956996  

ELA writing grade 4  956064*, 957006*  956064, 957006  957006  

ELA writing grade 5  955836*, 955846*  955836, 955846  955836  

ELA writing grade 6  955592*, 955617*  955592, 955617  955592  

ELA writing grade 7  954190*, 957013*  954190, 957013  957013  

ELA writing grade 8  950395*, 957024*  950395, 957024  950395  

ELA writing high school  N/A  984898*, 996555*  996555  

*Responses consensus scored by rangefinding committees  

Mathematics and Science Constructed-Response Items  

Constructed-response field test items for the LEAP Connect mathematics and science assessments were 
scored by test administrators. Constructed-response items in these content areas require test 
ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƻǊǎ ǘƻ ŜƴǘŜǊ ά!έ ŦƻǊ ŀ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜΣ ƻǊ ά.έ ŦƻǊ ŀƴ ƛƴŎƻǊǊŜŎǘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜΦ    

Selection of Scoring Evaluators  

The following sections explain how readers were selected and trained for the LEAP Connect ELA writing 
handscoring process. The Monitoring the Scoring Process section describes how the readers were 
monitored throughout the handscoring process.  

Reader Recruitment and Interview Process  

DRC strives to develop a highly qualified, experienced core of evaluators to appropriately maintain the 
integrity of all projects.  
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All readers hired by DRC to score LEAP Connect ELA writing test responses had at least a four-year 
college degree. DRC has a human resources director dedicated solely to recruiting and retaining the 
handscoring staff. Applications for reader positions are screened by the handscoring project manager, 
the human resources director, or recruiting staff to create a large pool of potential readers. In the 
screening process, preference is given to candidates with previous experience scoring large-scale 
assessments and with ELA degrees. At the personal interview, reader candidates are asked to 
demonstrate their proficiency in writing by responding to a DRC writing topic and their proficiency in 
mathematics by solving word problems with correct work shown. These steps result in a highly qualified 
and diverse workforce. DRC personnel files for readers and team leaders include evaluations for each 
project completed. DRC uses these evaluations to place individuals on projects that best fit their 
professional backgrounds, their college degrees, and their performances on similar projects at DRC. 
Once placed, all readers go through rigorous training and qualifying procedures specific to the project on 
which they are placed. Any reader who does not complete this training and demonstrate the ability to 
apply the scoring criteria by qualifying at the end of the process is not allowed to score live student 
responses.   

Security  

Whether training and scoring are conducted within a DRC facility or done remotely, security is essential 
ǘƻ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƘŀƴŘǎŎƻǊƛƴƎ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΦ ²ƘŜƴ ǳǎŜǊǎ ƭƻƎ ƛƴǘƻ 5w/Ωǎ ǎŜŎǳǊŜΣ ǿŜō-based scoring application, 
ScoreBoard, they are required to read and accept their security policy before they are allowed to access 
any project. For each project, scorers are also required to read and sign non-disclosure agreements, and 
during training emphasis is always given to what security means, the importance of maintaining security, 
and how this is accomplished.  

Readers only have access to student responses they are qualified to score. Each scorer is assigned a 
ǳƴƛǉǳŜ ǳǎŜǊƴŀƳŜ ŀƴŘ ǇŀǎǎǿƻǊŘ ǘƻ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ 5w/Ωǎ ƛƳŀƎƛƴƎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŀƴŘ Ƴǳǎǘ ǉǳŀƭƛŦȅ ōŜŦƻǊŜ ǾƛŜǿƛƴƎ ŀƴȅ 
live student responses. DRC maintains full control of who may access the system and which item each 
scorer may score. No demographic data is available to scorers at any time. 

Each DRC scoring center is a secure facility. Access to scoring centers is limited to badge-wearing staff 
and to visitors accompanied by authorized staff. All readers are made aware that no scoring materials 
may leave the scoring center. To prevent the unauthorized duplication of secured materials, cell 
phone/camera use within the scoring rooms is strictly forbidden. Readers only have access to student 
responses they are qualified to score.  

In a remote environment, security reminders are given on a daily basis. Similar to the work that occurs 
within DRC scoring sites, in a remote environment, education about security expectations is the best 
way to maintain security of any project materials. DRC requires scorers working remotely to work in a 
private environment away from other people (including family members). Restrictions are in place that 
define the hours during the day scorers are able to log into the system. If any type of security breach 
were to occur, immediate action would be taken to secure materials, and the employee would be 
terminated. DRC has the same policy within their scoring sites. 
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Handscoring Training Process  

Training Material Development  

Reader training for LEAP Connect ELA writing task was conducted using item-specific Anchor Sets, 
Training Sets, and Qualifying Sets that were developed by DRC using committee scored field test 
responses from rangefinding meetings conducted in 2018 (grades 3ς8) and 2019 (high school).  

Each Anchor Set contained three annotated anchor responses per score point for each of the three 
writing traits. Anchor Set responses were selected to illustrate particular scoring concepts and student 
response patterns. These responses helped ensure that readers were able to make accurate and 
consistent scoring decisions for the response types they were likely to encounter. All Anchor Set 
responses were annotated to explain precisely how they exemplify each score point and to clarify the 
lines between the score points. The Anchor Set utilized the notes generated during rangefinding to 
ensure that readers reached scoring decisions in a manner consistent with the decision-making process 
employed during rangefinding. The rationales used by the rangefinding committees to explain scores 
were given to the readers, thus creating a direct link between the rangefinding committees and the 
readers. This ensured that the training materials reflected the input of educators from across the state 
of Louisiana.   

DRC also developed three Training Sets and three Qualifying Sets for each item. These sets consisted of 
10 student responses each. The training and qualifying materials helped further ǊŜŀŘŜǊǎΩ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ 
of how the rangefinding and field test responses were scored to ensure accurate and consistent scoring. 
When reviewing training and qualifying papers with their group of readers, each Scoring Director utilized 
annotations generated from the notes compiled during committee discussions at rangefinding.   

Training and Qualifying Procedures  

Handscoring involves training and qualifying readers, monitoring scoring accuracy and production, and 
ensuring security of both the test materials and the scoring facilities. An explanation of the training and 
qualification procedures follows.  

Reader training began with a group-wide presentation and discussion of the Anchor Set by the Scoring 
Director. Next, the readers practiced by scoring the responses in the Training Sets. Afterward, the 
Scoring Director led a thorough discussion of each set. After the Anchor Set and all three training sets 
were discussed, readers were then required to demonstrate their ability to apply the scoring criteria by 
qualifying (i.e., scoring with acceptable agreement with true scores on Qualifying Sets). After each 
qualifying set was scored, the Scoring Director responsible for training the item guided the readers in a 
discussion of the set.   

Readers were required to qualify with 70% exact agreement or higher in all three traits (Organization, 
Idea Development, and Conventions) on one or more of the qualifying sets to score actual student 
responses. Since readers completed three sets during the qualification process, it was possible that they 
could qualify on one trait per set to satisfy the qualification requirements. Any reader who did not 
qualify for all three traits for an item by the end of the qualifying process was not allowed to score 
actual student work for that item.  

The Anchor Set includes three annotated examples for each score point per trait (total of 12 anchor 
responses per trait). Training Sets 1-3 include 10 unique annotated responses (all three traits are 
represented in each response). Qualifying Sets 1-3 also include 10 unique annotated responses with all 
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three traits represented in each response. Note that the full range of score points is represented for 
each trait across the Training and Qualifying Sets. However, not all score points may be represented for 
each trait in every Training Set and every Qualifying Set. Annotations for Training and Qualification Sets 
were provided to readers only after they had scored those sets.  

Monitoring the Scoring Process  

This section explains the monitoring procedures that DRC uses to ensure that handscoring evaluators 
follow established scoring criteria while items are being scored. Detailed scoring rubrics, which specify 
the criteria for scoring, are available for handscoring evaluators for all constructed-response items.  

Reader Monitoring Procedures  

Throughout the handscoring process, the DRC Scoring Directors reviewed scoring reports that were 
generated daily. If scoring concerns were apparent among individual readers, Scoring Directors dealt 
with those issues on an individual basis. DRC Scoring Directors typically monitored one out of ten of 
ŜŀŎƘ ǎŎƻǊŜǊΩǎ ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎǎΦ LŦ ŀ ǊŜŀŘŜǊ ŀǇǇŜŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ƴŜŜŘ ŎƭŀǊƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƻǊƛƴƎ ǊǳƭŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ 
rate was increased to one out of five. Further adjustments to that ratio were made as needed. If a 
ǎǳǇŜǊǾƛǎƻǊ ŘƛǎŀƎǊŜŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǊŜŀŘŜǊΩǎ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎΣ ǘƘŜȅ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ǊŜǘǊŀƛƴƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳ ƻŦ 
direct feedback to the reader using rubric language and applicable training responses.    

Validity Sets and Inter-Rater Reliability  

In addition to the feedback that Scoring Directors provided to readers during regular read-behinds and 
the continuous monitoring of inter-rater reliability and score point distributions, DRC also conducted 
validity scoring. Validity responses were inserted among the live student responses.   

¢ƘŜ ǾŀƭƛŘƛǘȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŀŘŘŜŘ ǘƻ 5w/Ωǎ ƛƳŀƎŜ ƘŀƴŘǎŎƻǊƛƴƎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǇǊƛƻǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ōŜƎƛƴƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǎŎƻǊƛƴƎΦ 
±ŀƭƛŘƛǘȅ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǊŜŀŘŜǊǎΩ ǎŎƻǊŜǎ ǘƻ ǇǊŜ-determined scores and were used to help detect 
potential room drift and individual reader drift. These data were used to make decisions regarding the 
retraining and/or release of readers, as well as the rescoring of responses.  

Approximately 10% of all live student responses were scored by two readers to establish inter-rater 
reliability statistics for all constructed-response items. DRC monitored inter-rater reliability based on the 
responses that were scored by two readers. If a reader fell below the expected rate of agreement, the 
Scoring Director retrained the reader. If a reader were to fail to improve after retraining and feedback, 
DRC would have removed the reader from the project and rescored any responses previously scored by 
that reader.  

To monitor inter-rater reliability, DRC produced daily scƻǊƛƴƎ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎΦ 5w/Ωǎ ǎŎƻǊƛƴƎ ǎǳƳƳŀǊȅ 
reports display exact, adjacent, and nonadjacent agreement rates for each reader. These rates are 
calculated based on responses that are scored by two readers, and their definitions are included below.  

¶ Percentage Exact (%EX)τtotal number of responses by reader where scores are the same, divided 
by the number of responses that were scored twice  

¶ Percentage Adjacent (%AD)τtotal number of responses by reader where scores are one point apart, 
divided by the number of responses that were scored twice  

¶ Percentage Nonadjacent (%NA)τtotal number of responses by reader where scores are more than 
one score point apart, divided by the number of responses that were scored twice  
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Each reader was required to maintain a level of exact agreement of at least 70% on validity responses 
and on inter-rater reliability. Additionally, readers were required to maintain an acceptably low rate of 
nonadjacent agreement below 4%.   

Recalibration Sets  

DRC used recalibration sets on an as-needed basis to perform calibration across the entire reader 
population for an item if trends were detected (e.g., low agreement between certain score points or if a 
certain type of response was missing from or under-represented in initial training). These recalibrations 
were designed to help refocus readers on how to properly use the scoring guidelines. They were 
selected to help illustrate particular points and familiarize readers with the types of responses 
commonly seen during scoring. After readers scored a recalibration set, the Scoring Director reviewed it 
with the group, using rubric language and scoring concepts exemplified by the anchor responses to 
ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀǎƻƴƛƴƎ ōŜƘƛƴŘ ŜŀŎƘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜΩǎ ǎŎƻǊŜΦ   

Inter-Rater Reliability  

A minimum of 10% of the constructed responses were scored independently by a second reader. These 
statistics for inter-rater reliability were calculated for all items at all grades starting in 2019. (The 2018 
field test responses for grades 3ς8 were consensus scored by the rangefinding committees; therefore, 
automated 10% read behinds were not initiated and inter-rater statistics were not generated until 
scoring of the 2019 field test administration.) To determine the reliability of scoring, the percentage of 
perfect agreement and adjacent agreement between the first and second scores was examined.   

