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Studies arose directly from the assessment purpose
and/or
d/ from
f
stakeholder
k h ld questions
i
& concerns.



Validity plan has been reviewed by (a) NAAC
leadership and expert panel members and (b)
Georgia’s TAC members.



In general, we seek information…
 What features and traits scorers attend to during scoring?
 What
Wh characteristics
h
i i and
d traits
i are used
db
by experts to evaluate
l
portfolios?
f li ?
 What do teachers attend to in the creation of the portfolios? How do
they use information from the assessment process?
 What is happening with instruction and student achievement over time?
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Providing on
on‐going
going documentation of student
skills with a progressive history;
Integrating instructional and assessment
activities;
Allowing students to demonstrate strengths,
strengths
knowledge, skills, and independence; and
Providing meaningful ways to review student
progress with parents.
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For the GAA’s stated purposes, outcomes, and uses to be
achieved,
hi
d the
h ffollowing
ll i must be
b true:
true:
 Teachers understand GAA structure and procedures and
how to design
g aligned
g
tasks that are meaningful
g for the
individual student;
 The scoring rubric identifies salient aspects of student
learning and is applied consistently – GAA scores
appropriately reflect student knowledge and skill;
 Information emanating from the assessment process is
meaningful
i f l and
d iimpacts
t ffuture
t
educational
d ti
l programming;
i
 Students are provided additional/enhanced learning
opportunities; and
 Student achievement, as measured by the GAA and other
assessment strategies, increase as a result of these
pp
additional opportunities.
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1. The rubric captures
appropriately the
knowledge and skills
valued and assessed

GAA scores
appropriately reflect
student knowledge
and skills

2. Scorers apply the
rubric accurately and
consistently when
scoring the AA‐AAS

4. Construct
irrelevant variance is
minimized in the
scoring
5. Teachers use
effective strategies to
collect and describe
classroom‐based
l
b d
evidence

Teachers understand
GAA structure and
procedures

Students are
provided additional/
enhanced learning
opportunities

3. Scorers are trained
effectively

7. Students
experience increased
access to the general
curriculum

6. GAA results
l
influence teachers’
planning for
instruction and future
evidence collection

8. Students’ IEP
goals are
standards‐based
9. Program quality is
improved as measured
on PQI and/or CIS

Students demonstrate progress towards alternate
achievement standards
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Research Question #1: What features and
components of the GAA portfolio entries and scoring
rubric do scorers attend to during the scoring
p
process?
Research Question #2: Is scoring
g accuracyy
influenced by scorers’ (a) over‐ or under‐utilization
of dimensions of the rubric or (b) attention to non‐
salient features of evidence in portfolio entries?
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Participants
 14 scorers were recruited from the Georgia Center for Assessment (GCA)
at the University of Georgia.
 Had experience with scoring performance assessments, but no experience
with AA‐AAS.
 Received 2 days of training on GAA scoring.



Portfolios
 6 ELA and 6 mathematics portfolios
 Range of student grade levels,
levels disability statuses,
statuses and levels of
performance
 Some included difficult‐to‐score features (e.g., non‐scorable entries and
grade/age inappropriate content).
content)
 Portfolios in each subject domain will be presented to scorers in random
order.

7

8







Scorers were asked to think aloud while reading and rating
two portfolios in each subject area.
Responses were audiotaped for subsequent transcription.
Scored each entry on three dimensions from the GAA rubric
(a) Fidelity to Standard; (b) Context; and (c)
Achievement/Progress.
Follow‐up questioning
 Af
After each
h portfolio,
f li to clarify
l if scorers thought
h
h processes and
d decision
d i i
making during scoring.
 At the end of the session, to understand scorers overall impressions and
perceptions.
perceptions
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Teaching Experience

Males – 57% (8)
Females – 43% (6)
White—86 % (12)
African American—7% (1)
Other—7% (1)
Bachelors Degree–
g
57% ((8))
Masters Degree– 43% (6)
Yes—36% (5)
No—64% (9)

Years Teaching (Mean)

2.7 years (SD-1.2)

Spec Ed Teaching

Yes—14% (2)
No—86% (12)

Years Scoring (Mean)

6.2 (SD-5.8);
all writing prompts and/or constructed response

Experience with AA-AAS

Yes 0% (0)
Yes—0%
No—100% (14)

Gender
Race/Ethnicity
Level of Education
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Completed
 Inter‐rater agreement and reliability
 Analyses of transcripts from end‐of‐session interviews



In Progress
 Think‐aloud
h k l d and
d portfolio
f l follow‐up
f ll
interview transcripts
are being coded by multiple research team members using
g
inductive/deductive coding
 coding is focused on recurring themes and subjects (i.e.,
categories and subcategories), training and cross‐checking
will
ill continue
ti
until
til inter‐rater
i t
t agreementt exceeds
d 90%
%
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Rubric Dimension

