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The methods consist of the following, as described in the 2014 Test Integrity Flagging 
Methodology:1 

1) Wrong to Right (WTR) Erasures - Erasures occur for at least three reasons: rethinking, 
misalignment or irregularities. Therefore, high numbers of WTR erasures by themselves 
do not indicate testing irregularities, but may warrant further investigation. Testing 
Groups are flagged when there is a large number of WTR erasures as compared to the 
state average.    

2) Achievement Metrics – This method is divided into four sub-methods. Each sub-method 
is independent of the other; therefore it only takes one of the sub-methods to flag a testing 
group. 

a. Test Score Growth - SGPs, or student growth percentiles, are produced by a 
model that measures academic growth by comparing groups of students with 
similar test score history. These are produced at the student-subject level. SGPs 
range from 0 to 11, and higher values indicate more growth relative to similarly 
performing students. Testing Groups with growth from 2013 to 2014 that is 
greater or equal to 4 standard deviations above the state growth from 2013 to 
2014 are flagged. 

b. Test Score Drop - Similar to test score growth described above, the test score drop 
looks at extraordinary declines in student scores from 2013 to 2014. Testing with 
a test score drop from 2013 to 2014 that is greater or equal to 4 standard 
deviations below the state mean drop are flagged. 

c. Question Type Comparison (QTC) - QTC measures differences in performance 
between multiple choice questions and constructive response items. Significant 
differences in QTC performance will trigger a testing group flag.    

d. Person-Fit Analysis - This model measures the likelihood of an examinee’s 
response pattern given their estimated ability level. Testing Groups with unusual 
response patterns greater than or equal to 4 standard deviations above the state 
mean are flagged. 

OSSE also selected certain schools for investigation if test materials, either question booklets, 
answer booklets, or instruction CDs, were identified to be missing. In addition, due to the 
requirements of the Testing Integrity Act of 2013, OSSE selected certain testing groups for 
investigation based on a random selection.2 

                                                 
 
1  2014 Test Integrity Flagging Methodology. 

2  Testing Integrity Act of 2013, Title II, Sec. 201(c).   
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the school’s Test Plan was not reported to OSSE. These potential violations are described in 
detail in the section below.   
 
Our investigation also revealed a possible incident which we were unable to substantiate.  
Student 2C stated that, on the third day of testing,  answer sheet had marks on it that  did 
not write and further specified that it “looked like another kid wrote on it.” Student 2C claims to 
have reported this to Test Administrator 2, and  was then moved to another SPED testing 
group.  also stated that marks were erased but did not provide details of when the marks were 
erased or by whom. These claims were not corroborated by any staff or other students and were 
not noted in an incident report. We asked Test Administrator 2 if  recalled this incident and  
confirmed that  did not.   further stated that there would never be an instance where another 
student would have had access to Student 2C’s answer sheets.   
 
The team noted that students with varying accommodations were included in Test Administrator 
2’s Special Education group. Based on our review of the accommodations provided to the 
students in Test Administrator 2’s testing group, the team noted that there were certain oral 
accommodations that were not approved for all students in the group.  Although all students were 
allowed the reading of Math, Science and Composition test questions, only some were afforded 
the simplification of oral directions and the translation of words and phrases in Math, Science 
and Composition. Grouping these students together increases the likelihood that the Test 
Administrator would provide unapproved accommodations to students (e.g., if the 
accommodations are approved for some students, they may inadvertently be provided to all 
students). Students with approved accommodation should be grouped based on accommodation-
type to ensure that all students are receiving only the accommodations for which they are 
authorized during testing. 
 
With regard to the two missing test booklets: one  grade  test booklet5 and one  
grade  test booklet,6 Admin 2 strongly believes that these booklets were returned the day 
after testing along with all other testing material. As support, we received copies of the 
following: 

1) School Security Checklist for one missing  grade  test booklet indicating, by Test 
Book Security Number, that the booklet was properly signed out and signed in on the testing 
day by Test Administrator 3. 

2) School Security Checklist for one missing  grade  test booklet indicating, by Test 
Book Security Number, that the booklet was properly signed out and signed in on the testing 
day by Test Administrator 3. 

                                                 
 
5    

6   
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3) DC CAS 2013-2014 Test Materials Letter of Verification signed by Admin 2 on June 17, 
2014. 