Rangefinding Background  

The spring 2018 administration of grades 3ς8 was the first year of field testing for LEAP Connect ELA 
writing task. As such, there were no examples of previously scored student work available to help inform 
decision-making in advance of the initial 2018 rangefinding and field test scoring process. Given this lack 
of earlier scoring precedent, along with the newness of the project to both DRC and LDOE and a low 
number of anticipated testers (600-1000 testers per grade), DRC proposed convening a modified 
rangefinding meeting in Baton Rouge, LA in June of 2018. This meeting included multiple committees 
made up of Louisiana educators and LDOE staff, and the proceedings in each committee room were 
facilitated by DRC scoring staff. The goal was that this meeting would serve as a combined venue for 
both the rangefinding and the actual scoring of live student responses from the 2018 LEAP Connect ELA 
writing task field test for grades 3ς8.  

Pre-Rangefinding/Scoring   

Prior to the rangefinding/scoring committee meetings in Louisiana in June of 2018, DRC had preliminary 
phone meetings with LDOE to anticipate and discuss questions and possible challenges that might arise 
during rangefinding and scoring. These phone meetings between DRC and LDOE happened in early 
spring of 2018, once initial student field test responses were available for DRC to review, enabling DRC 
to formulate preliminary scoring and policy questions for [5h9Ωǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴǎ ǿŜǊŜ 
ƳŜŀƴǘ ǘƻ ŜǎǘŀōƭƛǎƘ άōƛƎ ǇƛŎǘǳǊŜέ ƎǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŀƴǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ƘŜƭǇ ƎǳƛŘŜ 5w/ ŀƴŘ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ 
a more streamlined and efficient rangefinding/scoring meeting process.   

Rangefinding/Scoring Meetings  

Rangefinding/Scoring meetings took place in Baton Rouge, LA in 2018 and 2019. The same rangefinding/ 
scoring meeting process established in 2018 for the grades 3ς8 ELA writing field test was used again in 
2019 for the high school ELA writing field test:  
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1. Meetings for grades 3ς8 took place June 11-15, 2018.  

2. The meeting for high school took place June 10-13, 2019.  

These dual function rangefinding/scoring meetings enabled DRC to collect:  

1. Consensus committee scores for LEAP Connect ELA writing field test responses for grades 3ς8 in 
2018 and for high school in 2019.   

2. Committee recommendations for specific exemplar responses that could be included in the reader 
training materials (Anchor Sets, Training Sets, and Qualifying Sets) to be developed by DRC and used 
to train readers prior to additional rounds of field testing in 2019 and 2020, as well as future 
operational administrations of these items.   

3. Committee notes and score rationale used to annotate the reader training materials and impart 
[ƻǳƛǎƛŀƴŀΩǎ ǎŎƻǊƛƴƎ decisions and philosophies to readers during training.  

Rangefinding/Scoring Process  

Each rangefinding committee was composed of five Louisiana educators, LDOE staff, and two DRC 
scoring staff. The DRC staff consisted of one facilitator per committee to guide the activities of each 
committee as well as one person assigned to each committee who was responsible for documenting 
committee consensus scores and notes. Each committee was responsible for rangefinding and scoring 
field test responses for four open-ended LEAP Connect ELA writing items across two grades (except for 
the high school committee which was responsible for only one grade and two items). The items were 
rangefound/scored one item at a time in ascending grade order.  

In 2018, three simultaneous grade-band committees met for grades 3ς8. The committees met 
concurrently over the course of five days, rangefinding and scoring responses as follows:  

¶ Grade 3-4 committee ς approximately 750 total student responses  

¶ Grade 5-6 committee ς approximately 1500 total student responses  

¶ Grade 7-8 committee ς approximately 1700 total student responses  

In 2019, a single committee for high school met for four days. This committee rangefound and scored 
approximately 950 total student field test responses.  

Committee members were provided with hardcopies of grade- and item-specific scoring materials 
including rubrics, passages, prompts, additional associated stimuli, and packets of the student field test 
responses to be discussed and scored.   

The grade-band committees worked on one grade at a time, one item at a time, starting with a 
comprehensive examination and discussion of the rubric, passage(s), prompt, and any other associated 
stimuli for that item. After completion of this initial review, discussion and scoring of student responses 
could begin. Each committee member was given an identical set of student responses to score and 
discuss. There were multiple such sets per item. DRC staff, with LDOE input and assistance, guided the 
committees through each set of responses, one response at a time, facilitating discussion as needed to 
procure and document final consensus committee scores and committee rationale for each student 
response. This process was repeated for all subsequent sets and throughout the week for the remaining 
items until all field test responses were scored. (Due to time constraints, a small percentage of 
responses for some items were not committee scored but were later consensus scored by DRC scoring 



 

2020ï2021 LEAP Connect Operational Technical Report  56 

experts who facilitated the committee meetings and were well-versed with committee scoring 
ideology.)    

Time was built into the meeting schedule to allow for a brief first day, large group orientation session 
that included all meeting participants. Additional time throughout the meeting process was also used for 
Řŀƛƭȅ ŘŜōǊƛŜŦǎ ǘƻ ŎƘŜŎƪ ŜŀŎƘ ŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜΩǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ƎǊŀŘŜ-level 
scoring consistency across committees as well as consistent rubric interpretation/application across 
committees.   

A total of 14 field test items were scored across all grades for ELA writing. The total numbers of reads for 
the 2018 field test are shown in Exhibit 12, while the inter-rater reliability rates and the total numbers of 
reads for the 2019 and 2020 field test items are shown in Exhibit 13 and Exhibit 14.   

Exhibit 12. Total Reads, 2018 English Language Arts Writing Field Test Items 

Grade  Item  Trait  Total Reads*  

3  

956531  

Organization  160  

Idea Development  160  

Conventions  160  

956996  

Organization  146  

Idea Development  146  

Conventions  146  

4  

956064  

Organization  217  

Idea Development  217  

Conventions  217  

957006  

Organization  223  

Idea Development  223  

Conventions  223  

5  

955836  

Organization  296  

Idea Development  296  

Conventions  296  

955846  

Organization  314  

Idea Development  314  

Conventions  314  

6  
955592  

Organization  428  

Idea Development  428  

Conventions  428  

955617  Organization  425  
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Idea Development  425  

Conventions  425  

7  

954190  

Organization  413  

Idea Development  413  

Conventions  413  

957013  

Organization  393  

Idea Development  393  

Conventions  393  

8  

950395  

Organization  428  

Idea Development  428  

Conventions  428  

957024  

Organization  428  

Idea Development  428  

Conventions  428  

*Since the responses for all grades and items in 2018 were consensus scored by rangefinding 
committees, the 10% read-behind process was not initiated until 2019. 

As shown in Exhibit 13, readers demonstrated at least 99% perfect and adjacent agreement for ELA 
writing constructed-response items in 2019. As shown in Exhibit 14, raters demonstrated 100% perfect 
and adjacent agreement for ELA writing constructed-response items in 2020. As shown in Exhibit 15, 
raters demonstrated at least 99% exact and adjacent agreement for ELA writing constructed-response 
items in 2021.  

Exhibit 13. Total Reads and Inter-Rater Agreement, 2019 English Language Arts Writing Field Test 
Items 

Grade  Item  Trait  
Total 
Reads 

Read 2x  
Inter-Rater Reliability %  

Ex  Adj  Ex + Adj 

3  

956531  

Organization  299 114 89  11 100 

Idea Development  299 114 91  9  100 

Conventions  299 114 93  7  100 

956996  

Organization  288 114 98  2  100 

Idea Development  288 114 96  4  100 

Conventions  288 114 95  5  100 

4  
956064  

Organization  360 130 91  8  99  

Idea Development  360 130 83  17 100 

Conventions  360 130 95  5  100 

957006  Organization  350 112 100 0  100 
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Idea Development  350 112 100 0  100 

Conventions  350 112 100 0  100 

5  

955836  

Organization  418 152 99  1  100 

Idea Development  418 152 96  4  100 

Conventions  418 152 99  1  100 

955846  

Organization  383 112 96  4  100 

Idea Development  383 112 91  9  100 

Conventions  383 112 100 0  100 

6  

955592  

Organization  496 144 93  7  100 

Idea Development  496 144 92  7  99  

Conventions  496 144 96  4  100 

955617  

Organization  502 142 94  6  100 

Idea Development  502 142 99  1  100 

Conventions  502 142 100 0  100 

7  

954190  

Organization  560 156 100 0  100 

Idea Development  560 156 100 0  100 

Conventions  560 156 100 0  100 

957013  

Organization  544 136 100 0  100 

Idea Development  544 136 100 0  100 

Conventions  544 136 100 0  100 

8  

950395  

Organization  557 152 100 0  100 

Idea Development  557 152 100 0  100 

Conventions  557 152 100 0  100 

957024  

Organization  546 146 100 0  100 

Idea Development  546 146 100 0  100 

Conventions  546 146 100 0  100 

HS  

984898  

Organization  449 70  100 0  100 

Idea Development  449 70  97  3  100 

Conventions  449 70  100 0  100 

996555  

Organization  484 78  100 0  100 

Idea Development  484 78  100 0  100 

Conventions  484 78  100 0  100 
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Exhibit 14. Total Reads and Inter-Rater Agreement, 2020 English Language Arts Writing Field Test 
Items 

Grade  Item  Trait  
Total 

Reads  
Read 
2x  

Inter-Rater Reliability %  

Ex  Adj  Ex + Adj  

3  956996  

Organization  288 114 95  5 100  

Idea Development  288 114 97  3 100  

Conventions  288 114 97  2 99  

4  957006  

Organization  350 112 100 0 100  

Idea Development  350 112 97  3 100  

Conventions  350 112 100 0 100  

5  955836  

Organization  418 152 100 0 100  

Idea Development  418 152 98  2 100  

Conventions  418 152 99  1 100  

6  955592  

Organization  496 144 96  4 100  

Idea Development  496 144 98  2 100  

Conventions  496 144 99  1 100  

7  957013  

Organization  544 136 98  2 100  

Idea Development  544 136 96  4 100  

Conventions  544 136 99  1 100  

8  950395  

Organization  557 152 98  2 100  

Idea Development  557 152 96  4 100  

Conventions  557 152 99  1 100  

HS  996555  

Organization  484 78  99  1 100  

Idea Development  484 78  99  1 100  

Conventions  484 78  99  1 100  
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Exhibit 15. Total Reads and Inter-Rater Agreement, 2021 English Language Arts Writing Constructed 
Response Items 

Grade  Item  Trait  
Total 

Reads  
Read 2x  

Inter-Rater Reliability %  

Ex  Adj Ex + Adj  

3  956996  

Organization  541 162 99 1 100 

Idea Development  541 162 96 4 100 

Conventions  541 162 96 4 100 

4  957006  

Organization  588 208 100 0 100 

Idea Development  588 208 100 0 100 

Conventions  588 208 100 0 100 

5  955836  

Organization  643 180 98 1 99 

Idea Development  643 180 98 2 100 

Conventions  643 180 98 2 100 

6  955592  

Organization  899 218 96 4 100 

Idea Development  899 218 98 2 100 

Conventions  899 218 98 2 100 

7  957013  

Organization  977 270 96 4 100 

Idea Development  977 270 93 7 100 

Conventions  977 270 95 5 100 

8  950395  

Organization  1,047 280 98 2 100 

Idea Development  1,047 280 94 6 100 

Conventions  1,047 280 99 1 100 

HS  996555  

Organization  994 332 100 0 100 

Idea Development  994 332 99 1 100 

Conventions  994 332 100 0 100 

Summary  

The information presented in this chapter summarizes the scoring procedures for different types of 
items and the steps taken by DRC to ensure accuracy in the scoring processes. The inter-rater reliability 
statistics presented in Section 5.4 demonstrate that the items were scored reliably. These efforts by DRC 
address multiple best practices of the testing industry but are particularly related to AERA, APA, & NCME 
(2014) Standards 4.18, 4.20, 6.8, and 6.9:  

Standard 4.18ςProcedures for scoring and, if relevant, scoring criteria, should be presented by the test 
developer with sufficient detail and clarity to maximize the accuracy of scoring. Instructions for using 
rating scales or for deriving scores obtained by coding, scaling, or classifying constructed responses 
should be clear. This is especially critical for extended-response items such as performance tasks, 
portfolios, and essays (91).  



