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Executive Summary

This report presents the results of an alignmemtystonducted in Sioux Falls, South Dakota
on June 2, 3, 4, 10, and 11, 2008. The alignmeaxbpol is based on Cook’s (2005, 2006,
2007) adaptation of Webb's (1997) alignment framevior this study Cook’s framework
was used to examine the relationship between Soalkiota Content Standards (academic
content standards) in Reading, Mathematics, arneh8eiand the model performance
indicators (MPIs) within the WIDA English LanguaBeoficiency (ELP) Standards.

What is alignment?

Federal guidance refers to two criteria to evaltiagerelationship between English language
proficiency standards and a state’s academic costandards: linking and alignment (U.S.
Department of Education, Office of English Languageguisition, February 2003). Linking
is required as a minimum criterion; alignment, lingher criterion, is encouraged. In our
conceptualization, alignment is the combinatiofird€ing (match between standards) and
correspondence (comprised of depth and coverBgpjh refers to similarity of cognitive
complexity anccoverage to similarity in dispersion. Each aspect of thgmtent has
associated statistickink, Depth of Knowledge (DOK) Consistency (depth) andCoverage
(breadth) Alignment is a higher criterion as it not only exaes whether there is a match
between standards (linking), but also establisHesther there is strong cognitive
correspondence between standards and whethee& stamhtent goals within a content
standard have corollary English proficiency expgate (correspondence).

Results
Linking

Results suggest strong linkage across all gradgerhibetween the Model Performance
Indicators (MPIs) in the WIDA English Language Reafncy (ELP) Standards and the three
academic content standards investigated in thdysitWe therefore conclude that the
relationship between South Dakota Content StandarBgsading, Mathematics, and Science
and MPIs within the WIDA Consortium ELP standardsets theNo Child Left Behind Act of
2001 (NCLB) requirements, with some limitations in Reedgrade 6 and 8, in Mathematics
grade K, 3, and 5, and in Science grade 1, 2,69a112.



Correspondence

As stated above, federal guidance encourages $tateset a higher standard, i.e., alignment.
Our analyses indicate that the Depth criteriomiigédly met for Reading, Mathematics, and
Science. In addition, Coverage tends to be somekvhizd for the three content areas.
Overall, we conclude that while the alignment crdes defined here are not entirely met,
South Dakota Content Standards in Reading, Mathespaind Science align moderately

with the MPIs within the WIDA ELPs.



1. Introduction

Background

This study was an evaluation of the alignment betwihe South Dakota Content Standards
and the WIDA English Language Proficiency Standamdbte areas of Reading, Mathematics
and Science. Webb’s (1997) alignment methodolodychvhas traditionally been used to
evaluate the alignment between academic contemiatds and academic content
assessments, has recently been adapted to studljgimment between different sets of
standards (e.g., English language proficiency aademic content). Cook (2005) explains
that more of a one-to-one correspondence is exgh@dten aligning two sets of standards
than when examining the alignment between a sstaoidards and an assessment. Thus, the
criteria for acceptable levels of key alignmentist&s are different for
standards-to-standards alignment than for testatodsrds alignment.

The text below is drawn from federal non-regulatgmydance as it relates to English
language proficiency standards and the issue gfimient.

B-3. What is the relationship between English langage proficiency standards,
English language proficiency annual measurable achvement objectives, and
English language proficiency assessment?

English language proficiency standandsst, at a minimum, be linked [bolding not in
original] to the State academic content and achiere standards. Statase

encouraged, but not required, to align [bolding not in original] English language
proficiency standards with academic content andeaement standards. Annual
measurable achievement objectives for English laggwproficiency serve as targets for
achievement of the English language proficiencgpddads. English language
proficiency assessments must be aligned with Bmdgisguage proficiency standards
and provide a means of demonstrating progress tlswaeeting the English language
proficiency annual measurable achievement objextifte. S. Department of Education,
Office of English Language Acquisition, Februarn®30pp.9, 10).

Note the italicized, highlighted phrases in the tbove. Herein the federal government has
expanded upon the notion of alignment, traditigna#ien as a relationship between standards
and assessments, to include the relationship batevsgate’s English language proficiency
standards and its academic content standards. B@dsets forth a minimum criterion of



linking student expectations and offers the “gdlthdard” as alignment. While little research
is available describing the nature and scope &irimone set of standards to another, there
has been work examining alignment between standards

Alignment Methods

The alignment of assessment systems to state sten(dest-to-standards alignment) has
gained prominence in recent years. NCLB requirgmalent of state assessments to state
standards. The notion of alignment is not new. Adignt is and has been a mechanism for
assuring a test’s content validity. In years pastyever, alignment was often evaluated in a
very ad hoc fashion. Typically, alignment actiwtas conducted during a test’s item review.
Content experts reviewed assessment items andrdeésr if items matched test
specifications, test framework documents, or stedwldal he primary purpose in this type of
alignment was to assure that a test item matclspeeification, framework or standard.
Researchers have argued that there is more taradiginthen just matching (see La Marca, et
al., 2001; Webb 1997, 2002; and Rothman, et a2P0Alignment refers not only to
matching items to standards but also to ascerihi@ breadth and the cognitive depth of
items relative to standards.