4) Two Manna Freight Systems Delivery Manifests dated April 11, 2014, indicating that four 
and three packages, respectively, were picked up. Admin 2 claimed that both the missing test 
booklets were included in these packages. 

The team also interviewed Test Administrator 3, as the missing Science and Health test booklets 
were assigned to  grade students in  testing group; however,  recalled returning all test 
materials to Admin 2 and this was confirmed by our review of the School Security Checklists. It 
should be noted that Test Administrator 3 is a h grade teacher for all subjects and that the h 
grade testing group to which  administered the test is not  homeroom class.  We did not 
find any evidence contradicting the school’s claim that the booklets were sent back to the vendor. 

VI. DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF POSSIBLE TESTING VIOLATIONS  
A. Providing Unauthorized Test Accommodations 

Students in Test Administrator 1’s testing group received unauthorized accommodations from 
Test Administrator 1. Student 1A stated that Test Administrator 1 read instructions aloud, but not 
the questions, but, if a student asked, Test Administrator 1 would read Reading/Math questions 
to the student and the questions were not read verbatim (Math and Reading). Similarly, Student 
1B also stated that, if asked, Test Administrator 1 would read questions for the student and 
would do so in  own words. Students 1A and 1B tested with a General Education testing 
group and neither student was authorized to receive any accommodations. 

Students in Test Administrator 2’s testing group were not approved to receive the 
accommodation for the translation of words and phrases; however both students recalled 
receiving this accommodation during the test. Student 2B stated that when asked by a student, 
Test Administrator 2 would read Math questions in  own words to that student. Student 2B did 
not indicate that this was an accommodation that  received first-hand, but assistance  heard 
being provided to other students. Student 2C stated that questions were read and interpreted for 
Math, but not for Reading (for other students). 

The Testing Integrity Act of 2013, Section 103 (a)(4) indicates, in relevant part, that authorized 
personnel shall…be prohibited from: 

(B) Reviewing, reading, or looking at test items or student 
responses before, during, or after administering the 
Districtwide assessment, unless specifically permitted in the 
test administrator's manual; 

(E) Altering the test procedures stated in the formal instructions 
accompanying the Districtwide assessments; 

The 2014 DC State Test Security Guidelines (Page 13 & 14), provided to us by OSSE, indicate, 
in relevant part, that: 
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Any violation of the guidelines…by school personnel shall 
constitute a test security violation…such violations include but are 
not limited to the following: 
 

5.p. Providing unapproved test accommodations to a student 
 
Because Test Administrator 1’s testing group is a general education testing group without any 
approved accommodations, reading of questions by a Test Administrator is a clear testing 
violation. 

Although Test Administrator 2’s testing group is a Special Education group, the 
accommodations provided to each student vary.  Although Students 2B and 2C did not indicate 
that they directly received the translation accommodation from Test Administrator 2, the fact that 
they witnessed and understood the accommodation being provided indicates that they at least 
indirectly benefitted from the accommodations provided to other students.  Students with 
approved accommodation should be grouped based on accommodation-type to ensure that all 
students are receiving only the accommodations for which they are authorized during testing. 

B. Unreported Deviation from Test Security Plan 
School test plan not amended to reflect that the Test Chairperson also served as a Test 
Administrator. Admin 2 stated that, in addition to serving as the Test Chairperson,  also 
served as Test Administrator to a number of students.  The most recent Test Plan obtained from 
DCPS was dated March 31, 2014 (also the first day of testing) and does not reflect Admin 2’s 
role as a Test Administrator.  A Test Chairperson also acting as a Test Administrator appears to 
be a clear conflict of roles and responsibilities. We would, therefore expect to see that a modified 
testing plan reflecting this change was revised and approved by LEA and OSSE. 
 
The Testing Integrity Act of 2013, Section 102 (b) indicates, in relevant part, that the LEA shall: 
 

 (3) Immediately report any breach of security, loss of materials, 
failure to account for materials, or any other deviation from the 
test security plan to OSSE. 

 
The Test Chairperson also assuming the role of a Test Administrator is a deviation from the 
testing plan that was not approved by the LEA or OSSE. 
 
 
 
 
 
 