 

2020ï2021 LEAP Connect Operational Technical Report  61 

Standard 4.20ςThe process for selecting, training, qualifying, and monitoring readers should be specified 
by the test developer. The training materials, such as tƘŜ ǎŎƻǊƛƴƎ ǊǳōǊƛŎǎ ŀƴŘ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ ƻŦ ǘŜǎǘ ǘŀƪŜǊǎΩ 
responses that illustrate the levels on the rubric score scale, and the procedures for training readers 
should result in a degree of accuracy and agreement among readers that allows the scores to be 
interpreted as originally intended by the test developer. Specifications should also describe processes 
ŦƻǊ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƛƴƎ ǊŜŀŘŜǊ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴŎȅ ŀƴŘ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŘǊƛŦǘ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƛƳŜ ƛƴ ǊŀǘŜǊǎΩ ǎŎƻǊƛƴƎ όфнύΦ  

Standard 6.8ςThose responsible for test scoring should establish scoring protocols. Test scoring that 
involves human judgment should include rubrics, procedures, and criteria for scoring. When scoring of 
complex responses is done by computer, the accuracy of the algorithm and processes should be 
documented (118).  

Standard 6.9ςThose responsible for test scoring should establish and document quality control 
processes and criteria. Adequate training should be provided. The quality of scoring should be 
monitored and documented. Any systematic source of scoring errors should be documented and 
corrected (118).  
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Chapter X. Psychometrics  

This chapter provides an overview of the psychometric analyses of the LEAP Connect data. The first 
section presents classical item statistical analyses for the operational items, derived directly from the 
raw data. The second section shows analyses based on the application of item response theory (IRT) 
modeling techniques. The IRT section provides a reference to the LEAP Connect Technical Report where 
an extensive review of the IRT modeling procedures, the process used to establish the LEAP Connect 
scale, and the methods used for linking and equating the multiple forms can be found.  

Operational Items Classical Statistics  

For the 2021 administration, classical item analyses were completed on the operational items. These 
analyses involve computing a set of statistics based on classical test theory for every item in each form. 
Each statistic was designed to provide some key information about the quality of each item from an 
empirical perspective. The statistics estimated for the LEAP Connect are described below. 

Item difficulty index 

¶ P-value is used to measure the percentage of examinees in the sample answering the item correctly.  
Desired p-values generally fall within the range of 0.20 to 0.90.  For the polytomously scored items, 
the p-values were calculated by using the summation divided by the maximum score points for the 
polytomously scored items. 

Item discrimination index 

¶ Point-biserial correlation was used for a dichotomously scored item and point-polyserial for a 
polytomously scored item ǘƻ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜŜǎΩ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƻƴ ŀƴ ƛǘŜƳ 
ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜŜǎΩ ǘƻǘŀƭ Ǌŀǿ ǎŎƻǊŜ ŜȄŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƎƛǾŜƴ ƛǘŜƳ ǎŎƻǊŜ.  

Option analysis for dichotomously scored items  

¶ The percentages of examinees who select each of the response options (including omission) were 
examined. 

Exhibit 16 presents the number of scoring items, mean, and standard deviations (SD) of the item 
difficulty and discrimination indices for each test form at each grade level of the ELA, mathematics, and 
science.  Full statistics for each scoring item, including p-values, item-total correlations, omit rates, and 
option analyses can be found in Appendix B. 
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Exhibit 16. Means and Standard Deviations for Item Difficulty and Discrimination 

Content 
Area 

Grade Form 
N of 

Items 

Item Difficulty Item Discrimination 

Mean SD Mean SD 

ELA 

3 3 31 0.64 0.18 0.36 0.14 

3 3NV 31 0.44 0.15 0.39 0.12 

4 3 32 0.64 0.14 0.36 0.12 

4 3NV 32 0.43 0.14 0.39 0.10 

5 3 32 0.60 0.13 0.36 0.12 

6 3 32 0.67 0.12 0.43 0.11 

7 3 32 0.67 0.12 0.40 0.13 

8 3 32 0.67 0.15 0.38 0.13 

HS 3 31 0.70 0.20 0.42 0.17 

Math 

3 3 35 0.51 0.10 0.40 0.08 

4 3 35 0.51 0.12 0.34 0.09 

5 3 35 0.52 0.14 0.27 0.09 

6 3 35 0.60 0.12 0.37 0.08 

7 3 35 0.58 0.15 0.36 0.10 

8 3 35 0.57 0.11 0.39 0.08 

HS 3 35 0.56 0.13 0.37 0.10 

Science 

4 3 30 0.54 0.13 0.29 0.09 

8 3 30 0.62 0.16 0.32 0.10 

HS 3 30 0.60 0.16 0.34 0.12 

IRT Calibration, Equating, and Scaling Process 

Previously, the analyses for LEAP Connect assessment were based on the application of the two-
parameter (2PL) IRT model. The original NCSC assessment was administered to eligible students across a 
consortium of states, thereby including adequate numbers to support the 2PL model. In addition, the 
same ELA and mathematics forms were administered each year from 2018 to 2020 across all grades, 
except for grade 7 and high school mathematics tests in 2020. The pre-equated raw-to-scale conversion 
tables were provided before the test administration for most forms, and post equating was conducted 
to create the raw-to-scale conversion tables for grade 7 and high school mathematics tests in 2020. For 
the past three years, the scale scores have been created through linear transformations from the 2PL 
ability estimates (theta) that correspond to possible raw scores, and the raw-to-scale-score conversion 
tables were used for operational score reporting.  

Beginning in the 2021 testing year, new forms are administered in Louisiana for all content areas (i.e., 
ELA, mathematics and science). Due to the relatively small numbers of students who will take the LEAP 
Connect (as few as 500 in a given grade), it is recommended that the underlying IRT model for the LEAP 
Connect be changed from the 2PL model to the Rasch model.  
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Rasch Calibration 

LEAP Connect items were first calibrated with WINSTEPS (Linacre, 2012) using three-year LEAP Connect 
data (2018 ς 2020) for ELA and mathematics grades 3-8 and high school. Exhibit 17 presents maximum 
score points and total items by content area, grade, year, and form.  

Exhibit 17. Number of Items and Maximum Score Points  

Content 
Area 

Grade Year(s) Form Name 
Maximum 

Score Points 
Total Number 
Scored Items 

ELA 

3 2018/2019/2020 1/2/1NV/2NV 30 29 

4 2018/2019/2020 1/2/1NV/2NV 31 30 

5 2018/2019/2020 1/2 30 29 

6 2018/2019/2020 1/2 30 29 

7 2018/2019/2020 1/2 29 28 

8 2018/2019/2020 1/2 31 30 

HS 2018/2019/2020 1/2 28 27 

Math 

  

3 2018/2019/2020 1/2 35 35 

4 2018/2019/2020 1/2 33 33 

5 2018/2019/2020 1/2 35 35 

6 2018/2019/2020 1/2 35 35 

7 2018/2019/2020 1/2 34 34 

8 2018/2019/2020 1/2 35 35 

HS 
2018/2019 1/2 34 34 

2020 1/2 35 35 

Data Cleaning Rule 

Records satisfying the following conditions were included in the calibration: 

1. Valid Raw score (i.e., raw score >= 0, cannot be blank) 

2. Response string was not empty  

3. Void flag must be blank 

4. ¢Ŝǎǘ ǘŀƪŜƴ ŦƭŀƎ Ŝǉǳŀƭǎ Ψ¸Ω 

5. Roll up to state equals 'Y' 

6. Grades 11 and above are coded as high school 

In consideration of the small sample sizes for individual forms and the large number of common items 
across forms for the same grade and content area, the data from different forms across the three years 
were combined for a concurrent calibration.  A portion of WINSTEPS data is presented in Exhibit 18, as 
an example. 
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Exhibit 18. WINSTEPS Data File Example 

 

Item Parameter Calibration (Free Run Calibration) 

To include the one-point compound reading foundational (RFS, ELA grades 3 and 4 only) items and the 
two-point compound writing (WS) items from the writing set (e.g., GR4_W_Set) in the calibration, 
IWEIGHT was used (i.e., IWEIGHT=0 for individual RFS and WS items, while IWEIGHT=1 for others); this 
ensured that the individual RFS and WS items would not be counted towards the total score. A new item 
ID was created for each of the item sets (i.e., RFS, WS) in the analyses. For the CR items, new item ids 
were created for each of the CR item traits: A, B and C. An example of WINSTEPS control card for a free 
run calibration is presented in Exhibit 19. 

Exhibit 19. WINSTEPS Control Card Example 
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Theta Estimation 

The sample sizes for the examinees taking the test in 2020 are relatively small, especially at the lower 
grades which had total sample sizes around 500. Therefore, to achieve more stable results, whenever it 
was possible all three years of data (n>1500) were used for the analyses. Exhibit 20 provides the sample 
sizes of the examinees per grade and year (2018-2020).  

Exhibit 20. Sample Distribution 

Content Area Year 
Grade 

3 4 5 6 7 8 HS 

ELA 

2018 >520 >650 >650 >900 >860 >920 <10 

2019 >530 >630 >710 >890 >990 >1000 >930 

2020 >490 >560 >630 >880 >920 >1010 >940 

Total >1550 >1850 >2000 >2680 >2780 >2930 >1870 

Math 

2018 >500 >640 >640 >900 >850 >910 <10 

2019 >510 >620 >700 >870 >980 >990 >930 

2020 >480 >550 >620 >860 >910 >1000 >950 

Total >1500 >1820 >1970 >2640 >2750 >2910 >1880 

The estimated item parameters were fixed in WINSTEPS for the creation of raw-to-theta conversion 
tables for each combination of grade, level, and content area.  The control card (see Exhibit 21 for 
example) was based on the previous free run control card with three additional files (IDFILE, IAFILE, and 
SAFILE).  IDFILE was used to indƛŎŀǘŜ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƻ ƪŜŜǇ ǘƘŜ ƛǘŜƳǎ όǳǎƛƴƎ ŀ ƭƛǎǘ ƻŦ ΨҌΩ ŀƴŘ ƛǘŜƳ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴύ ŦƻǊ 
scoring. The IAFILE and SAFILE included the item parameter estimates from the free run. These fixed 
calibration runs were separated for each form by grade, content area, and year. The concurrent 
calibration described previously ensures that the item parameter and theta estimates from different 
forms for a specific content area and grade are on the same scale. The theta estimates for 2020 test 
takers were used for the following analyses and the 2021 LEAP Connect standard setting and validation 
procedure as well.  
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Exhibit 21. WINSTEPS Fixed Control File Example 

 

Model Fit 

The LEAP Connect testing program moves from the 2PL to the Rasch model for calibration and 
estimation. It is necessary to evaluate the model fit based on new model. The item infit and outfit 
statistics from WINSTEPS were used to evaluate the fit, where the infit and outfit statistics range from 0 
to infinity with 1 representing ideal model fit. Items were considered to be misfit if their infit or outfit 
ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎǎ ŀǊŜ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ лΦт ǘƻ мΦо ǊŀƴƎŜ ό²ǊƛƎƘǘ ŀƴŘ [ƛƴŀŎǊŜΣ мффпύΦ {ǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅΣ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ƛǘŜƳǎΩ Ŧƛǘ 
statistics are greater than 1.3, the items were ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ά¦ƴŘŜǊŦƛǘΦέ LŦ ǘƘŜ Ŧƛǘ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎǎ ŀǊŜ ƭŜǎǎ 
than 0.7, the items were considered to be άhǾŜǊŦƛǘΦέ LƴŦƛǘ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎǎ ŀǊŜ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜŘ ōȅ ǳƴŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ 
responses from students on items that are measuring near their ability level (Wright and Masters, 1982). 
Outfit statistics are heavily influenced by unexpected student responses to items that are either 
relatively easy or relatively hard. 
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Exhibit 22 and Exhibit 23 summarize the Infit and Outfit statistics and Rasch difficulty of operational 
items by content area and grade. Note that the average Rasch difficulty values are not comparable 
across content areas and grades since they are not on the same scale. The average fit values are around 
1, which indicates a good fit of the model to the data. For science, the item statistics were based on all 
items field tested in 2020 since it was the first year of test administration. 

The number of misfit items vary across different content areas and grades and, the number of underfit 
items (Outfit values >1.3) was relatively small. Yen and Fitzpatrick (2006) describe some causes of item 
misfit, including small sample sizes, poorly estimated item parameters, item stem quality, item mis-keys, 
and item distractor quality. All of these potential causes were carefully investigated and rectified 
through processes. Therefore, we are confident that these are not contributing factors in the fit 
statistics presented above.  