% Agreement

ENTRY 1
Fidelity

96.4

Context

78.0

Achievement/Progress

66.0
ENTRY 2

Fidelity

91 3
91.3

Context

78.4

Achievement/Progress

57.0
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Rubric Dimension

% Agreement

ENTRY 1
Fidelity

96.8

Context

69 4
69.4

Achievement/Progress

45.1
ENTRY 2

Fidelity

91.3

Context

53.0

Achievement/Progress

/41 9
/41.9
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Areas of concerns identified by participants
i l d d
included
 Aggregating data on accuracy, complexity, and
prompting to arrive at a score for achievement/progress.
achievement/progress
 Determining (a) grade‐appropriate materials and (b) real
world and purposeful applications in submitted evidence
 Distinguishing and applying qualitative descriptors (e.g.,
some vs. reasonable vs. exceptional) in the rubrics
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“What it boils down to for me is you know, learning
t understand
to
d t d and
d tto iinterpret
t
t words
d like
lik ‘littl
‘little,””
“some,” “reasonable.” You know, this can only be
done through repeated application,
application through
example.”
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Participants were split on whether the GAA
rubric
b i provided
id d a standardized
t d di d way to
t distinguish
di ti
i h
among levels of achievement.
Th generally
They
ll believed
b li d the
h criteria
i i were more
applicable to assessing student progress.
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Almost all participants identified the elements of the
rubric and scoring
g guides—accuracy,
g
y, complexity,
p
y, and
prompting—as the most important consideration in
determining achievement/progress scores.
S
Some
ffelt
l that
h performance
f
or accuracy should
h ld
outweigh other considerations, while others placed
more emphasis on increases in task complexity.
A few identified teacher skill and the severity of a
student’s disability as the most important factor in
determining a student’s score.
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“It seems to me performance would be…performance of the task,
that’s the only way I can see that there’s progress. I understand
they also use complexity and the prompting in this,
this but to me the
performance seems more important than the other two.”



“II guess the biggest thing for me is the amount of complexity and
if they are helped a lot less, that is what I would consider to be the
most important. Not necessarily if they are accurate but if they are
actually doing a task that they couldn’t do at all before or they
needed
d d help,
h l even answering questions‐‐I think
h k that
h is pretty
huge. Not necessarily that they are right or wrong, but if they are
even doing something, it’s pretty awesome.”
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“What is the child’s disability? To me that makes a
huge difference between somebody who maybe is
moderate, so you can expect more and what they
can achieve…
achieve because if it is the same accuracy
level then that makes a huge difference to me.”
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Convened a g
group
p of 6 experts
p
in curriculum,, instruction,, and
assessment for students with significant cognitive disabilities



Experts were asked to
 Independently organize 20 portfolios into three categories:
Basic / Proficient / Advanced
 Identify salient features and traits that distinguished
portfolios at each level
 Discuss their evaluations as a group and reach consensus
on the appropriate categorization
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The content and categorical structures of the each expert’s
evaluations
l i
off the
h portfolios
f li will
ill b
be compared
d to (a)
( ) features
f
in the existing GAA rubric; and (b) the other experts’
evaluations.
These comparison will allow us to examine consistency
between experts’ evaluative heuristics and the GAA rubric.
In addition,
dd
we willll examine the
h evaluative
l
accuracy off
experts by comparing the categories they assign to each
portfolio to the overall p
p
performance level that was assigned
g
to each portfolio during actual scoring.
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 Video of group interview is being coded by multiple
research team members using Transana software and
i d ti /d d ti coding
inductive/deductive
di
C
Coding
di is
i ffocused
d on recurring
i th
themes and
d subjects
bj t
(i.e., categories and subcategories), training and cross‐
checking
g will continue until inter‐rater agreement
g
exceeds 90% .
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• What are teachers attending to in the creation of the
portfolios? How do they use information from the
assessment process?
 A group of teachers (n = 30) will be asked to:
 “Talk
Talk through
through” one of their students
students’ portfolios
portfolios, providing context
and background information on how evidence samples were
created and why they were selected for inclusion;
 Predict the dimension scores and overall stage
g of progress
p g
theyy
expect the students’ portfolios to attain for each entry;
 Explain their understanding of the GAA results, and what changes (if
any) they intend to make in instruction and/or the GAA process
b d on these
based
th
results
lt
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Analyze longitudinal data regarding students’ GAA
performance,, p
p
portfolio evidence q
quality,
y, and
curricular access
 Collect information for a cohort of students (n = 80) for 3
consecutive school years,
years beginning with 2008‐2009
2008 2009
 Analyze students’ GAA stage of progress and dimension
scores, types of primary and secondary evidence submitted,
and the content standards the portfolio addressed
 Evidence from each subject domain will be evaluated on
the seven criteria based on the Links for Academic
Learning protocol.
24

M li Fincher
Melissa
Fi h
Associate Superintendent for Assessment & Accountability
Georgia
g Department
p
of Education
mfincher@doe.k12.ga.us / 404.651.9405

A d R
Andy
Roach,
h Ph
Ph.D.
D
Assistant Professor of Counseling & Psychological Services
Georgia
g State Universityy
aroach@gsu.edu / 404.413.8176

25