A variety of alignment strategies and methodologiest (see CCSSO, 2002 & 2007). One
of the most prominent methods used today is thegtted by Dr. Norman Webb of the
Wisconsin Center for Educational Research. The Waglgnoach to alignment evaluates item
match, cognitive complexity (or depth), and breaaftboverage. Each alignment component
(match, depth, breadth) has associated statistics.

To evaluate match, the statistic Categorical Caecwe is used. Categorical Concurrence
refers to the average number of items raters assigpecific standards or curricular goals.
Raters select specific standards, goals or obgstivat match to individual test items on
rated tests. The numbers of coded items are awtegess all raters and reported as
Categorical Concurrence. Think of this statisti@gsoxy for average numbers of items
raters believe address a specific standard or tgedVith this methodology, items can
address more than one standard, and raters aneedllo code accordingly.

To evaluate depth, raters judge the Depth of Kndgde(DOK) of standards, goals and/or
objectives and the DOK of test items. Depth of klemlge can be defined in a variety of
ways. Webb argues that,



Standards vary on the complexity of what studeréeapected to know and do. Some
standards simply expect students to reproducetafaomplete a sequence of steps
while others expect students to reason, extendttinaking, synthesize information
from multiple sources, and produce significant wovier time. Alignment on
depth-of-knowledge is achieved when the assessameh$tandards agree on the
cognitive level students are expected to demomrstnadl are asked to perform.

Webb identifies four DOK levels:

» Level 1 Recall and Reproduction,
» Level 2 Skills and Concepts,

» Level 3 Strategic Thinking, and

* Level 4 Extended Thinking.

During the alignment process test items and staisdae assigned unique DOK levels, and
these levels are compared to identify their comadpnce. The final component analyzed in
a Webb alignment is breadth. Two statistics are@ated with breadth: Range and Balance.
The Range “criterion is met if a comparable spakn@iwledge expected of students by a
standard is the same as, or corresponds to, timec$p@owledge that students need in order
to correctly answer the assessment items/actiVifiwebb, 2001). If test items are identified
with most, if not all, relevant objectives in argfard, then it is said that there is good Range.
In essence, Range examines whether all objectiitbgwva goal or standard are adequately
covered. The second statistic examining breadBaiance. Balance refers to the “degree to
which one objective is given emphasis on the ass&sis comparable to the emphasis given
to the other objectives within a standard” (Wel@0D).

Standards-to-Standards Alignment Criteria

Webb alignments focus on state tests and stateagadontent standards, usually in the
areas of reading and mathematics. The federahiinér alignment guidance described above
differs. Instead of examining test-to-standards,(MWebb’s approach), requirements suggest
conducting standards-to-standards investigatioashéy linking or alignment. A variety of
procedures have been developed to “align” currituiln education (Anderson, 2002). A very
prominent example is the Surveys of Enacted CutmyPorter and Smithson, 2001 and
Blank, 2002). With this approach, researchers emamelationships between standards,
instructional practices, and assessments. The poiwkis approach is to unveil how
standards-based, assessment evaluated systerealaed in the classroom. This approach



is very comprehensive and informative. It doessab¢ly focus on examining two sets of
standards per se. Undoubtedly, it could be adaptadcomplish this. Another approach to
examine standard-to-standard relationships has dygglied to sets of standards using a
modified version of the Webb alignment proceduredk; 2005). With this method, Cook
aligned a state’s academic framework to a distrietarning targets. The goal of this
alignment was to communicate the association betwheedistrict’s standards and the state’s
standards for assessment. The district’s lear@irgets were developed to support the state’s
assessment framework, as such good alignment wiagpated between these two sets of
student expectations. Close correspondence, howenght not always be the expectation in
a standards-to-standards alignment. This distindgddighlighted by the figures below.

Figure 1: Standards-to-Standards Alignment of Highly Similar Constructs

Anchor Standards

Aligned Standards

In Figure 1, the anchor standards are defined psatations that one aligns to, e.g., state
standards/ assessment frameworks, and alignedastEnare expectations to be aligned, e.g.,
learning targets. For example, one might align seteof mathematics standards ag#ade

to another set of mathematics standardsgtrdde. A high degree of overlap (i.e., match,
depth and breadth) would represent good alignniate, however, that Figure 1 portrays
alignment between highly similar constructs—in example 4 grade mathematics. Would
this be the expected alignment between associatestracts, say between elementary,
mathematics academic language standards for ggattiesugh 5 andwgrade mathematics
content standards? Probably not. Continuing this dif reasoning, alignment between
language proficiency standards and academic costantlards is best reflected in Figure 2.
Were Figure 1 the target, why have different stats2



Figure 2: Standards-to-Standards Alignment of Associated Constructs

or Standards

Aligned Standa

Figure 2 portrays association between two settanfdsirds—the association of related but

not identical expectations. The distinction betwaeademic content standards-to-standards
alignment and English language proficiency starglmestandards alignment is what is

being compared. In content alignment, subject mattpectations are being compared. In an
English language proficiency alignment, contentsteg relationships are being compared.
The register used in subject areas like mathematosnce or language arts are subsets of the
content domain. As a result, the criterion for mifigent should differ.

