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Introduction

The members of the Technica Advisory Committee are pleased to submit thisreport in
response to the request from the Commissioner of Education for areview of the proposed
Massachusetts Tests for Educator Licensure. The effort on which Massachusettsis
embarking isno smdl task and dearly affirms its commitment to improved teacher

training asamgor part of its sysemic reform effort. We recognize that thereis no
assumption that licensure tests will, by themsdlves, raise the performance of

M assachusetts public school students. However, such tests are an essentid component of
the total reform effort. In our professond opinion, the Massachusetts teacher licensure
testing program is a strong, sustainable, psychometricaly sound, and essentid component
of that reform effort.

l. Definition of the Task and Background I nfor mation
The Technicad Advisory Committee was

"To advise the Commissioner of Education on the optimum baance of test
program technica qudity and feasibility of future implementation asthe
Department updates the Massachusetts Tests for Educator Licensure (MA
Educator Certification Tests) by reviewing proposed information, materids, and
procedures for their technica qudity (vaidity, rdiability, and other performance
characterigtics) and providing awritten report” (taken from the RFR).

Nationd Evauation Systems (NES) is the contractor for the Massachusetts testing
program. NES initial proposed procedures and documents were developed prior to our
work and then shared and discussed with us during various meetings. While attention
was paid to the past testing practices in Massachuseits, we were not engaged in a critique
of those practices and the previous testing program except as those procedures are
proposed to continue.

. Background on Licensure Testing

It is common in the educeation profession to criticize teacher licensing tests for not doing
things they were not intended to do. Therefore, it isimportant to distinguish the
inference that test builders and test users wish to make from the inferences that others
may draw, or claim one cannot draw, from the scores.



Professond opinions about the development and vdidity of ateacher licensure test must
be based on an understanding of what such atest is designed to do. The answer to the
guestion of what inference should be drawn from the scores on tests, such asthe
Massachusetts Tests for Educator Licensure, is essentid in determining the vaidity of the
test, because vdidity has to do with the degree of accuracy of the inference drawn. The
inference to be drawn from ateacher competency test is Ssmply that the individud test
taker has, or does not have, a least aminimd level of the knowledge thet the test is
designed to measure. A licensure test is not intended to be a measure of, or a predictor
of, performance or effectiveness. 1t issmply ameasure of the knowledge and skillsin
the domain being assessed.

Like other licensure tests, the Massachusetts Tests for Educator Licensure are not
designed as ether diagnogtic or employment tests. Using licensure tests for either of
these two purposesisto misuse these tests. Indtitutions of higher education involved in
training teachers should develop their own diagnosgtic tools.  To provide sufficiently
reliable scores for making diagnostic decisions about individua students, these tools
would need to contain substantialy more questions and take consderably more testing
time than what is required for licensure examinations.

The Joint AERA/APA/NCME Standards for Educationa and Psychologica Testing
(2999) (heresfter referred to as the Joint Standards) provides professond guiddines for
what congtitutes appropriate test development and use. That document statesthe
following with respect to certification (licensure) tests:

Tests used in credentiding are designed to determine whether the essentidl
knowledge and skills of a specified domain have been mastered by the candidate
(p. 156)

Vdidation of credentialing tests depends mainly on content-related evidence,
often in the form of judgments that the test adequately represents the content
domain of the occupation or specidty being considered. ... Criterion-related
evidenceis of limited applicability in licensure settings because criterion
measures are generally not available for those who are not granted alicense (p.
157).

Thus, the professiona standards do not consider it necessary, or even gppropriate, to
vaidate scores on licensure tests againgt an externd criterion measure of success on the
job.

The question of professona acceptability of any test is not whether scholars can find
fault with aprocess. Any scholar in the field, no matter what test he/she reviewed, could
identify ways to improve or criticize the test condtruction and vaidation process. An
idedlized god is unredigtic because no test would mest it. Consequently, the Joint
Standards document states,



Eva uating the acceptability of atest or test gpplication does not rest on the litera
satisfaction of every standard in this document, and acceptability cannot be
determined by using achecklig. ... Evauating acceptability involves professond
judgment ... (1999, p. 4).

Of course, it is gppropriate to identify incons stencies with these Joint Standards, and we
have kept the Joint Standards in mind in reviewing the test contractor’s plans for
M assachusetts.