Given that other possible sources of item misfit have been carefully addressed, and the Rasch model has 
been validated for use in assessment with relatively small sample sizes, the use of the Rasch model for 
LEAP Connect going forward is the best possible choice available.  

Exhibit 22. Rasch Item Infit Statistics 

Content 
area 

Grade 
N of 

Items5 

Mean Rasch 

difficulty 

Mean 
Fit 

Min 
Fit 

Max 
Fit 

N of Items 

Misfit (UNDER) 

ELA 

3 57 0.18 0.98 0.78 1.38 2 

4 56 0.15 0.99 0.78 1.34 2 

5 33 0.18 1.02 0.73 1.44 1 

6 34 0.32 1.02 0.83 1.43 1 

7 34 0.19 1.01 0.83 1.35 1 

8 36 0.08 0.99 0.76 1.27 0 

HS 33 -0.24 0.97 0.81 1.38 1 

 

 

 

Math 

 

 

 

3 35 -0.06 1.00 0.82 1.22 0 

4 33 -0.20 0.99 0.87 1.11 0 

5 35 -0.05 1.00 0.91 1.13 0 

6 35 0.04 1.00 0.82 1.28 0 

7 34 0.04 1.01 0.88 1.44 1 

8 35 0.03 1.01 0.87 1.24 0 

HS 35 -0.08 0.99 0.81 1.37 1 

Science 

4 42 0.00 1.01 0.81 1.24 0 

8 42 0.00 1.00 0.85 1.18 0 

HS 42 0.00 1.00 0.81 1.24 0 

  

 
5 Note that the column of ñN of Itemsò contains sub-items of the compound items. The sub-items do not contribute 

to score individually.  



 

2020ï2021 LEAP Connect Operational Technical Report  69 

Exhibit 23. Rasch Item Outfit Statistics 

Content 
area 

Grade 
N of 

Items6 

Mean 
Rasch 

difficulty 

Mean 

Fit 

Min 

Fit 

Max 

Fit 

N of Items 

Misfit (OVER) 

N of Items  

Misfit (UNDER) 

ELA 

3 57 0.18 0.95 0.58 1.55 5 6 

4 56 0.15 0.96 0.68 1.47 1 3 

5 33 0.18 1.00 0.62 1.62 2 2 

6 34 0.32 0.97 0.48 1.68 5 2 

7 34 0.19 0.95 0.54 1.54 6 2 

8 36 0.08 0.93 0.41 1.41 6 1 

HS 33 -0.24 0.87 0.45 1.71 11 3 

Math 

3 35 -0.06 0.99 0.76 1.27 0 0 

4 33 -0.20 0.97 0.82 1.14 0 0 

5 35 -0.05 0.99 0.82 1.18 0 0 

6 35 0.04 0.98 0.69 1.35 1 1 

7 34 0.04 1.00 0.70 1.69 0 4 

8 35 0.03 0.98 0.74 1.36 0 3 

HS 35 -0.08 0.96 0.75 1.49 0 1 

Science 

4 42 0.00 1.00 0.75 1.35 0 1 

8 42 0.00 0.98 0.64 1.28 3 0 

HS 42 0.00 0.98 0.61 1.35 3 2 

Scaling 

LDOE conducted standards validation, standard setting, and vertical articulation for all LEAP 
Connect tests in 2021 (see Chapter XI for details).  Later, LDOE decided to establish a new scale 
system (1200-1290) for LEAP Connect assessment based on the results using two-point method 
(level 2 cut of 1232 and level 3 cut of 1240) for all grades and content areas.  

Raw to Theta Conversion for Each Form 

The pre-equated item parameters for the 2021 LEAP Connect tests were used to create the test 
characteristic curve and find the raw-to-theta conversion for each testing form through the 
aforementioned Rasch model and the IRT true score method. 

Cut Scores on the Theta Metric  

Exhibit 24 includes the cut scores on the theta metric from the vertical articulation in the standards 
setting and validation process (see Chapter XI for details).  

  

 
6 Note that the column of ñN of Itemsò contains sub-items of the compound items. The sub-items do not contribute 

to score individually. 
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Exhibit 24. Cut Scores on the Theta Metric by Content Areas and Grades 

Content Area Grade Level 2 Cut  Level 3 Cut  Level 4 Cut  

ELA 

3 0.0073 0.5570 1.7601 

4 0.0512 0.6037 1.4868 

5 0.0760 0.7027 1.7026 

6 0.5580 1.3759 2.4230 

7 0.5090 1.0964 1.7205 

8 0.1285 1.1801 1.7307 

HS -0.0556 0.5975 2.1424 

Math 

3 -0.4112 -0.1712 0.9024 

4 -0.6829 -0.2344 0.4425 

5 -0.5687 -0.1853 0.6136 

6 -0.3635 0.2508 0.8779 

7 -0.5706 -0.1058 0.8589 

8 -0.4326 -0.0995 0.5132 

HS -0.5387 -0.0300 0.5107 

Science 

4 -0.5683 0.1019 0.4646 

8 -0.6615 0.0238 0.3876 

HS -0.4074 0.2132 0.5824 

Scaling Method 

The two-point method for scaling used two RP cut values (̒м and ̒ н) and their corresponding scale 

scores (SS1 and SS2) to establish the score scale. The linear transformation was calculated by SS = h —z+ ,̡ 

where h  = (SS2 ҍ SS1)/( н̒ ҍ ̒ м) and ̡  = SS1 + h * м̒Ȣ Note that for all content areas and grades, the Level 2 
scale score cuts were fixed at 1232 and the Level 3 scale score cuts are fixed at 1240 for a best practice.  
The calculated intercepts and slopes are then applied to the aforementioned raw-to-theta conversions 
for unrounded scale scores. For the reported scale score, the unrounded scale scores are rounded to the 
nearest integer numbers with the minimum of 1200 and the maximum of 1290.   
The conditional standard error of measurement (CSEM) for the scale score was obtained by 

/{9aҐʲκLC ,̒ where IFόʻύ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǎǘ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴΦ 

Results 

The intercepts and slopes are listed in Exhibit 25 and Exhibit 26 contains the scale score cuts. The raw-
to-scale conversion tables are included in Appendix G and illustrated in Exhibit 27.  
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Exhibit 25. Intercepts and Slopes 

Content Area Grade Slope Intercept 

ELA 

3 14.553 1231.894 

4 14.480 1231.259 

5 12.765 1231.030 

6 9.781 1226.542 

7 13.619 1225.068 

8 7.607 1231.022 

HS 12.249 1232.681 

Math 

3 33.333 1245.707 

4 17.837 1244.181 

5 20.866 1243.866 

6 13.023 1236.734 

7 17.212 1241.821 

8 24.017 1242.390 

HS 15.726 1240.472 

Science 

4 11.937 1238.784 

8 11.674 1239.722 

HS 12.891 1237.252 
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Exhibit 26. Cut Scores on the Reporting Scale 

Content Area Grade Level 2 Cut  Level 3 Cut Level 4 Cut Unrounded Level 4 Cut 

ELA 

3 1232 1240 1258 1257.50919 

4 1232 1240 1253 1252.78697 

5 1232 1240 1253 1252.76400 

6 1232 1240 1250 1250.24184 

7 1232 1240 1248 1248.49983 

8 1232 1240 1244 1244.18866 

HS 1232 1240 1259 1258.92390 

Math 

3 1232 1240 1276 1275.78667 

4 1232 1240 1252 1252.07402 

5 1232 1240 1257 1256.66980 

6 1232 1240 1248 1248.16669 

7 1232 1240 1257 1256.60413 

8 1232 1240 1255 1254.71510 

HS 1232 1240 1249 1248.50324 

Science 

4 1232 1240 1244 1244.32945 

8 1232 1240 1244 1244.24690 

HS 1232 1240 1245 1244.75927 
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Exhibit 27. Raw-to-Scale Conversions 
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Evaluation Based on the 2021 Testing Data 

The 2021 LEAP Connect empirical data were used to evaluate the cut scores using the following clean 
rules: 

¶ Valid Raw score (i.e., raw score >= 0, cannot be blank) 

¶ Response string was not empty 

¶ Void flag must be blank 

¶ ¢Ŝǎǘ ǘŀƪŜƴ ŦƭŀƎ Ŝǉǳŀƭǎ Ψ¸Ω 

¶ Roll up to state equals 'Y' 

¶ Hand scoring for ELA was completed 

¶ Grade 11 and above were coded as HS  

The obtained raw-to-scale conversion tables were applied to the cleaned data by content area, grade and 
form. Exhibit 28 contains the descriptive statistics for the scale scores from the 2021 testing data. 
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Exhibit 28. Descriptive Statistics for the Scale Scores for 2021 Testing Data 

Content Area Grade Count Mean SD Min Median Max 

ELA 

3 >500 1239.14 17.05 1200 1239 1290 

4 >520 1240.13 16.23 1200 1240 1290 

5 >570 1243.13 13.02 1200 1243 1290 

6 >800 1240.04 12.56 1200 1240 1290 

7 >860 1242.85 15.14 1200 1244 1290 

8 >930 1240.79 9.28 1200 1241 1290 

HS >850 1247.42 14.38 1200 1248 1290 

Math  

3 >500 1244.11 28.64 1200 1240 1290 

4 >510 1242.41 17.74 1200 1240 1290 

5 >570 1244.23 17.00 1200 1241 1290 

6 >800 1242.85 15.13 1200 1241 1290 

7 >850 1250.79 18.50 1200 1246 1290 

8 >920 1250.97 23.65 1200 1247 1290 

HS >840 1242.51 17.21 1200 1240 1290 

Science 

4 >500 1239.97 11.20 1200 1238 1280 

8 >910 1244.64 12.60 1200 1245 1290 

HS >850 1242.54 13.63 1200 1244 1290 
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Exhibit 29 shows the percentage of students in each performance level. Note that relatively large 
changes were found for Level 3 for ELA HS and Level 4 for ELA grades 3 and 4 as compared to the 2020 
released results, which might be due to the updated cut scores. Exhibit 30 shows the score distribution 
for the newly created scale scores.  
 
Exhibit 29. Percentage of Students in Performance Levels for 2021 Testing Data 

Content Area Grade Below Goal (%) Near Goal (%) At Goal (%) Above Goal (%) 

ELA 

 

3 30.63 20.95 37.75 10.67 

4 27.72 19.69 29.64 22.94 

5 15.28 25.69 38.54 20.49 

6 22.65 23.89 34.03 19.43 

7 20.88 18.10 24.94 36.08 

8 12.14 30.40 18.05 39.42 

HS 12.81 13.75 54.88 18.57 

Math 

 

3 35.50 9.86 37.08 17.55 

4 26.41 19.61 26.41 27.57 

5 21.43 22.13 34.32 22.13 

6 23.70 24.69 17.74 33.87 

7 11.59 17.68 38.17 32.55 

8 21.04 18.00 21.04 39.91 

HS 25.97 22.79 20.43 30.81 

Science 

4 18.38 38.54 12.65 30.43 

8 13.18 22.55 13.40 50.87 

HS 17.76 18.59 20.82 42.82 
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Exhibit 30. Score Distribution for the Newly Created Scales 
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Field-Test Classical Item Statistics  

Classical item analyses were conducted on the items field-tested during the 2021 administration. The 
field test results are summarized in Appendix H. Any item with values outside pre-established limits 
received an appropriate annotation (flag). Due to the structure of the assessments, complexity or tier 
reversals were also considered. The flagging criteria based on item statistics are as follows: 

1. Item Difficulty:  

o P-value < 0.50 for Tier 1 items. Tier 1 items are at the lowest complexity level, there are only 
two answer choices. If the p-value is less than 0.50 for this type of item, the item is flagged. 

o P-value < 0.33 for Tiers 2ς4 items. For items at complexity levels 2ς4, there are three answer 
choices. The value of 0.33 is the chance level and corresponds to the 0.25 criterion LDOE uses 
when flagging 4 option items. 

o P-value > 0.90 

2. Point-biserial (Pb):  

o Items with negative point-biserial correlations.  

3. Complexity reversal:  

o Items harder at the lowest level of complexity (Tier 1) than at the highest level of complexity 
(Tier 4). If a Tier 1 test item has a smaller p-value than a Tier 4 test item in the same form, then 
both items will be flagged. 