As stated earlier, federal guidance identifies hwtions related to academic content and
language proficiency standards alignment: link aligh. We interpret the teradignment
mentioned in federal guidance to be that reflebie#igure 2. That is, strong alignment
between English language proficiency standardsaaademic content standars®e NOT
one-to-one correspondences. What then does alignmean?

Linking

First, a state’s English language proficiency staidd must be, at a minimum, linked to its
academic content standar@s. linked, at least one aligned content standard ieach
assessed subject must be represented in the Engliahguage proficiency standards at
each grade clusterAn example will help clarify this criterion. Tabledisplays elements of
the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics TN} standards. Let us assume that
Table 1 reflects a state’s mathematics standara$atticular grade. To be appropriately
linked, linguistic elements (i.e., phonologicakitel, grammatical, sociolinguistic)



associated with Number Operations, Algebra, Geombteasurement, and Data Analysis
and Probability would need to be reflected in tinglish language proficiency standards for
speaking, listening, reading or writing at the gragan associated with this standard. A
language proficiency standard requiring studentsadly describe groups of and/or
sequences of objects, figures or numbers wouldhsistent with Number and Operations.
Another standard might have students read a grafipuve representing numeric
relationships. This standard could be linked toediga and possibly Data Analysis and
Probability. Linking assures that register elemastsociated with the language of
mathematics are included in language proficienagdards.

Table 1: NCTM Standards

ind

Standards Goals
1. Understand numbers, ways of representing numbeeasionships among numbers, and
Number and number systems;
Operations 2. Understand meanings of operations and how tleyerto one another;
3. Compute fluently and make reasonable estimates;
1. Understand patterns, relations, and functions;
2. Represent and analyze mathematical situatiothstanctures using algebraic symbols;
Algebra _ o o
3. Use mathematical models to represent and ursshet sfuantitative relationships;
4. Analyze change in various contexts;
1. Analyze characteristics and properties of twad tiree-dimensional geometric shapes &
develop mathematical arguments about geometritiage&hips;
2. Specify locations and describe spatial relatiggssusing coordinate geometry and other
Geometry .
representational systems;
3. Apply transformations and use symmetry to arelyathematical situations;
4. Use visualization, spatial reasoning, and genmetodeling to solve problems;
1. Understand measurable attributes of objectglandnits, systems, and processes of
Measurement measurement;

. Apply appropriate techniques, tools, and forrmutadetermine measurements;

Data Analysis and

. Formulate questions that can be addressed waithahd collect, organize, and display

relevant data to answer them;

. 2. Select and use appropriate statistical metrmdsalyze data;
Probability _ _
3. Develop and evaluate inferences and predictiwatsare based on data;
4. Understand and apply basic concepts of prolgbili
Correspondence

Federal guidance states that linking is a minimuitergon. Alignment is encouraged

. WIDA



Consortium conceptualizedignment as the combination of linking and correspndence.
Table 2 shows this relationship. Linking descritifesmatch between standards.
Correspondence includes Depth and Breadth. FortDeygt adopt a criterion of 40%. That is,
40% of linked English language proficiency standasdould be at or above the Depth of
Knowledge (DOK) level of the content standardsetitect strong cognitive correspondence
between standards. The DOK criterion associatds Sdarcella’s (2003) cognitive
dimension, including higher-order thinking, strategompetence, and metalinguistic
awareness. A 40% DOK criterion establishes chaifgnigut attainable expectations.

Table 2: English Language Proficiency to Academic ContenBtandard Standard-to-Standard

Alignment Criteria

Scope Criterion

Link Match At least one aligned content standard across skill
atc _ o
domains, as agreed upon bgnajority of raters

Correspondence Depth At least a 40% DOK acroskdskihains

At least moderate Coverage of goals across domains
where:

Breadth| Limited < 1 goal aligned for each standard,
Moderate > 1 goal aligned for each standard,
Strong = a majority of goals aligned for each standard

Alignment

The second aspect of Correspondence is BreadthBrgzalth criterion relates to the number
of goals within a standard that are aligned. Inl&dh we see there are 3 goals for Number
and Operations, 4 goals for Algebra, 4 goals fangetry, 2 goals for Measurement, and 4
goals for Data Analysis and Probability. Moderateaolth would mean that more than one
goal in the mathematics standards is associatddtitlanguage proficiency standards.
Strong breadth would mean a majority of a statefgent goals within a content standard
have corollary English language proficiency exptotes. As with the DOK criterion, this is
an aggressive but obtainable expectation.

For adequate alignment, we suggest that a statgjlsh language proficiency standards
should meet the linking criterion, the DOK criterjand have moderate or greater breadth of
coverage. Were language proficiency standardswue thas degree of alignment, we believe
greater attention would be given to Academic Elhglisthe classroom and on language
proficiency assessments. Given Gottlieb’s (2006)vaziion that Academic English language
proficiency is a precursor to academic achievengoud alignment would promote students’
progress in English, which could directly affechaal measurable achievement objective
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(AMAO) goals. This type of alignment would movets&toward best practice in language
instruction and assessment.