We should also make it clear that it is not necessary that things must be done in our
preferred fashion to be considered acceptable. At times we will make suggestions
regarding how we think something should be done. It does not follow that should NES
proceed in adifferent fashion, that what it does is unacceptable. We recognize that
testing is like ingtruction, a dynamic process subject to congtant review and vaidation.
Hence, we recommend atechnica advisory committee (TAC) be established to servein
an advisory capacity to the commissoner, and that the TAC be composed mainly of
licensure assessment experts.

Asnoted earlier in this section, whileit is crucid to recognize the role of the Joint
Standards in developing the tests and in protecting test takers from abuse, it isequaly
important to understand that the Joint Standards aso impose respongbilities on test users.
The Commissioner and Department of Education are clear on the intent of the testing
program. It is equaly important and a heavy burden on them to ensure that test users
have adequate information regarding the misuse of licensure test results, such asusing
them for employment decisons. The Joint Standards are clear about the responsibilities
of designers, takers, and users. It might be worthwhile sponsoring some regiond
mesetings on those Joint Standards or having teacher training Indtitutions of Higher
Education (IHEs) do so with their students and participating school didtricts as part of
thar implementation plan.

[1. Pr ocedur es Followed

The expert technica pand participated in four meetings with staff from the

Massachusetts Department of Education and Nationa Evaluation Systems, Inc. Prior to
each meeting, various materials were shipped to usto study. Subsequent to each meeting
we were sent revisions of the plans that NES prepared in response to the discussons and
suggestions made at the meetings.

The first meeting was on March 21 and 22, the second on May 23 and 24, and the third
on July 24 and 25. A portion of the third meeting was devoted to meeting with four
individuals who were selected to represent the Board of Higher Education and the
Association of Independent Colleges of Massachusetts. This committee represented the
public and independent sectors of higher educeation in the Commonwealth. We aso
reviewed aletter and information from Dr. Larry Ludlow of the Lynch School of
Education of Boston College regarding the testing program. We held our fourth meseting



viaa conference cdl on November 13. Prdiminary to the completion of our find report,
we discussed aworking draft of it with the Commissioner and Department of Education
staff on December 17, 2001.

The materids we initidly received were voluminous and included some technicd
information on previous tests. While we read these, we did not focus our attention (or
this report) on the quality of the previous tests. Instead we focused on the plansfor the
new tests. Hence, it should be noted that the psychometric matters we consdered werein
the context of the new licensure program, not criticisms of the old. Hence, the main

topics of discussion at each meeting were the planning documents that serve as guiddines
for the updated and new tests for the "M assachusetts Tests for Educator Licensure.”

We did some of our own independent analysis of data that were provided by NES to
make sure we understood fully the analyses that the contractor had performed.

In our opinion, the original NES planning documents were reasonably good and
represented considerable thought. Nevertheless, we found a number of pointsin these
documents that, aong with the comments from the higher education representatives, were
worthy of further discusson. As mentioned earlier, we had four meetingsin which these
documents and revisons of them were discussed and dternative procedures were
recommended. We found that NES and Department staff were very receptive to our
suggestions. We commend both NES and Department staff for their open, professiond
approach. Indeed, it was their willingness to change proceduresin response to our
observations and suggestions that resulted in us being convinced that the find documents
represent acceptable planning documents.  In the Forward of the find document, NES
notes that the documents are a"product of extensve review and revison based on
mestings of MDE, the Technicad Advisory Committee and NES...." We agree that
gtatement is an accurate portraya of the fina document and one that we dl support.

V. Overview of the | ssues Addr essed

In our mesetings with the staff from the Massachusetts Department of Education and NES,
we were provided with drafts of the "planning documents’ for the Tests for Educator
Licensure. Thefirg sat of draft planning documents was dated May 2001. Following
discussions of the content of these drafts, NES prepared subsequent versions of the
working documents dated July 2001. We aso had discussions regarding these drafts. We
received athird set of drafts of the working documents and afind set of documents dated
November 2001.

We will comment briefly on each of the parts of the plan asthey are explicated in the
November 2001 documents. At times we will comment on the changes as evidence that
the joint efforts produced a sound, acceptable set of planning documents. All of our
comments are based on the understanding that the Department will be establishing a
permanent Technical Advisory Committee to review and advise on testing decisions as
the program is implemented.