4. Distractor analysis: Proportion selecting distractor greater than proportion selecting key 

o Items were flagged for a distractor and reviewed at item data review when statistics for the 
answer choices revealed that students were being drawn to a distractor more often than to the 
correct response. Items with two possible correct responses were flagged when the proportion 
of a distractor was similar or higher than the p-value of the correct response. This could indicate 
a mis-key (correct response not correctly noted), a second possible correct response, or a 
distractor with elements of a correct response.   
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Chapter XI. Standard Setting 

On June 21-24, 2021, LDOE conducted standards validation, standard setting, and vertical articulation 
for all LEAP Connect tests, through a contract with Measurement Incorporated (MI) and edCount. Cut 
scores for all ELA tests and mathematics tests for grades 3-8 underwent standards validation. Standard 
setting was conducted for all science tests and the high school mathematics test. Finally, cut scores for 
all tests were reviewed in a vertical articulation activity and submitted to LDOE for final review. A 
detailed account of the LEAP Connect standard setting can be found in Appendix I. 
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Chapter XII. Reliability  

The reliability of raw scores by test form was evaluated using /ǊƻƴōŀŎƘΩǎ ŎƻŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ŀƭǇƘŀ (Cronbach, 
1951), which is a lower-bound estimate of test reliability. The reliability coefficient is a ratio of the 
variance of true test scores to the variance of the total observed scores, with the values ranging from 0 
to 1. The closer the value of the reliability coefficient is to 1, the more consistent the scores, where 1 
refers to a perfectly consistent test. In general, reliability coefficients that are equal to or greater than 
0.8 are considered acceptable for tests of moderate length.  

/ǊƻƴōŀŎƘΩǎ ŎƻŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ŀƭǇƘŀ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƳǇǳǘŜŘ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀ 

  ,        

where n is the number of items on the test, „  is the variance of item i, and „  is the variance of the 
total test score.  

Total test reliability measures indicate the consistency of performance over repeated administrations. 
The number of items in the test influences these statistics; a longer test can be expected to be more 
reliable than a shorter test. The reliability coefficients of 2021 testing are reported in Appendix J. The 
reliability statistics ranged from 0.84 to 0.88 for all ELA forms. For mathematics, the reliabilities ranged 
from 0.78 to 0.89. For science, the reliability values were from 0.76 to 0.83 for all the forms and grades. 
It can be observed that for some testing forms (e.g. Mathematics grade 5), the reliabilities are slightly 
lower than 0.8, which might be caused by the relatively smaller standard deviations of the raw scores 
given that the SEM values were in a reasonable range (see Exhibit 31).  

  

ù
ù
ù
ù

ú

ø

é
é
é
é

ê

è

-
-

=

ä
=

2

1

2

1
1

X

n

i

i

n

n

s

s

a



 

2020ï2021 LEAP Connect Operational Technical Report  82 

Exhibit 31. Reliability and SEM of 2021 Testing 

Content 

Area 
Grade Form 

N of 
Items 

/ǊƻƴōŀŎƘΩǎ 

Alpha 
SEM 

N of 
Students 

Raw Score 
Mean 

Raw Score 
SD 

ELA 

3 
3 31 0.84 2.85 >290 24.39 7.20 

3NV 31 0.87 2.87 >200 15.95 7.85 

4 
3 32 0.85 2.92 >360 24.55 7.47 

3NV 32 0.87 2.86 >150 15.77 8.01 

5 3 32 0.85 2.98 >570 23.36 7.71 

6 3 32 0.88 2.80 >800 25.86 8.22 

7 3 32 0.87 2.82 >860 26.16 7.87 

8 3 32 0.86 2.80 >930 25.95 7.43 

HS 3 31 0.87 2.71 >850 25.71 7.44 

Math 

3 3 35 0.89 2.62 >500 17.92 7.80 

4 3 35 0.85 2.67 >510 17.71 6.90 

5 3 35 0.78 2.71 >570 18.16 5.83 

6 3 35 0.86 2.58 >800 21.17 7.01 

7 3 35 0.86 2.57 >850 20.33 6.86 

8 3 35 0.88 2.61 >920 20.04 7.45 

HS 3 35 0.87 2.61 >840 19.59 7.11 

Science 

4 3 30 0.78 2.50 >500 16.11 5.33 

8 3 30 0.81 2.36 >910 18.54 5.42 

HS 3 30 0.82 2.36 >850 17.88 5.64 

Reliability for Subgroups 

Reliability estimates for demographic groups based on gender, ethnicity/race, economically 
disadvantaged status, English Learner status, and migrant status were computed and reported in 
Appendix J for groups with 10 or more students. Results show fairly high reliability indices for all 
populations which indicates that the LEAP Connect assessments are reliable for both population and 
subpopulations.   

Classification Accuracy and Consistency 

Classification accuracy is defined as the extent to which the actual classifications of test takers into 
various achievement levels agree with classifications made on the basis of their true scores (Livingston & 
Lewis, 1995). Classification consistency is defined as the extent to which the classifications of students in 
an achievement level agree based on two independent test administrations or one administration of 
two parallel test forms.  

The Livingston-Lewis procedure utilizes a beta-binomial model that requires two steps: (1) fitting 
proportion-correct true scores to a four-parameter beta distribution and (2) using the binomial 
distribution to estimate classification accuracy and consistency. All calculations for decision accuracy 
and consistency are based on census data. /ƻƘŜƴΩǎ ŎƻŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ƪŀǇǇŀ ό/ƻƘŜƴΣ мфслύ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜǎ ǘƘŜ 
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proportion of consistent classifications after removing the proportion of consistent classifications that 
would be expected by chance.  

Classification consistency and accuracy are presented in Exhibit 32. Two-Level refers to classifications 
into the two classes of At or Above Goal and Below Goal, and Four-Level refers to classifications into 
four levels of Below Goal, Near Goal, At Goad and Above Goal.  The classification consistency and 
accuracy measures might be influenced by several key features of the test design, including the number 
of items, the location and number of cut scores, the score distribution, and the reliability and associated 
standard error of measurement (SEM).  

Exhibit 32. Classification Accuracy and Consistency 

Content 
Area 

Grade Form 
Two-Level Four-Level 

Accuracy Consistency Kappa Accuracy Consistency Kappa 

ELA 

3 
3 0.87 0.82 0.61 0.70 0.60 0.42 

3NV 0.77 0.73 0.28 0.63 0.57 0.32 

4 
3 0.87 0.82 0.60 0.67 0.57 0.41 

3NV 0.87 0.82 0.48 0.68 0.62 0.37 

5 3 0.88 0.84 0.66 0.69 0.58 0.42 

6 3 0.89 0.84 0.68 0.70 0.60 0.46 

7 3 0.87 0.82 0.63 0.66 0.57 0.42 

8 3 0.88 0.83 0.65 0.70 0.61 0.45 

HS 3 0.91 0.87 0.68 0.73 0.63 0.43 

Math 

3 3 0.84 0.77 0.53 0.63 0.53 0.33 

4 3 0.86 0.81 0.61 0.63 0.54 0.39 

5 3 0.83 0.76 0.52 0.59 0.50 0.32 

6 3 0.87 0.82 0.64 0.65 0.57 0.41 

7 3 0.81 0.75 0.42 0.61 0.54 0.35 

8 3 0.81 0.73 0.44 0.58 0.52 0.34 

HS 3 0.87 0.82 0.63 0.63 0.55 0.39 

Science 

4 3 0.84 0.78 0.56 0.61 0.52 0.34 

8 3 0.86 0.80 0.57 0.67 0.59 0.37 

HS 3 0.87 0.81 0.60 0.65 0.57 0.38 
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Chapter XIII. Reporting, Interpretation, and Use of Scores 

Each student who took the LEAP Connect assessments received an individual report detailing: 

¶ content performance score; 

¶ content achievement level; and 

¶ content-specific achievement-level descriptors (ALDs).  

¢Ƙƛǎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜŘ ƛŦ ŀ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ άǇŀǎǎŜŘΦέ LŦ ǘƘŜ ![5ǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭΣ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎǎ 
ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ ƛƴ 9[! ŀƴŘ mathematics were also provided (see 
Appendix K for the Policy Level Descriptors and Achievement Level Descriptors for all grades and 
content areas). Results are used to make instructional decisions, decide what supports are needed for 
additional learning, and accountability reporting. Descriptions of the student scores are provided and 
their appropriate uses found in the Interpretive Guide: LEAP Connect. 

The following reports are provided to Louisiana schools and districts for LEAP Connect assessments: 

¶ Student Report 

¶ School Roster Report 

¢ƘŜ ǊŜǇƻǊǘǎ ŀǊŜ ƳŀŘŜ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƻƴƭƛƴŜ ƛƴ aŀȅ ƻƴ 5w/Ωǎ Ŝ5Lw9/¢ !ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ tƻǊǘŀƭ ǘƻ ōŜ ŘƻǿƴƭƻŀŘŜŘ 
and printed by the school system and school. Examples of the reports can be found in the Interpretive 
Guide: LEAP Connect. 

 

  

https://www.louisianabelieves.com/docs/default-source/assessment/leap-connect-interpretive-guide.pdf?sfvrsn=f129931f_3
https://www.louisianabelieves.com/docs/default-source/assessment/leap-connect-interpretive-guide.pdf?sfvrsn=f129931f_3
https://www.louisianabelieves.com/docs/default-source/assessment/leap-connect-interpretive-guide.pdf?sfvrsn=f129931f_3
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Chapter XIV. Validity 

Validity is the process of collecting evidence to support inferences by using the resulting scores from an 
assessment. In addition to showing reliability for the purpose for which assessment results are intended, 
results must show evidence of validity.  

The Standards for Educational & Psychological Testing (AERA, APA, & NCME, 2014) note that validity 
evidence is primarily based on five factors: 

¶ Test content 

¶ Response processes 

¶ Internal structure  

¶ Relationships to other variables 

¶ Consequences of testing 

Validity evidence is created throughout the entire assessment process, from the design of the test to 
item development to score reporting. Therefore, evidence of validity is found throughout this report. 
For example, evidence of content validity can be found in the Test Content section where the constructs 
of the tests are discussed, and validity evidence regarding the consequences of the testing can be found 
in the Reporting section where information on the proper use of scores is addressed. Validity evidence 
based on internal structure is presented in the Classical Item Analyses and Reliability sections. Additional 
pieces of validity are presented in this section.  

Evidence Based on Test Content 

A test that shows evidence of content validity would contain items that represent the intended domain 
and cover a suitable range of tasks relevant to that domain. A content-valid test of English language arts 
needs items with which an examinee can demonstrate their ability to read and write, while a content-
valid test of mathematics needs items with which an examinee can demonstrate their ability to perform 
various computational tasks. 

!ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ {ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ мΦммΣ ά²ƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭŜ ŦƻǊ ǘŜǎǘ ǎŎƻǊŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŀ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǳǎŜ ǊŜǎǘǎ ƛƴ 
part on the appropriateness of test content, the procedures followed in specifying and generating test 
content should be described and justified with reference to the intended population to be tested and 
the construct the test is intended to measure or the domain it is intended ǘƻ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘέ ό!9w!Σ !t!Σ ϧ 
NCME, p. 26). Test specifications for each section of the test were developed by edCount to determine a 
balance of ELA and mathematics items that would best demonstrate the ability of LEAP Connect 
examinees. The items were then developed based on these specifications. These items went through 
various checks and reviews by content matter experts to ensure their suitability for a test geared toward 
students with cognitive disabilities, as well as their measurement of the intended domain. Experts also 
ǊŜǾƛŜǿŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƛǘŜƳǎΩ ŘƛǎǘǊŀŎǘƻǊǎ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƻƴƭȅ ǘƘŜ ƪŜȅŜŘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀƴ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ŀƴǎǿŜǊΦ 

As discussed in the Test Content section of this report, items were designed and reviewed specifically for 
the target testing audience for each grade level (NCSC, 2016).  