Standards Aligned in this Study

The following are brief descriptions of the twosset standards aligned in this study:

South Dakota Content Standards

The South Dakot&ontent Sandards articulate an essential core of knowledge andsséitid
clarify what students are expectedkimw and be able tdo at various points. Within each
content domain, standards are organized by graeé (end of second, fifth, eighth and
twelfth) and include several reporting categorghin each reporting category are specific
topics (organizers) that categorize the standards.

The Content Standards for Reading includes thewiatlg five reporting categories:

» Students can recognize and analyze words

+ Students can comprehend and fluently read text

» Students can apply knowledge of text structuiessary devices, and literary elements to
develop interpretations and form responses.

» Students can interpret and respond to diversetjaulitiral, and time period text

Students can access, analyze, synthesize, anthevahformational texts.

The Content Standards for Mathematics include$di@wving five reporting categories:
» Algebra

+ Geometry

* Number Sense

* Measurement

« Statistics and Probability

The Content Standards for Science includes theviilig five reporting categories:
* Nature of Science

» Physical Science

« Life Science

» Earth/Space Science

» Science, Technology, Environment, and Society

WIDA English Language Proficiency Standards
The WIDA English Language Proficiency Standards[@W] 2004) are comprised of the
following five standards:

10



1. English language learners communicate in En@tisSOCIAL AND INSTRUCTIONAL
purposes within the school setting.

2. English language learners communicate informataeas, and concepts necessary for
academic success in the content area of LANGUAGH®&R

3. English language learners communicate informataeas, and concepts necessary for
academic success in the content area of MATHEMATICS

4. English language learners communicate informatoteas, and concepts necessary for
academic success in the content area of SCIENCE.

5. English language learners communicate informataeas, and concepts necessary for
academic success in the content area of SOCIAL SESD

Each standard covers four language domains: lisgespeaking, reading, and writing. The
model performance indicators for each standareayanized into four grade-level clusters
(K-2, 3-5, 6-8, and 9-12) and two frameworks: alass assessment and large-scale
assessment. Within each framework, grade clustttaarguage domain, there are model
performance indicators for each language profigidagel. The model performance
indicators are functional, measurable indices eflédmguage domains (listening, speaking,
reading, and writing) and aimed at the targeteddsyelopmental levels of English language
learners. As their label implies, model performaimcikcators are merely examples that have
been drawn from a myriad of English language preficy and state academic content
standards. There are three components of a modelpance indicator: 1) function (how
the students use language), 2) content (what titkests are expected to communicate), and 3)
modality (how the students process the input eittierugh oral or written language). For
some indicators, there are suggested topics tliatladty or specificity; these ideas are
introduced by the phrase “such as.” Other indicakave “e.g.,” followed by an example of
an expected language pattern that students main tiseir response.

At times, there are two strands of model performneandicators within a grade level cluster;
committee members of the document felt that thesiians were necessary to create a
closer alignment with state academic content stasd# visual layout of the components of
the standards is displayed in Figure 5. The End¢ieQuage proficiency levels head each
column and the grade level clusters begin each Tow.remaining cells contain at least one
model performance indicator, creating a strandransls across proficiency levels within a
grade level cluster. (Figure 3 points to an examopke strand of performance indicators for
grade level cluster 3-5.)

11



Figure 3. The Format of the English Language Profiency Standards for Large-scale
State and Classroom Frameworks

English Language Profic iency Levels

Grade Lewell Lewel 2 Lewel 3 Level3“"«--...,__'i Lewvel 5
CLlfw:-::elr Entering | Begimning | Developing | Expanding | Bridging
K-2
35 k
6-3
0-12 / \
Model Performance Indicator(s)
A Strand of Model Performance
Indicators (through grade level
cluster)

The five language proficiency levels covered inWME¥OA Consortium ELP standards are
e Level 1 - Entering;
* Level 2 — Beginning;
» Level 3 — Developing;
* Level 4 — Expanding; and
» Level 5 - Bridging.
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Participants and Review Process

The alignment workshop was conducted in Sioux F8lisith Dakota on June 2, 3, 4, 10, and
11, 2008. Fourty-six South Dakota teachers sergadignment committee members. The
participants were grouped into the following contiges:

* Reading Grades K to 2;

* Reading Grades 3to0 5;

* Reading Grades 6 to 8;

* Reading Grades 9to 12;

¢ Mathematics Grades K to 2;
* Mathematics Grades 3 to 5;
e Mathematics Grades 6 to 8;
* Mathematics Grades 9 to 12;
* Science Grades K to 2;

» Science Grades 3t0 5;

* Science Grades 6 to 8;

* Science Grades 9to 12

The following are the names of the participantthastudy groups that met from June 10-11,

2008:

Table 3: Alignment Study Participants(Table leaders are imold.)

Participant District Content Area Grade Span

Ball, Mary Sioux Falls Science 6-8
Bennett, Cheryl Sioux Falls Science 6-8
Branson, Nora VOA Reading 6-8
Boutchee, Amy Pierre Mathematics 9-12
Erdmann, Sharol Ipswich Reading 6-8
Erickson, Mary Brandon Valley Science 6-8
Malsom, Cheryl Ipswich Reading 6-8
Martin, Dave Shannon County Mathematics 9-12
Martin, Jan DOE Mathematics 9-12
McNamara, Jackie Sioux Falls Reading 6-8
Miller, Amy Sioux Falls Science 6-8
Schneider, Arlene Sioux Falls Reading 6-8
Sisson, Robin Sioux Falls Mathematics 9-12
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Participant District Content Area Grade Span

Thompson, Marcia Sioux Falls Mathematics 9-12

Valhes, Kathy Lower Brule Tribal Schoo Science 6-8

To facilitate the alignment workshop, external adtants from the Wisconsin Center for
Education Research (WCER) and the University afdis at Urbana-Champaign facilitated
each of the four groups of South Dakota committeentvers who reviewed the assessments.