A. M anagement Planning Document for New Test Development

This nine- page document provides awell thought out outline of how the new test
development will proceed. We believe that a reasonable time line was established and
that the process of forming advisory committees was basically sound. Some early
discussion focused on the advisability of having members of the Content Advisory
Committee invited to the passing score setting activities. We discussed some of the
implications of such a process and thought it might be preferable to not have such
members on the passing score committee. Aswe understand it, this origind idea has
been dropped as a required feature, dthough there is no explicit atement in the plans
that prohibits such membership.

We commend the plans to establish three advisory committees. content advisory
committee, bias review committee, and passing score pand. We find the overal plan for
selecting the committees to be acceptable. This plan by the Department of Education is
another piece of evidence regarding their openness to involve the education community
in the development and implementation of the licensure-testing program.

B. Preliminary Test Form Design Document

This document presents a description of the proposed test form designs under three broad
headings. Test objectives (the term frameworks was used in the original draft), test form
design and blueprint, and test form development and congtruction.

Again, we fdt the Department and NES staffs were respongive to our suggestions. The
May draft suggested that "each objective for afield will typicaly cover about the same
amount of content.” We fdt that such a"requirement” could result in rewriting
objectivesin a somewhat unusud fashion to make them equally broad or weighting
objectivesin away that might not seem sensible. After some discusson this NES
proposed procedure was dropped.

We bdieved that the design regarding the number of multiple-choice items and
constructed-response items resulted in a reasonabl e bal ance between the two formats. A
four-hour test should be long enough to provide for sufficient content coverage and
estimated score rdiability. The Massachusetts Department of Education, through the
work of its committees, will ultimately establish the weights assigned to each section of
the test (i.e., multiple-choice and constructed-response). We believe that determination
will be done in adeliberate fashion and the process of making that determination will be
well documented and involve some of the State test committees outlined above.

Without going into details about the changes between the initid draft and the find one,
there is evidence that our preferences were given consideration. We are satisfied that the
find draft describes professondly acceptable procedures.



C. Planning Document for Test Objectives Development and Validation

This document presents a discussion of ten tasks involved in defining the content of the
Massachusetts Tests for Educator Licensure. These tasks begin with obtaining and
andyzing the program and policy materids. They end with the preparation of test
specifications. The tota document runs 26 pages plus an gppendix.

Aswith the previous documents, this one is thorough and represents a professiondly
acceptable set of procedures.

D. Planning Document for Test Item Development, Validation, and Pilot Testing

Thisis a sevenpage document describing seven tasks. These tasks include drafting the
items, conducting bias and content reviews, developing pilot test forms, recruiting
participants, administering and scoring the pilot test, and andyzing the data.

Again, NES was responsive to concerns we raised in previous versions of this document.
For example the new test design will include 100 multiple-choice items and 2
constructed-response items. Thisis an increase from the originaly planned 80 multiple-
choice items and should result in atest with more reliable scores. The Satidicd anayss
of the pilot items seems adequate. Items will be reviewed if they do not meet certain
criteriaregarding difficulty, discrimination, and Differentid Item Functioning (DIF)
dsatigtics.

E. Planning Document for Setting Passing Scores

This document details the following four tasks: establishing the passing score pands,
conducting the passing score conference, cdculating the pand-based recommended
performance levels, and establishing the passing scores.

The pand will use a"modified Angoff" procedure, which is a popular and generdly
accepted procedure for establishing passing scoresin both licensure and large-scale
assessments. We spent some time with NES and the Department staff discussing the
chargeto be given to thispand. The plan isto ask the pand membersto answer the
following question related to selected response items:

Imagine a hypothetica group of individuas who are just at the level of subject
matter knowledge required for entry-leve teaching in thisfield in Massachusetts
public schools. What percent of this group would answer the item correctly?

For the congtructed response items, the panel will be asked what score, on a Six-point
scale, represents the level of response that would have to be achieved for entry-leve
teaching.

In discussing task 4 (finalizing the passing score), it is stressed that the Commissioner
will set the passing score for each test based on input from a variety of sources. That



procedure is sound and follows the practice of many states where the passing score must
be determined on the basis of psychometric and other public policy consderations.

Again, we find that the plans proposed in this fina November 2001 document represent
acceptable practice.