Evidence Based on Response Processes 

Test validity also depends on allowing for adequate response processes from all examinees. Analyzing 
response processes is necessary for guaranteeing that examinees can respond to the test content as 
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ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘΦ {ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ мΦмн ǎǘŀǘŜǎΣ άLŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭŜ ŦƻǊ ǎŎƻǊŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŀ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǳǎŜ ŘŜǇŜƴŘǎ ƻƴ 
premises about the psychological processes or cognitive operations of test takers, then theoretical or 
empirical evidence in support oŦ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǇǊŜƳƛǎŜǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘέ ό!9w!Σ !t!Σ ϧ b/a9Σ ǇΦ нсύΦ  

The LEAP Connect assessments draw from the work completed by the National Center and State 
/ƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛǾŜ όb/{/ύ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ŎƻƴǎƻǊǘƛǳƳΦ b/{/Ωǎ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ό¢ƻ!ύ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘƛǾe 
argument (IA) center around the belief that assessments for students with significant cognitive 
disabilities should support the same goal as general assessments: to help ensure that students leave 
high school ready to meaningfully participate in college, careers, and their communities (see NCSC Brief 
Number 9).The answers to the ToA help evaluate the purpose of the assessment and provide 
information to identify high-value skill targets in content area, providing focal points for the 
development of tasks and test forms. The process provided by the ToA leads to processes for bringing 
about the intended goals of the assessment results. Please refer to Chapter III for the details of the ToA 
and related validity evidence. 

Evidence Based on Internal Structure 

InǘŜǊƴŀƭ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ ǾŀƭƛŘƛǘȅ ƛǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŀǎ άǘƘŜ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ǘƻ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇǎ ŀƳƻƴƎ ǘŜǎǘ ƛǘŜƳǎ ŀƴŘ ǘŜǎǘ 
ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘǎ ŎƻƴŦƻǊƳ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘ ƻƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜŘ ǘŜǎǘ ǎŎƻǊŜ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ōŀǎŜŘέ 
(AERA, APA, & NCME, 2014, p. 16). Validity evidence based on internal structure is presented in the 
Classical Item Analyses and Reliability sections of this report. 

Dimensionality and Local Independence 

Exploratory Factor Analysis was used to evaluate the unidimensionality assumption of the IRT model. 
The Scree plots display the obtained eigenvalues against the number of factors in the descending order 
(see Exhibit 33Τ /ŀǘǘŜƭƭΣ мфссύΦ aŀƴȅ ŦƻǊƳǎ ǎƘƻǿŜŘ ǘƘŜ άŜƭōƻǿέ ŀǇǇŜŀǊǎ ƴƻǘ right after the first factor, 
indicating that a multi-factor model might fit the data better. 

Exhibit 34 presents the eigenvalues and the percent of variance explained for up to five factors with 
eigenvalues greater than one. For most of the tests, the primary dimension explained more than 17% of 
the total variance. Multi-factor models showed improvements on model fit for some grades and content 
areas. The results were similar to those in the National Center and State Collaborative 2015 Operational 
Assessment Technical Manual (NCSC, 2016).   

Local independence is another fundamental assumption of IRT, and it indicates that no relationship 
ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŜȄƛǎǘ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜŜǎΩ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǘƻ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƛǘŜƳǎ ŀŦǘŜǊ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŀōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ 
measured by a test. In other words, the probability of answering an item correctly is affected only by the 
ƛǘŜƳΩǎ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎǎ and student proficiency. Evaluation of local independence starts during item 
development. As long as all test items are written so that they do not depend on the responses to other 
items, local independence is assured. During test construction, all items on a test are reviewed to ensure 
neither the items nor the answers clue students to other items on that test (NCSC, 2016). 
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Exhibit 33. Scree Plots of Eigenvalues Against Factors 

 

 

 

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30

Factor

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

E
ig

e
n
v
a
lu

e

ELA Grade 3 Form 3

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30

Factor

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

E
ig

e
n
v
a
lu

e

ELA Grade 3 Form 3NV

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32

Factor

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

E
ig

e
n
v
a
lu

e

ELA Grade 4 Form 3

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32

Factor

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

E
ig

e
n
v
a
lu

e

ELA Grade 4 Form 3NV

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32

Factor

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

E
ig

e
n
v
a
lu

e

ELA Grade 5 Form 3

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32

Factor

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

E
ig

e
n
v
a
lu

e

ELA Grade 6 Form 3



 

2020ï2021 LEAP Connect Operational Technical Report  88 

 

 

 

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32

Factor

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

E
ig

e
n
v
a
lu

e
ELA Grade 7 Form 3

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32

Factor

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

E
ig

e
n
v
a
lu

e

ELA Grade 8 Form 3

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30

Factor

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

E
ig

e
n
v
a
lu

e

ELA HS Form 3

0 3 6 9 12 15 18 21 24 27 30 33

Factor

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

E
ig

e
n
v
a
lu

e

Math Grade 3 Form 3

0 3 6 9 12 15 18 21 24 27 30 33

Factor

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

E
ig

e
n
v
a
lu

e

Math Grade 4 Form 3



 

2020ï2021 LEAP Connect Operational Technical Report  89 

 

 

0 3 6 9 12 15 18 21 24 27 30 33

Factor

0

1

2

3

4

5

E
ig

e
n
v
a
lu

e
Math Grade 5 Form 3

0 3 6 9 12 15 18 21 24 27 30 33

Factor

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

E
ig

e
n
v
a
lu

e

Math Grade 6 Form 3

0 3 6 9 12 15 18 21 24 27 30 33

Factor

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

E
ig

e
n
v
a
lu

e

Math Grade 7 Form 3

0 3 6 9 12 15 18 21 24 27 30 33

Factor

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

E
ig

e
n
v
a
lu

e

Math Grade 8 Form 3

0 3 6 9 12 15 18 21 24 27 30 33

Factor

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

E
ig

e
n
v
a
lu

e

Math HS Form 3



 

2020ï2021 LEAP Connect Operational Technical Report  90 

 

 
  

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30

Factor

0

1

2

3

4

5

E
ig

e
n
v
a
lu

e
Science Grade 4 Form 3

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30

Factor

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

E
ig

e
n
v
a
lu

e

Science Grade 8 Form 3

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30

Factor

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

E
ig

e
n
v
a
lu

e

Science HS Form 3



 

2020ï2021 LEAP Connect Operational Technical Report  91 

Exhibit 34. Eigenvalue and Percent of Variance Explained 

Content 
Area 

Grade Form Index Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 

ELA 

3 

3 
Eigenvalue 6.22 2.07 1.74 1.56 1.34 

Percent 20.06% 6.66% 5.61% 5.04% 4.34% 

3NV 
Eigenvalue 6.65 2.76 1.84 1.53 1.32 

Percent 21.46% 8.91% 5.93% 4.93% 4.25% 

4 

3 
Eigenvalue 6.34 1.96 1.69 1.48 1.31 

Percent 19.82% 6.14% 5.27% 4.64% 4.09% 

3NV 
Eigenvalue 6.79 2.71 1.99 1.75 1.4 

Percent 21.23% 8.47% 6.21% 5.48% 4.39% 

5 3 
Eigenvalue 6.28 2.73 1.76 1.34 1.16 

Percent 19.63% 8.55% 5.48% 4.18% 3.62% 

6 3 
Eigenvalue 7.78 2.24 1.55 1.29 1.07 

Percent 24.32% 7.00% 4.84% 4.02% 3.34% 

7 3 
Eigenvalue 7.22 2.06 1.41 1.25 1.13 

Percent 22.57% 6.43% 4.40% 3.92% 3.53% 

8 3 
Eigenvalue 6.64 2.24 1.52 1.39 1.15 

Percent 20.74% 7.01% 4.76% 4.34% 3.59% 

HS 3 
Eigenvalue 8.04 2.23 1.54 1.38 1.1 

Percent 25.92% 7.21% 4.95% 4.44% 3.56% 

Math 

3 3 
Eigenvalue 7.5 3.64 1.72 1.22 1.13 

Percent 21.42% 10.39% 4.91% 3.48% 3.23% 

4 3 
Eigenvalue 6.14 3.72 1.68 1.32 1.26 

Percent 17.54% 10.63% 4.79% 3.77% 3.60% 

5 3 
Eigenvalue 4.76 3.7 1.58 1.34 1.21 

Percent 13.61% 10.57% 4.52% 3.82% 3.45% 

6 3 
Eigenvalue 6.53 2.79 1.57 1.2 1.1 

Percent 18.66% 7.97% 4.48% 3.43% 3.15% 

7 3 
Eigenvalue 6.43 2.92 1.94 1.44 1.19 

Percent 18.37% 8.34% 5.54% 4.12% 3.40% 

8 3 
Eigenvalue 7.04 2.82 1.66 1.32 1.17 

Percent 20.10% 8.06% 4.74% 3.76% 3.33% 

HS 3 
Eigenvalue 6.63 2.21 1.51 1.25 1.15 

Percent 18.94% 6.30% 4.31% 3.56% 3.30% 

Science 

4 3 
Eigenvalue 4.36 3.66 1.76 1.2 1.09 

Percent 14.55% 12.21% 5.88% 4.01% 3.64% 

8 3 
Eigenvalue 5.11 2.35 1.4 1.3 1.1 

Percent 17.03% 7.85% 4.65% 4.32% 3.68% 

HS 3 
Eigenvalue 5.71 1.98 1.49 1.27 1.07 

Percent 19.02% 6.61% 4.97% 4.22% 3.58% 
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Evidence Based on Consequences of Testing 

{ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ мΦнр ǎǘŀǘŜǎΣ ά²ƘŜƴ ǳƴƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ŎƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜǎ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǘŜǎǘ ǳǎŜΣ ŀƴ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƳŀŘŜ 
to investigate whether such consequences arise from the test's sensitivity to characteristics other than 
ǘƘƻǎŜ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ƻǊ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǎǘϥǎ ŦŀƛƭǳǊŜ ǘƻ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘέ ό!9w!Σ 
APA, & NCME, pp. 30-31). Hence, evidence based on consequences of testing will come from future 
research into how LEAP Connect results are used to impact or influence the classroom environment of 
students, including changes to curriculum and classroom assessments (Lane & Stone, 2002). 

Differential Item Functioning 

Care should be taken to ensure that the LEAP Connect assessments are fairly measuring the 
performance of all population groups. Mantel-Haenszel procedure (MH; Holland & Thayer, 1988) was 
used for analysis of differential item functioning (DIF). Specifically, the MH delta difference (ɲMH DIF), 
which measures the magnitude of the difference between two groups, was used to classify items into 
one of the three categories (see Exhibit 35): A (Negligible DIF), B (intermediate DIF), or C (large DIF) 
according to the criteria developed by Educational Testing Service (e.g., Holland & Thayer, 1988; Zieky, 
1993; Zwick, 2012; Zwick & Kadriye, 1989; Zwick, Thayer, & Mazzeo, 1997). For the polytomously scored 
items, the extension of the MH procedure (Mantel Chi-square) with the standardized mean difference 
(SMD) was used to evaluate the magnitude of DIF (e.g., Dorans & Schmitt, 1991; Zwick, 1993).  

Exhibit 35. DIF Criteria 

DIF Category Dichotomously Scored Items Polytomously Scored Items 

A (Negligible)   
Nonsignificant MH-D Chi-square 
statistic όǇ җ лΦлрύ ƻǊ μɲaI 5LC| < 1.0 

Nonsignificant Mantel Chi-square 
όǇ җ лΦлрύ ƻǊ μ{a5κ{5μ Җ лΦмт 

B (Slight to 
moderate)   

Significant MH-D Chi-square (p < 0.05) 
ŀƴŘ мΦл Җ μɲaI 5LC| < 1.5  

Significant Mantel Chi-square (p < 
лΦлрύ ŀƴŘ лΦмт ғμ{a5κ{5μ ҖлΦнр 

C (Moderate to 
large) 

Significant MH-D Chi-square (p < 0.05) 
and |ɲaI 5LCμ җ мΦр 

Significant Mantel Chi-square (p < 
0.05) and |SMD/SD| > 0.25 

DIF analyses for items were conducted based on gender and ethnicity, as shown in Exhibit 36. Sample 
sizes for other subgroups of examinees were not large enough for valid DIF analysis. 

Exhibit 36. DIF Comparisons Groups 

Group Reference  Focal 

Gender Male  Female  

Ethnicity White  African-American 

Exhibits 37 and 38 provide the DIF results for gender and ethnicity, respectively. A positive value 
indicates DIF favoring the focal group, and a negative value indicates DIF favoring the reference group. 
CƻǊ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜΣ άB- 5LCέ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŜ B level DIF favoring the reference ƎǊƻǳǇ ŀƴŘ ά.+ 5LCέ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŜ B 
level DIF favoring the focal group. Likewise for the C level DIF. 