An intensive training was provided to all committeembers, explaining Webb’s alignment
model and the three alignment criteria and theofisee web-based alignment tool. The
general training included an overview of the aligmiprocess and a brief description of the
standards that would be reviewed. After the gersasion, the committee members broke
into subject area groups to learn how to applyxX levels to standards in their respective
grade levels. All participants reviewed the defaris of the four levels dDOK and sample
standards at each level during the content-rekasaaing. Following the content-related
training, committee members split into the gradeslgroups to continue the alignment
process. The process involved five steps:

Step One— Committee members read the South Dakota Realdiatiiematics and Science
standards and reached consensus on the apprdpO#tdevel for each objective.

Step Two- As training for the review process, each teaf@ahmittee members
independently coded a sample of model performamtieators drawn from the WIDA
standards and then discussed@@K levels and the South Dakota standards that they had
assigned to each of the WIDA standards. Committembers were encouraged to assign
only one South Dakota content standard to each WNMPA unless the WIDA MPI clearly
assessed more than one standard. In cases whdi2/aMP| did not adequately describe
the knowledge and skills assessed, committee mentbetd assign secondary and tertiary
standards. Committee members were not requiregbichragreement on tB¥OK assigned to
a WIDA MPI. Instead, they discussed the rationaletlie assignments to help each other
reach a clearer understandingd®K levels and the Reading, Mathematics and Science
model performance indicators (MPIs) of the WIDA E&Rndards.

Step Three— Committee members independently coded the WIDAehperformance
indicators in Reading, Mathematics and Scienceéah grade level, identified a South
Dakota standard to which each one most closelyhedtcand noted any issues or sources of
challenge related aligning the South Dakota and Wé$Eandards. Committee members
coded the WIDA MPIs in a different sequence to dube order of test review affecting the

14



results of the alignment study.

Step Four— After all of the WIDA MPIs in one grade level wereviewed, the Committee
members discussed the results as a group. Commita®ers discussed MPIs for which
fewer than 50% of them agreed on @K level. Again, committee members were not
required to reach agreement on the DOK level assign a MPI. Instead, they discussed the
rationale for their assignments and changed tlssigaments only if they felt they had
assigned the wrongOK level to a WIDA MPI. Committee members did not knewvether
other committee members kept or changed theirgstin

Step Five— Committee members participated in a debriefirggisa for each grade level.
They had been encouraged to complete a debriefiagtipnnaire for each test as they
reviewed it and to use their notes in the discusseassion. During this session, the
committee members provided their impressions attmutiegree of alignment between the
two sets of standards.

The same process was applied to each grade leiv#ile&£onclusion of the alignment
workshop, committee members were asked to comatetvaluation questionnaire to
provide feedback about the alignment review pracess

2. Results

Reading Alignment Results

Based on the alignment criteria specified abové)erd below presents findings from the
alignment between the South Dakota Reading stasdard the WIDA ELP MPIs in Reading.
The first set of columns presents alignment stesistnd the second displays alignment
findings based on the criteria set forth in theviznes section.

For all grade clusters, the Linking criterion wa®sgly met for each grade excepudents

can interpret and respond to diverse, multicultural, and time period text for grade 6 and 8

Table 5 through 8 summarizes reading alignmentiseaaross grade clusters. Again, to meet
Linkage criteria at least 1 linked WIDA standarauslal be identified for each reporting
category across grades. To meet correspondenedaiOK should be40% across each
reporting category, and there should be moderas¢rang coverage across reporting
categories. Adequate alignment would be represditettceptable Linking and
Correspondence.
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Table 4: Summary of Alignment for Reading across Gades K-12

Standards (Standards-to-Standards)Alignment Criteria
Alignment Alignment Findings
Statistics
Linked Correspondence Linked Correspondence
DOK
DOK  Coverage (40%) Coverage
Grade K (with 4 Panelists) 79%
K.1 - Students can recognize and
analyze words. 17 86% 30f3
K.2 - Students can comprehend and
fluently read text. 10 63% 30f3
K.3 - Students can apply knowledge
of text structures, literary devices,
and literary elements to develop
interpretations and form responses. 15 79% 1 off MODERATE
K.4 - Students can interpret and
respond to diverse, multicultural, and
time period text. 1 100% lof1l
K.5 - Students can access, analyze,
synthesize, and evaluate
informational texts. 3 100% lof2
Grade 1 (with 4 Panelists) 66%
1.1 - Students can recognize and
analyze words. 12 67% 3of7
1.2 - Students can comprehend and
fluently read text. 19 57% 20f3
1.3 - Students can apply knowledge
of text structures, literary devices,
and literary elements to develop
interpretations and form responses. 12 70% 3 of
1.4 - Students can interpret and
respond to diverse, multicultural, and
time period text. 5 49% lofl
1.5 - Students can access, analyze,
synthesize, and evaluate
informational texts. 2 83% 0 of 2
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Standards (Standards-to-Standards)Alignment Criteria