F. Preliminary Test Scoring and Reporting Document

This document provides information related to the scoring of the tests and the reporting
gructure for results.  The Overview of Test Scoring section describes how the multiple-
choice item scoring and congtructed-response item scoring are accomplished. For the
congtructed-response items, dl are read by two scorers and athird scorer isused if the
scores from the first two reeders differ by more than one point. Scorer selection criteria,
scorer orientation, and scorer training are al well conceptualized and well described in
the report.

We concur with the procedures as outlined, with the exception that we believe that when
re-scoring of the multiple choice component occurs, it should be done by hand, not a
meachine re-scoring.

The section on Andysis and Reporting of Results covers Test Form Equating; Scaled
Scores; and Reports for Candidates, the Department and Board, and Ingtitutions. An area
that presents particular challengesto test developersis comparability of constructed-
response items within and across test forms. In the case of the Massachusetts Tests for
Educator Licensure, different constructed-response items are typicaly used on each test
form across adminigtrations. Comparability is achieved through a judgmenta process
that includes marker responses as well as ahistorical anchor set of marker responses.
Scorer orientation, cdibration, and monitoring are dso described in the document. We
believe the NES plans are well considered and generaly appropriate. Nevertheless, we
would like to see some consideration given to exploring the possibility of scaing the
constructed-response items for those fields where the sample size is sufficient for such a
scaling process to be appropriate.

The section on scaled scores was the subject of considerable discussion among the TAC,
NES personndl, and Department staff. The procedure described on pages 11-15 of the
Preliminary Test Scoring and Reporting document is the result of that discusson. We
certainly agree that the procedure is professionally acceptable and may indeed be the
preferred methodology. However, it may be that for the fidds with large numbers of
candidates (i.e., 200 or more), a modified z-score or smilar method described (but not
planned on being used) would be preferable. Thisis an issue that the contractor should
consider and provide arationde for afind decision regarding the selected procedure to
the Department. This rationale should include documentation of the procedures and
results of any relevant empirical analyses that NES conducted. We are pleased that NES
took thisissue serioudy and, in fact, ran some data showing that the percent of consistent
decisons across the different strategies was dways above 90%.




The sub-section on Reports for Candidates, the Department and Board, and Indtitutionsis
one areain which we have two disagreements, namely: 1) the reporting of individud

scores for those who pass, and 2) reporting sub-area scores by individua. We dso
recommend that eventua or cumulative pass rates should be reported in addition to initia
(first timer) and repegter pass rates.

In our professional opinion, scores should not be reported to those candidates who passed
thetests. We bdieve that just notifying candidates that they passed (i.e., rather than

giving them their scores) will help to safeguard againgt abuse of scores beyond the stated
intent of the licensure program.

Individuas are to get their score reports about five weeks after each adminigtration.
Details of what will be provided to them are spelled out (see pages 16 and 17 of that
section of the report). We do not agree with the plan to include an indication of the
candidate's performance on each sub-areain each test. While we understand the desire
for information on each sub-area of the test, we do not favor providing such information
a theindividua level. Aswe pointed out earlier, licensure tests are not designed to be
diagnogtic. Thereliahility of the differencesin scores between sub-area scores would
smply not be high enough for us to want individuas to have those sub-area scores.

The sub-section on Post-administration summary reports specifies that the percent of
candidates passing each test will be reported both for firg-time takers and repeaters. We
fed that an eventud or cumulative passing rate for dl test takers should aso be reported.

The document specifies that ingtitutions will recelve summary reports for candidates who
requested that their results be forwarded to that indtitution. Again, in that section, it is
suggested that indtitutions will receive sub-area performance by individua candidate.

We object to that for the reasons cited above. We would not be opposed to ingtitutions
receiving the mean scores of the sub-areas. Thiswould dlow for some inditutiondl
diagnogtics. The mean sub-area scores would be considerably more rdligble than the
individud sub-area scores.

The document includes a mgor section on Annua Technical Reporting. This section
covers, among other topics, discussions on the leve of reporting, what test reliability
information will be provided, scorer agreement information, and a pass rate report. This
section should also contain the results of the implementation of proceduresin low
incidence test areas and the results of checks for possible breachesin test security when
the same test form is repeated, such as substantia changesin item datidtics.