As can be observed from the table, most of the DIF items are at moderate level. One ELA operational 
item from grade 5 and one science operational item from high school show relatively large DIF (i.e. C 
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level). The content experts reviewed these items and did not find they were biased to any particular 
group. 

 
Exhibit 37. The Numbers of Flagged Gender DIF items for Content Area and Grades 

Content Area Grade Item Usage N of Items B- DIF B+ DIF C- DIF 

ELA 3 OP 33    
ELA 4 OP 34 2   
ELA 5 OP 32 1   
ELA 6 OP 32 1   
ELA 7 OP 32  1  
ELA 8 OP 32 1 1  
Math 3 OP 35 1 1  
Math 4 OP 35 3   
Math 5 OP 35 2 2  
Math 6 OP 35  1  
Math 7 OP 35    
Math 8 OP 35    
Math HS OP 35    
Science 4 OP 30  1  
Science 8 OP 30    
Science HS OP 30  1 1 

ELA 3 FT 7 2   
ELA 4 FT 5 1   
ELA 5 FT 6 1   
Math 3 FT 5    
Math 4 FT 5    
Math 6 FT 5    
Math HS FT 12 1 1  
Science 4 FT 12    
Science 8 FT 12 1   
Science HS FT 12    
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Exhibit 38. The Numbers of Flagged Ethnicity DIF items for Content Area and Grades 

Content Area Grade Item Usage N of Items B- DIF B+ DIF C+ DIF 

ELA 3 OP 33 1 1  

ELA 4 OP 34  3  

ELA 5 OP 32  2 1 

ELA 6 OP 32  2  

ELA 7 OP 32  1  

ELA 8 OP 32  2  

Math 3 OP 35 1 3  

Math 4 OP 35    

Math 5 OP 35 3 1  

Math 6 OP 35 1 2  

Math 7 OP 35  3  

Math 8 OP 35 1 1  

Math HS OP 35 2 2  

Science 4 OP 30    

Science 8 OP 30 1 1  

Science HS OP 30    

ELA 3 FT 7    

ELA 4 FT 5    

ELA 5 FT 6  1  

Math 3 FT 5  1  

Math 4 FT 5  1  

Math 6 FT 5  1  

Math HS FT 12 2   

Science 4 FT 12 1   

Science 8 FT 12 1 1  

Science HS FT 12  1  
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Appendix A. Executive Summary of Alignment Report 

Introduction 

The Louisiana Department of Education (LDOE) sought an independent evaluation of the alignment of 
their alternate assessment in English language arts (ELA), mathematics, and science in grades 3-8 and HS 
(only 4, 8, and high school for science) to the Louisiana Connectors for Students with Significant 
Cognitive Disabilities (Louisiana Connectors) in these same content areas. ACS Ventures, LLC (ACS) was 
selected to lead this alignment evaluation supported by edCount, LLC who managed the study logistics 
and provided support for the expert panelists. The report details the alignment methodology, process, 
and results by content area and grade level.   
 

Evaluation Methodology 

The approach to evaluating alignment quality within the LEAP Connect assessment system encompasses 
the collection and evaluation of a comprehensive body of evidence that itself aligns with the demands of 
both the federal peer review criteria for alignment and, even more importantly, The Standards for 
Educational and Psychological Testing which describes industry standards for assessment development 
and validation (The Standards; AERA, APA, & NCME, 2014). The evaluation criteria include elements of 
the Links for Academic Learning (LAL) supplemented by a review of the achievement level descriptors 
(ALDs) as recommended by Forte (2017). Each is briefly described below:  
 

Links for Academic Learning (LAL) Criteria (Flowers et al., 2009)  

¶ Criterion 3: Fidelity with Grade Level Content and Performance. ACS used panelist judgments 
to evaluate the alignment between the content and performance requirements of the LEAP 
Connect items/tasks and those specified in the aligned Louisiana Connectors. 

¶ Criterion 4: Content Differs in Range, Balance, and Complexity. ACS used panelist judgments to 
evaluate the extent to which the content of each LEAP Connect assessment aligns to the 
domains /inclusive Louisiana Connectors and represents the expectations outlined in the 
blueprint.  

¶ Criterion 5: Differentiation Across Grade Levels. ACS used subject matter expert judgments to 
evaluate how the content of the exam (i.e., knowledge and skills measured) is differentiated 
across grades.  

¶ Criterion 7: Barriers to Performance. ACS used panelist judgments to evaluate the accessibility 
of the LEAP Connect assessments for students with varying levels of communicative 
competence.   

 
ALD Criterion (Forte, 2017) 

¶ Relationship Fidelity Between Items and ALDs. ACS used panelist judgments to evaluate how 
the set of items on each LEAP Connect assessment reflect the expectations outlined in the draft 
ALDs.  

 
To complete these evaluations, ACS and edCount worked with LDOE to recruit and organize eight panels 
of subject matter experts from Louisiana including content experts and special education teachers. Each 
panel met for 2-3 days to review select LEAP Connect assessments and make judgments relative to each 
criterion through independent work and panel-level collaboration. ACS consolidated their judgments 
following the meeting to develop this report.   
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Evaluation Findings and Recommendations 

This report details the specific results by content area, grade level, and alignment criteria. Overall, the 
results show a strong degree of alignment between the LEAP Connect assessments and the Louisiana 
Connectors with some variance among subject areas: 

¶ For ELA, there was a reasonable level of alignment across criteria for each grade level. The only 
exception was for grades 4, 5, and high school Criterion 4 ς domain concurrence, where the 
panel found that a number of items fit better with grade-level connectors than the intended 
Prioritized Connectors. Further review of these findings found that in these cases, the aligned 
grade-level connector was very similar to the Prioritized Connector.  

¶ For mathematics, there was a reasonable level of alignment across criteria for each grade level. 
The exceptions to this are for several grade levels, Criterion 4 ς domain concurrence, where the 
panel found 1-3 items per grade level that were aligned to something other than the grade-level 
connectors (i.e., off grade level connectors, Louisiana Student Standards, no connector match). 
In addition, the panel found that the LEAP Connect assessment at grade 8 did not fully represent 
all four of the draft ALDs. However, these descriptors are still under review and therefore this 
finding should be provided to LDOE for feedback during the process and not taken as a final 
conclusion.   

¶ For science, there was a reasonable level of alignment across criteria for each grade level. The 
exception to this is for grade 8, Criterion 4 ς domain concurrence, where the panel found three 
items not aligned to the Prioritized or grade-level connectors.  

Across subject areas and grade levels, the panel identified options for students with varying levels of 
communicative competence to access the LEAP Connect assessments (as designed, with available 
accommodations or modifications). In addition, review by subject matter experts determined that the 
LEAP Connect assessment system is sufficiently differentiated across grade levels within each content 
area.  

Alignment Evaluation Conclusions 

Overall, the panel came to consensus on the item-level and assessment-level alignment rating tasks. In 
addition, the panelists indicated via the evaluation survey that they had confidence in the judgmental 
process and results. Overall, there was a strong degree of alignment across content areas and grade 
levels between the Prioritized Connectors and draft ALDs and the LEAP Connect content (items, tasks) 
and the Louisiana Connectors. In addition, this study produced evidence that the LEAP Connect 
assessment system includes differentiated expectations across grade levels and is accessible to students 
with varying levels of communicative competence.   
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Background 

Evaluation Purpose 

The purpose of this document is to detail the data collection and analysis for evaluating the alignment 
quality of the Louisiana Educational Assessment Program (LEAP) Connect assessments in English 
language arts (ELA) and mathematics for grades 3 ς 8 and high school, as well as in science for grades 4, 
8, and high school. This report includes explanations of the translation points between the assessment 
and evaluation questions and outlines how the data was collected and analyzed to provide evidence of 
alignment quality.  

Key Terminology 

¢ƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ƪŜȅ ǘŜǊƳƛƴƻƭƻƎȅ ŦǊƻƳ [5h9Ωǎ ŀŎŀŘŜƳƛŎ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ŀƴŘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŀǊŜ 
ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ ǘƻ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎΦ 
 
The LDOE defines a Louisiana Connector (connector) as an extended content standard that provides 
developmentally appropriate content for a specific grade level and course, while maintaining high 
ŜȄǇŜŎǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŦƻǊ ŀƭƭ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƻǊǎ ŀǊŜ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀŎŎŜƴǘǳŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ άōƛƎ ƛŘŜŀǎέ ŦƻǳƴŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
Louisiana Student Standards and provide students with significant cognitive disabilities fully aligned 
pathways to work toward the Louisiana Student Standards for English Language Arts, Mathematics, and 
Science. The Prioritized Connectors for each content area and grade level (ranging from 7-12 across 
content areas and grade levels) are the targets for assessment.   

 
The LEAP Connect assessments organize the Louisiana Connectors based on common content themes or 
domains found in the connectors. These domains are the primary units of analysis in this evaluation. 
Domains reflect the key ideas that are found across the connectors.  
 
For each content area and grade level, LDOE created a test blueprint to represent the specific test 
content that will contribute to the total score of the assessments. The blueprints for the LEAP Connect 
assessments indicate the overall content distribution for the operational test. Each blueprint includes 
the domains that are to be assessed, as well as the Prioritized Connectors and overall scoring weights for 
each domain. The blueprints also lists the item types and score-point ranges for the assessments.  
 
The LDOE created a framework of tiers for classifying and describing item and task complexity along 
with the level of support provided to examinees during the test administration. This framework includes 
four tiers with the first two (Tier 1 and Tier 2) reflecting higher levels of support and the latter two (Tier 
3 and Tier 4) representing less support for students who are developing mastery of the specific skill or 
knowledge. The system of tiers is detailed for each content area in the appropriate LEAP Connect 
Assessment Guide.  
 
To interpret student performance, the LDOE is developing a set of achievement level descriptors (ALDs) 
for each content area and grade level that describes the knowledge, skills, and abilities generally 
demonstrated by students at each performance level. These descriptors were constructed from the 
Prioritized Connectors to facilitate interpretation of student performance on the LEAP Connect 
assessments. The details within each descriptor are further differentiated by text complexity for ELA or 
task complexity for mathematics and science (low, moderate, and high). 
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The items and tasks on each LEAP Connect assessment provide students with the opportunity to 
demonstrate their knowledge and skills in relation to the Louisiana Connectors across the four 
achievement levels. 

LEAP Connect Assessments 

The LEAP Connect assessments were designed to assess knowledge and skills of students with significant 
cognitive disabilities in ELA, mathematics, and science. Specifically, these assessments are intended to 
be aligned with the Louisiana Connectors and include items and tasks. Each assessment includes a series 
of scored and unscored items and tasks as outlined in Table 1 below. These unscored items are items 
that the LDOE is field testing to collect data that can be used in future forms construction. In addition, 
the ELA assessments at grades 3 and 4 include alternate versions of some items to allow for responses 
from nonverbal students.  
 