Alignment Alignment Findings
Statistics
Linked Correspondence Linked Correspondence
DOK
DOK  Coverage (40%) Coverage
Grade 2 (with 4 Panelists) 56%

2.1 - Students can recognize and

analyze words. 9 80% 20of 2
2.2 - Students can comprehend and

fluently read text. 17 51% 20f 2
2.3 - Students can apply knowledge

of text structures, literary devices,

and literary elements to develop

interpretations and form responses. 6 45% 2 of]
2.4 - Students can interpret and

respond to diverse, multicultural, and

time period text. 7 43% 20f 2
2.5 - Students can access, analyze,

synthesize, and evaluate

informational texts. 3 58% 1of2

Grade 3 (with 4 Panelists) 59%

3.1 - Students can recognize and

analyze words. 6 100% lofl
3.2 - Students can comprehend and

fluently read text. 22 48% 20of2
3.3 - Students can apply knowledge

of text structures, literary devices,

and literary elements to develop

interpretations and form responses. 10 29% 2 off
3.4 - Students can interpret and

respond to diverse, multicultural, and

time period text. 4 35% lofl
3.5 - Students can access, analyze,

synthesize, and evaluate

informational texts. 4 87% 30f3

Grade 4 (with 4 Panelists) 68%
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Standards

(Standards-to-Standards)Alignment Criteria

Alignment

Statistics

Alignment Findings

Linked Correspondence

Correspondence

DOK  Coverage

4.1 - Students can recognize and

analyze words.

4.2 - Students can comprehend and

fluently read text.

4.3 - Students can apply knowledge
of text structures, literary devices,
and literary elements to develop
interpretations and form responses.
4.4 - Students can interpret and

respond to diverse, multicultural, and

time period text.

4.5 - Students can access, analyze,

synthesize, and evaluate

informational texts.

6 75% lof2

25 85% 30f3

10 57% lo

7 61% lofl

Grade 5 (with 4 Panelists)

5.1 - Students can recognize and

analyze words.

5.2 - Students can comprehend and

fluently read text.

5.3 - Students can apply knowledge
of text structures, literary devices,
and literary elements to develop
interpretations and form responses.
5.4 - Students can interpret and

respond to diverse, multicultural, and

time period text.

5.5 - Students can access, analyze,

synthesize, and evaluate

informational texts.

Grade 6 (with 5 Panelists)

6.1 - Students can recognize and

analyze words.

6 58% 20f2
61%

10 75% 20f2

15 73% 20f2

9 65% 2 of]

10 34% lofl

4 48% 1lof3
52%

9 9% 20f2
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Standards

(Standards-to-Standards)Alignment Criteria

6.2 - Students can comprehend and
fluently read text.

6.3 - Students can apply knowledge
of text structures, literary devices,
and literary elements to develop
interpretations and form responses.
6.4 - Students can interpret and
respond to diverse, multicultural, and
time period text.

6.5 - Students can access, analyze,
synthesize, and evaluate

informational texts.

Grade 7 (with 5 Panelists)

7.1 - Students can recognize and
analyze words.

7.2 - Students can comprehend and
fluently read text.

7.3 - Students can apply knowledge
of text structures, literary devices,
and literary elements to develop
interpretations and form responses.
7.4 - Students can interpret and
respond to diverse, multicultural, and
time period text.

7.5 - Students can access, analyze,
synthesize, and evaluate

informational texts.

Grade 8 (with 5 Panelists)

8.1 - Students can recognize and
analyze words.

8.2 - Students can comprehend and

fluently read text.
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Alignment Alignment Findings
Statistics
Linked Correspondence Linked Correspondence
DOK
DOK  Coverage (40%) Coverage
7 63% 20f2
3 13% 1 of MODERATE
0 98% Oof1
6 89% 1of3 MODERATE
60%
7 9% 20f2
11 55% 20f2
3 67% 0 of
3 96% lofl
3 79% 20f4
60%
5 11% lofl
11 29% lof2




Standards

(Standards-to-Standards)Alignment Criteria

Alignment Alignment Findings
Statistics
Linked Correspondence Linked Correspondence
DOK
DOK  Coverage (40%) Coverage
8.3 - Students can apply knowledge
of text structures, literary devices,
and literary elements to develop
interpretations and form responses. 2 89% 1 of
8.4 - Students can interpret and
respond to diverse, multicultural, and
time period text. 0 94% Oof1l
8.5 - Students can access, analyze,
synthesize, and evaluate
informational texts. 5 70% 0of3
Grade 9 (with 4 Panelists) 64%
9.1 - Students can recognize and
analyze words. 4 0% lof1l
9.2 - Students can comprehend and
fluently read text. 7 85% 20f2
9.3 - Students can apply knowledge
of text structures, literary devices,
and literary elements to develop
interpretations and form responses. 3 68% 1 of
9.4 - Students can interpret and
respond to diverse, multicultural, and
time period text. 4 85% lofl
9.5 - Students can access, analyze,
synthesize, and evaluate
informational texts. 2 64% 20f2
Grade 10 (with 4 Panelists) 63%
10.1 - Students can recognize and
analyze words. 3 6% lofl
10.2 - Students can comprehend and
fluently read text. 9 53% 20of 2
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Standards (Standards-to-Standards)Alignment Criteria