We were advised by Massachusetts that federal requirements require annua reporting of
passing rates by ingtitution for program completers. However, such datawould be
mideading for the basic skillstests if some but not al indtitutions made admission into
their teacher education programs contingent on passing these tests. Hence, it would be
useful to aso report firg-time and repeeter passing rates for each administration by
inditution for al takers, i.e., regardless of whether or not they completed the program. In
addition, three-year eventual passing rates should be reported by ingtitution for cohorts of



program completers so that candidates can be better informed about the percentage of
graduates from each school that are eventualy licensed to teach in Massachusetts.

Summary data should be provided to inditutions, i.e., number of takers, means, sandard
deviations, and frequency distributions for tota scores and sub-area scores, provided such
reporting does not compromise the confidentidity of individud test takers. These data
should not be reported for test areas in which there are fewer than 10 takers. Scores for
individua candidates should not be provided by name to the inditutions without the
consent of those individua candidates.

With the exception of our views on score reporting at the individua and indtitutional
levels, we are pleased with the Prdiminary Test Scoring and Reporting Document. It
like the other sections of the report, documents a professionaly acceptable plan.

G. Guidefor Information Retention

This section contains a detailed explanation of records and information retention as it
relates to the totd test design, development, implementation, and results process. We
find it acceptable as written.

We do, however, recommend the consideration of retention of test administration seeting
charts by adminigtration at each testing Ste. One can expect that issues of “ cheating”
might represent one of the most public aspects of the retention process, and it would be
advisable to maintain records on individuals to help adjudicate such Situations. Retention
for aperiod of two yearsis probably sufficient.

We dso believe that as much asisfeasbly possible, records should be maintained
through dectronic means, as well as the hard copies of records.

V. | ssues and Recommendations
Thefollowing condtitute the final recommendations of the TAC.

Recommendation 1: We recommend that procedures be established regarding the
openness and sharing of data. We anticipate that unless there is a compelling and test
compromising reason, test information should be available to the research community
without individud or ingtitutiond identifiers. Data that are public should be availablein
an eectronic database S0 that they can be manipulated in ways other than their origina
presentation.

The Department should adopt a public disclosure stance that places a heavy burden on
decisions about non-disclosure. Hence, al technica reports, test administration reports,
test development committees' reports and minutes, and test Satistics should be available
provided that individud and inditutiona confidentidity is maintained. 1t isadvissble

that an annud technica report be produced, and disseminated upon request. Whilethis



report of each year’ s test administrations would be technica in nature and not one written
for the generd public, the documents should be created and available as demonstrable
and credible evidence of the integrity of the licensure testing program.

Recommendation 2: We recommend that data on procedures and results presented to
the State' s teacher training Ingtitutions of Higher Education (IHES) be in an eectronic
format. Thisformeat should alow each indtitution to analyze its own data without
compromising the confidentidity of the data for identifiable candidates. For example, the
school should not be able to ascertain a given candidate s scores unless that student has
sgned a non-coercive consent form for the release of those data. Provided it would not
breach or jeopardize candidate confidentidity or test security, the eectronic file should
contain each candidate' s total multiple choice score, tota score on the constructed
response section, overd| total score, pass/fail decison, and repeater status. |HES and
other organizations that prepare teachers also should receive mean scores for the sub-
areasfor first time and repeat test takers, provided this does not jeopardize candidate
confidentidity.

Recommendation 3: We recommend that a permanent Technicad Advisory Committee
be established with a charter to advise and to evaluate whether procedures are being
implemented as planned. The education community in Massachusetts should view the
TAC asagroup charged with ensuring that the quality of the testing program aways
exigs. It aso advises on procedures and issues that arise relative to discrete test
adminigtrations, results, psychometric issues, review of data that cannot be released
without compromising the program, and test policy. The TAC should be composed
mainly of nationaly recognized expertsin large-scale licensure assessment who are
knowledgeable of the Joint AERA/APA/NCME Standards for Educational and
Psychologicd Tedting (1999), and who are not opposed to large-scale entry-level teacher
tedting.

Recommendation 4: We recommend that consideration be given to scaing the scores on
the open-ended sections. While issues of combining both sdected and congtructed
response components of the test dways exig, it may be advisable to utilize scaling
procedures since dl tests will contain at least two constructed response Situations.