Table 1. LEAP Connect Assessments: Number and type of Items and Tasks, Domain 

Content 
Area & 

Grade Level 
Scored 
Items 

Unscored 
Items 

Alternate 
Items7 

Writing 
Tasks Domain 

ELA      

3 41 7 10 

1 [3 Scoring 
Domains] 

Reading: Literature 
Reading: Informational 
Language 
Writing 
Foundational Reading 

4 39 6 10 

5 32 6 -- 
Reading: Literature 
Reading: Informational 
Language 
Writing 

6 33 6 -- 

7 34 6 -- 

8 34 6 -- 

HS 33 6 -- 

Math      

3 34 6 -- -- Operations & Algebraic Thinking 
Numbers and Operations in Base 
10 
Numbers and Operations - 
Fractions 
Measurement and Data 
Geometry 

4 34 6 -- -- 

5 35 5 

-- -- 

6 35 5 
-- -- Ratios and Proportional 

Relationships 
Expressions and Equations 
Number System 
Statistics and Probability 
Geometry 

7 35 5 

-- -- 

8 35 5 

-- -- Functions 
Expressions and Equations 
Number System 
Statistics and Probability 

 
7 Alternate Items refers to the items that are used on alternate versions of the assessments. These items specifically are used on 

the non-verbal version of the grades 3 and 4 ELA assessments and provide students who are non-verbal an opportunity to be 

assessed on the content. These sets of items are also scored together so that five items are worth one point.  
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Geometry 

HS 35 6* 

-- -- Algebra 
Statistics and Probability 
Number and Quantity 
Geometry 

Science      

4 30 6* -- -- Physical Science 
Life Science 
Earth and Space Science 8 30 6* -- -- 

HS 30 6* -- -- 

LS1: Molecules to Organisms 
LS2: Ecosystems 
LS3: Heredity 
LS4: Biological Evolution 

* The materials for these assessments included an additional 6 unscored items from an alternate form.  
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Appendix B. Classical Item Analysis Results ς Operational Items 

B.1 ELA Grade 3 Form 3 

Item Item Type Max Score Points N Pvalue Pb Omit 0/0 A/1 B/2 C/3 

1 MC 1 җ290 0.71 0.39 0.00   0.71 0.28   

2 MC 1 җнфл 0.90 0.37 0.01   0.09 0.90   

3 MC 1 җнфл 0.75 0.33 0.01   0.75 0.24   

4 MC 1 җнфл 0.87 0.49 0.01   0.13 0.87   

5 MC 1 җнфл 0.39 0.27 0.01   0.39 0.20 0.40 

6 MC 1 җнфл 0.62 0.04 0.01   0.16 0.22 0.62 

7 MC 1 җнфл 0.71 0.37 0.01   0.12 0.15 0.71 

8 MC 1 җнфл 0.74 0.26 0.01   0.11 0.14 0.74 

9 MC 1 җнфл 0.75 0.35 0.01   0.05 0.75 0.19 

10 MC 1 җнфл 0.62 0.49 0.01   0.16 0.62 0.22 

11 CR 1 җнфл 0.33 0.33 0.00 0.67 0.33     

12 MC 1 җнфл 0.70 0.52 0.01   0.10 0.70 0.19 

13 MC 1 җнфл 0.69 0.20 0.01   0.19 0.11 0.69 

14 MC 1 җнфл 0.49 0.42 0.01   0.49 0.16 0.34 

15 MC 1 җнфл 0.80 0.32 0.01   0.10 0.09 0.80 

16 MC 1 җнфл 0.54 0.08 0.01   0.23 0.22 0.54 

17 MC 1 җнфл 0.35 0.23 0.01   0.27 0.35 0.37 

18 CR 1 җнфл 0.32 0.28 0.00 0.68 0.32     

19 MC 1 җнфл 0.49 0.36 0.01   0.24 0.49 0.25 

20 MC 1 җнфл 0.33 0.19 0.02   0.27 0.33 0.38 

21 MC 1 җнфл 0.60 0.41 0.01   0.60 0.20 0.19 

22 MC 1 җнфл 0.51 0.33 0.01   0.18 0.51 0.30 

23 MC 1 җнфл 0.86 0.33 0.01   0.07 0.06 0.86 

24 MC 1 җнфл 0.64 0.54 0.01   0.64 0.14 0.21 

25 CR 2 җнфл 0.91 0.45 0.00 0.01 0.15 0.84   

26 MC 1 җнфл 0.89 0.35 0.00   0.11 0.89   

27 MC 1 җнфл 0.87 0.32 0.00   0.87 0.04 0.08 

28 MC 1 җнфл 0.61 0.31 0.01   0.22 0.16 0.61 

29 CR 3 җнфл 0.67 0.63 0.06 0.05 0.24 0.19 0.46 

30 CR 3 җнфл 0.61 0.57 0.06 0.18 0.12 0.22 0.42 

31 CR 3 җнфл 0.55 0.62 0.06 0.11 0.39 0.07 0.37 
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B.2 ELA Grade 3 Form 3NV 

Item Item Type Max Score Points N Pvalue Pb Omit 0/0 A/1 B/2 C/3 

1 MC 1 җн00 0.56 0.24 0.06   0.56 0.38   

2 MC 1 җнлл 0.71 0.48 0.06   0.22 0.71   

3 MC 1 җнлл 0.54 0.32 0.09   0.54 0.37   

4 MC 1 җнлл 0.64 0.45 0.08   0.28 0.64   

5 MC 1 җнлл 0.26 0.12 0.10   0.26 0.25 0.39 

6 MC 1 җнлл 0.51 0.33 0.10   0.19 0.20 0.51 

7 MC 1 җнлл 0.51 0.38 0.10   0.14 0.25 0.51 

8 MC 1 җнлл 0.59 0.48 0.10   0.11 0.20 0.59 

9 MC 1 җнлл 0.45 0.34 0.09   0.15 0.45 0.31 

10 MC 1 җнлл 0.44 0.45 0.11   0.16 0.44 0.29 

11 RFS 1 җнлл 0.27 0.43 0.00 0.73 0.27     

12 MC 1 җнлл 0.38 0.34 0.11   0.17 0.38 0.34 

13 MC 1 җнлл 0.46 0.32 0.11   0.18 0.24 0.46 

14 MC 1 җнлл 0.28 0.30 0.11   0.28 0.26 0.35 

15 MC 1 җнлл 0.56 0.44 0.12   0.16 0.16 0.56 

16 MC 1 җнлл 0.41 0.17 0.13   0.19 0.28 0.41 

17 MC 1 җнлл 0.25 0.21 0.13   0.24 0.25 0.38 

18 RFS 1 җнлл 0.26 0.46 0.00 0.74 0.26     

19 MC 1 җнлл 0.34 0.26 0.11   0.23 0.34 0.32 

20 MC 1 җнлл 0.25 0.30 0.14   0.23 0.25 0.37 

21 MC 1 җнлл 0.32 0.35 0.13   0.32 0.24 0.31 

22 MC 1 җнлл 0.43 0.40 0.12   0.16 0.43 0.29 

23 MC 1 җнлл 0.57 0.47 0.12   0.14 0.16 0.57 

24 MC 1 җнлл 0.41 0.43 0.12   0.41 0.16 0.31 

25 WS 2 җнлл 0.75 0.62 0.00 0.11 0.27 0.62   

26 MC 1 җнлл 0.73 0.49 0.09   0.19 0.73   

27 MC 1 җнлл 0.50 0.42 0.10   0.50 0.13 0.27 

28 MC 1 җнлл 0.39 0.33 0.11   0.28 0.22 0.39 

29 CR 3 җнлл 0.32 0.62 0.23 0.19 0.36 0.07 0.15 

30 CR 3 җнлл 0.22 0.55 0.23 0.44 0.11 0.07 0.14 

31 CR 3 җнлл 0.27 0.53 0.23 0.27 0.31 0.06 0.12 
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B.3 ELA Grade 4 Form 3 

Item Item Type Max Score Points N Pvalue Pb Omit 0/0 A/1 B/2 C/3 

1 MC 1 җо60 0.92 0.32 0.02   0.06 0.92   

2 MC 1 җосл 0.88 0.40 0.01   0.11 0.88   

3 MC 1 җосл 0.75 0.44 0.01   0.75 0.24   

4 MC 1 җосл 0.85 0.43 0.01   0.85 0.14   

5 MC 1 җосл 0.87 0.43 0.01   0.87 0.12   

6 MC 1 җосл 0.75 0.41 0.01   0.13 0.75 0.11 

7 MC 1 җосл 0.63 0.44 0.01   0.63 0.09 0.26 

8 MC 1 җосл 0.53 0.36 0.01   0.12 0.53 0.34 

9 MC 1 җосл 0.62 0.21 0.01   0.17 0.21 0.62 

10 MC 1 җосл 0.51 0.36 0.01   0.20 0.51 0.28 

11 RFS 1 җосл 0.39 0.30 0.00 0.61 0.39     

12 MC 1 җосл 0.61 0.17 0.02   0.09 0.28 0.61 

13 MC 1 җосл 0.62 0.25 0.01   0.20 0.17 0.62 

14 MC 1 җосл 0.57 0.36 0.01   0.57 0.15 0.27 

15 MC 1 җосл 0.63 0.33 0.01   0.21 0.15 0.63 

16 MC 1 җосл 0.67 0.43 0.01   0.10 0.67 0.23 

17 MC 1 җосл 0.60 0.35 0.01   0.60 0.15 0.25 

18 MC 1 җосл 0.67 0.44 0.01   0.16 0.67 0.16 

19 RFS 1 җосл 0.42 0.30 0.00 0.58 0.42     

20 MC 1 җосл 0.44 0.27 0.01   0.25 0.44 0.30 

21 MC 1 җосл 0.60 0.36 0.01   0.60 0.14 0.25 

22 MC 1 җосл 0.51 0.07 0.01   0.19 0.29 0.51 

23 MC 1 җосл 0.62 0.20 0.01   0.24 0.13 0.62 

24 MC 1 җосл 0.45 0.39 0.01   0.26 0.45 0.29 

25 WS 2 җосл 0.85 0.51 0.00 0.02 0.27 0.71   

26 MC 1 җосл 0.81 0.41 0.01   0.81 0.18   

27 MC 1 җосл 0.68 0.46 0.01   0.10 0.68 0.21 

28 MC 1 җосл 0.66 0.23 0.01   0.23 0.10 0.66 

29 MC 1 җосл 0.50 0.28 0.01   0.16 0.50 0.33 

30 CR 3 җосл 0.64 0.60 0.06 0.08 0.17 0.33 0.36 

31 CR 3 җосл 0.43 0.57 0.06 0.29 0.20 0.26 0.19 

32 CR 3 җосл 0.62 0.57 0.06 0.12 0.25 0.10 0.47 
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B.4 ELA Grade 4 Form 3NV 

Item Item Type Max Score Points N Pvalue Pb Omit 0/0 A/1 B/2 C/3 

1 MC 1 җм50 0.68 0.39 0.04   0.28 0.68   

2 MC 1 җмрл 0.72 0.39 0.04   0.23 0.72   

3 MC 1 җмрл 0.47 0.23 0.05   0.47 0.47   

4 MC 1 җмрл 0.56 0.38 0.06   0.56 0.38   

5 MC 1 җмрл 0.56 0.46 0.08   0.56 0.35   

6 MC 1 җмрл 0.58 0.41 0.09   0.17 0.58 0.17 

7 MC 1 җмрл 0.39 0.39 0.08   0.39 0.26 0.26 

8 MC 1 җмрл 0.42 0.50 0.11   0.19 0.42 0.28 

9 MC 1 җмрл 0.50 0.33 0.10   0.18 0.22 0.50 

10 MC 1 җмрл 0.36 0.34 0.10   0.19 0.36 0.35 

11 RFS 1 җмрл 0.28 0.34 0.00 0.72 0.28     

12 MC 1 җмрл 0.49 0.43 0.12   0.16 0.23 0.49 

13 MC 1 җмрл 0.45 0.27 0.14   0.21 0.21 0.45 

14 MC 1 җмрл 0.25 0.21 0.13   0.25 0.21 0.40 

15 MC 1 җмрл 0.47 0.37 0.13   0.21 0.19 0.47 

16 MC 1 җмрл 0.46 0.36 0.12   0.18 0.46 0.24 

17 MC 1 җмрл 0.33 0.41 0.12   0.33 0.27 0.28 

18 MC 1 җмрл 0.44 0.40 0.13   0.19 0.44 0.24 

19 RFS 1 җмрл 0.24 0.39 0.00 0.76 0.24     

20 MC 1 җмрл 0.37 0.39 0.10   0.25 0.37 0.29 

21 MC 1 җмрл 0.33 0.32 0.11   0.33 0.22 0.34 

22 MC 1 җмрл 0.46 0.36 0.10   0.18 0.27 0.46 

23 MC 1 җмрл 0.47 0.26 0.10   0.26 0.17 0.47 

24 MC 1 җмрл 0.35 0.34 0.12   0.22 0.35 0.31 

25 WS 2 җмрл 0.64 0.70 0.00 0.11 0.49 0.40   

26 MC 1 җмрл 0.56 0.46 0.09   0.56 0.35   

27 MC 1 җмрл 0.53 0.43 0.08   0.19 0.53 0.19 

28 MC 1 җмрл 0.42 0.35 0.10   0.23 0.25 0.42 

29 MC 1 җмрл 0.28 0.31 0.10   0.21 0.28 0.42 

30 CR 3 җмрл 0.29 0.60 0.29 0.23 0.19 0.20 0.10 

31 CR 3 җмрл 0.14 0.47 0.29 0.46 0.13 0.06 0.05 

32 CR 3 җмрл 0.27 0.61 0.29 0.27 0.22 0.09 0.13 

 

  








































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