Alignment

Statistics

Alignment Findings

Linked Correspondence Linke

0

Correspondence

DOK  Coverage

10.3 - Students can apply knowledge

of text structures, literary devices,

and literary elements to develop

interpretations and form responses. 6 85%
10.4 - Students can interpret and

respond to diverse, multicultural, and

time period text. 3 91%
10.5 - Students can access, analyze,

synthesize, and evaluate

informational texts. 1 100%

1 of

lofl

lofl

Grade 11 (with 4 Panelists) 66%
11.1 - Students can recognize and

analyze words. 2 0%
11.2 - Students can comprehend and

fluently read text. 3 74%
11.3 - Students can apply knowledge

of text structures, literary devices,

and literary elements to develop

interpretations and form responses. 8 81%
11.4 - Students can interpret and

respond to diverse, multicultural, and

time period text. 6 92%
11.5 - Students can access, analyze,

synthesize, and evaluate

informational texts. 2 81%

lof1l

lof2

1 of

lofl

lofl

Grade 12 (with 4 Panelists) 40%
12.1 - Students can recognize and

analyze words. 3 14%
12.2 - Students can comprehend and

fluently read text. 4 38%
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Standards (Standards-to-Standards)Alignment Criteria

Alignment Alignment Findings
Statistics
Linked Correspondence Linked Correspondence
DOK
DOK  Coverage (40%) Coverage

12.3 - Students can apply knowledge
of text structures, literary devices,
and literary elements to develop
interpretations and form responses. 5 78% 1 of
12.4 - Students can interpret and

respond to diverse, multicultural, and

time period text. 3 20% lofl
12.5 - Students can access, analyze,

synthesize, and evaluate

informational texts. 1 67% lofl

Table 5: Summary of Alignment for Reading across Gades K-2

Linked DOK Coverage
Moderate Strong
1 - Students can recognize and analyze words. 38 % 78 0 3
2 - Students can comprehend and fluently read text. 46 57% 0 3

3 - Students can apply knowledge of text structures

Literary devices, and literary elements to depel

Interpretations and form responses. 39 65% 1
4 - Students can interpret and respond to diverse,

multicultural, and time period text. 13 64% 0
5 - Students can access, analyze, synthesize vahdte

Informational texts. 8 80% 0 2

For the K-2 grade cluster
» Linkage was strongly met for all reporting categeri
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» DOK criterion was met for most reporting categaresd
» Coverage was strong for most reporting categoriesp Sudents can access,
analyze, synthesize, and evaluate Informational texts for grade 1.

Table 6: Summary of Alignment for Reading across Gades 3-5
Linked DOK Coverage
Moderate Strong

1 - Students can recognize and analyze words. 22 % 83 0 3
2 - Students can comprehend and fluently read text. 62 69% 0 3
3 - Students can apply knowledge of text structures

Literary devices, and literary elements to depel

Interpretations and form responses. 29 50% 1
4 - Students can interpret and respond to diverse,

multicultural, and time period text. 21 43% 0
5 - Students can access, analyze, synthesize vahdte

Informational texts. 14 64% 1 2

For the 3-5 grade cluster

» Linkage was met for all reporting categories;

» DOK criterion was met for the required DOK criteriof 40% howeve8udents can
apply knowledge of text structures, literary devices, and literary elements to develop
interpretations and form responses and Sudents can interpret and respond to diverse,
multicultural, and time period text did not meet the required the criterion ; and

» Coverage was moderate for tBedents can apply knowledge of text structures,
literary devices, and literary elements to devel op interpretations and form responses
andSudents can access, analyze, synthesize, and evaluate informational text, with
strong dispersion for the other reporting categorie

Table 7: Summary of Alignment for Reading across Gades 6-8

Linked DOK Coverage
Moderate  Strong

1 - Students can recognize and analyze words. 21 % 10 0
2 - Students can comprehend and fluently read text. 29 49% 0
3 - Students can apply knowledge of text structures

Literary devices, and literary elements to depel 8 56% 1
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Interpretations and form responses.
4 - Students can interpret and respond to diverse,

multicultural, and time period text. 3 96% 0
5 - Students can access, analyze, synthesize vahdhte

Informational texts. 14 79% 1

For the 6-8 grade cluster

» Linkage criterion was met for all reporting catager excep8udents can interpret
and respond to diverse, multicultural, and time period text;

» DOK criterion was met for most reporting categaraasd

» Coverage was strong or moderate for majority obrepg categories.

Table 8: Summary of Alignment for Reading across Gades 9-12

Linked DOK Coverage
Moderate Strong

1 - Students can recognize and analyze words. 12 5% 0
2 - Students can comprehend and fluently read text. 23 63% 0
3 - Students can apply knowledge of text structures

Literary devices, and literary elements to depel

Interpretations and form responses. 22 78% 0
4 - Students can interpret and respond to diverse,

multicultural, and time period text. 16 72% 0
5 - Students can access, analyze, synthesize vahdte

Informational texts. 6 78% 0

For the 9-12 grade cluster

» Linkage criterion was met for all reporting catager

* The DOK criterion was met for the required DOK eribn of 40% for most
reporting categories; and

» Coverage was strong for all reporting categories.