Scaling may be amore appropriate procedure for test forms that are taken by 200 or more
candidates than those taken by relatively smal numbers of candidates. While the
measurement field is not of one mind on this issue, an informed decision based on the
merits of each option should be explicated by the contractor to better inform the
Department decision, in conjunction with its permanent TAC.

Recommendation 5: We recommend that results be reported for first timers, repeaters,
and those eventudly passing. In fact, eventud pass rates should be used for much of the
reporting of the impact of the testing program. Reporting by test adminigtration rather
than in the aggregate will continue to draw attention to those who have failed the test
rather than to the expected impact of the program—an assurance of the content
knowledge of those seeking licensure in Massachusetts. One can expect variation in test
performance from adminigtration to adminigration. Thet variability is not the focus of




the program, but rather the assurance that prospective teachers demonstrate content
proficiency regardiess of the number of attempts. Thisisespecialy important in

reporting to the State Board of Education on the effectiveness of the program. Hence, the
contractor should report summary results by ingtitution and license area after each test
adminigtration to the Department for first timers, repeaters, and those eventually passing
for itsown anayss. Over time, eventual pass rates at the end of athree-year period
should be used for judging the impact of the testing program.

Recommendation 6: We recommend that certain scores be reported to the candidates
who fail, but not to those who passthe test. Specificaly, the scores reported to
unsuccessful candidates should include their total score on both the multiple choice and
essay portions of each test aswell astheir overal total score. We do not recommend
releasing sub-area scoresto individual candidates because these scores probably do not
provide a sufficiently reliable basis for determining whether a candidate is actualy more
proficient in one sub-area than in another (and the tests are not designed to provide that
type of diagnogtic information). Releasing scores for individuas who passed may be a
magor contributor to using those scores beyond the intended purpose of identifying
individuals who met a content knowledge criterion.

Recommendation 7: We recommend that Satisticaly sophidticated andyss techniques
be considered for tests taken by rdlatively large numbers of candidates. We understand
the importance of congstency across test aress, but believe that this consistency should
occur ontwo levels: one for tests taken by small numbers of test takers, and one for tests
taken by large numbers that would alow for gatistical anadyses to be conducted.

Recommendation 8: We recommend that congderation be given to usng dl 100 items
in computing a candidate’ s multiple-choice score; i.e., the 80 that are now scored plus the
20 that are designated as pilot-test items.

Recommendation 9: We recommend that for tests taken by relaively large numbers of
takers (200 or more), early item analysis results should be used to flag items and revise
scoring keys as warranted. Item analys's data dso should be used in selecting items for
subsequent forms, such as by not re-usng itemswith high or low p-vadues. Thisis
particularly important in low incidence test areas where test forms will not be revised for
severd years because of low numbers of test takers and the need to develop multiple
forms

Recommendation 10: With respect to accommodations for handicapping conditions, we
concur with the procedures outlined by NES. They are reasonable and represent “ best
practices’ in the context that the accommodetions are il alowing a measure of the
construct to be obtained. We make no reference to aternative testing procedures since
those issues lie outside the scope of the licensure testing program and must comply with
ADA regulations.

Recommendation 11: With respect to the issue of chdlenging test scores, we concur
with the NES procedure regarding constructed response items. The NES procedure




condtitutes a de facto review in that scores that are not within the confines of adjacent
agreement are automaticaly re-read by athird reader. With respect to the multiple-
choice component, we support the re-scoring procedure thet isin place with one
adjusment; namely, we recommend the re-scoring be conducted by hand rather than by a
computer.

Recommendation 12: We recommend that NES establish a procedure for routingly
checking for possible breaches in test security when the same test items are used on more
than one occasion. This procedure should include reviewing and flagging items whose
statistics change markedly across test administrations.  The proposed procedures for
doing this should be submitted to the Massachusetts Department of Educetion for
adoption and be considered by the newly gppointed Technica Advisory Committee.

Recommendation 13: We recommend that a spirit of openness with the public,
indtitutions of higher education, school systems, and licensure candidates characterize the
teacher licensure testing program. We recommend that planning documents used for the
program be public with two restrictions as determined by the contractor, Department, and
permanent Technical Advisory Committeer 1) if making the materid publicis

determined to compromise the anonymity of individua test takers, and 2) if making

certain materid public is determined to compromise test security.
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