Mathematics Alignment Results

Table 9 presents the summary of the alignment fathimatics across Grades K-12. Again,
the first set of columns present alignment stasstind the second displays alignment
findings based on the criteria set forth in thevfmes section. The Linking criterion was met
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for the majority of reporting categories. For exdenpll reporting categories at grade K-12
were linked, except for thgatistics and Probability reporting category in grade K, 3 and
9-12. In Grade 3-5, reporting categories were midistked to WIDA standard. The only
exception to this was tH&atistics and Probability for grade 3. Linkage at grade 6-8 showed
that an overwhelming number of reporting categonese linked to WIDA standard. For
Grades 9-12, the Linking criterion was adequatedy; inowever, Grades 9-12 advanced
showed that th&leasurement, Number Sense, andSatistics and Probability reporting
categories were not linked.

Tables 10 through 13 summarize the alignment re$oitmathematics across grade clusters.
Again, to meet the Linkage criterion at least kdid WIDA Consortium ELP standard

should be identified for each South Dakota standgpdrting category across grades. To
meet the Correspondence criterion DOK should4@% across each reporting category, and
there should be moderate or strong coverage am@psesting categories. Adequate alignment
would be represented by acceptable Linking andgSpondence.

Table 9: Summary of Alignment for Mathematics acros Grades K-12

Standards (Standards-to-Standards)Alignment Criteria
Alignment Statistics Alignment Findings
Linked Correspondence Linked Correspondence
DOK
DOK Coverage (40%) Coverage
Grade K (with 4 Panelists)

K.1 Algebra 7 93% 20f 10

K.2 Geometry 5 90% 1lof5 MODERATE
K.3 Measurement 11 96% 20f6

K.4 Number Sense 1 100% 1 of 15 MODERATE
K.5 Statistics and Probability 0 100% 0 of

Grade 1 (with 4 Panelists)

1.1 Algebra 2 52% 1of14 MODERATE
1.2 Geometry 5 86% 30of5

1.3 Measurement 2 44% 20f8

1.4 Number Sense 13 98% 3of1l

1.5 Statistics and Probability 4 63% 2 of §

Grade 2 (with 4 Panelists)

2.1 Algebra 3 81% 10f18 MODERATE
2.2 Geometry 5 91% 20f4
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Standards (Standards-to-Standards)Alignment Criteria

Alignment Statistics Alignment Findings
Linked Correspondence Linked Correspondence
DOK
DOK Coverage (40%) Coverage

2.3 Measurement 4 64% 20f8

2.4 Number Sense 14 86% 3of1l

2.5 Statistics and Probability 3 69% 2 of

Grade 3 (with 4 Panelists)

3.1 Algebra 10 85% 50f 13

3.2 Geometry 6 84% 30of5

3.3 Measurement 5 95% 1of6 MODERATE
3.4 Number Sense 9 84% 3 of 1{

3.5 Statistics and Probability 4 9% 1of § MODERATE
Grade 4 (with 4 Panelists)

4.1 Algebra 8 71% 30f13

4.2 Geometry 7 100% 4 0f 6

4.3 Measurement 9 73% 20f9

4.4 Number Sense 11 87% 20f1

4.5 Statistics and Probability 4 38% 3of 5

Grade 5 (with 4 Panelists)

5.1 Algebra 9 57% 4 of 10

5.2 Geometry 8 100% 4 0of 7

5.3 Measurement 8 83% 1of5 MODERATE
5.4 Number Sense 10 81% 20f1

5.5 Statistics and Probability 5 43% 3 of

Grade 6 (with 4 Panelists)

6.1 Algebra 8 92% 30f13

6.2 Geometry 7 80% 5 of 14

6.3 Measurement 6 78% 20f8

6.4 Number Sense 11 87% 50f1

6.5 Statistics and Probability 2 75% 1 of MODERATE
Grade 7 (with 4 Panelists)

7.1 Algebra 11 81% 4 0f 21

7.2 Geometry 5 92% 20f8

7.3 Measurement 8 88% 1of8 MODERATE
7.4 Number Sense 12 90% 50f1

7.5 Statistics and Probability 2 84% 0 of
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Standards (Standards-to-Standards)Alignment Criteria

Alignment Statistics Alignment Findings
Linked Correspondence Linked Correspondence
DOK
DOK Coverage (40%) Coverage
Grade 8 (with 4 Panelists)

8.1 Algebra 8 92% 50f 19
8.2 Geometry 7 7% 40f 8
8.3 Measurement 8 94% 60f1
8.4 Number Sense 6 98% 50f1
8.5 Statistics and Probability 1 74% 0 of

Grades 9-12 (with 5

Panelists)

9-12.1 Algebra 13 63% 5 of 14
9-12.2 Geometry 7 80% 3ofl
9-12.3 Measurement 4 81% 2 of
9-12.4 Number Sense 0 100% Oof1
9-12.5 Statistics and

Probability 0 90% 0of 13
Grade 9-12 Advanced (with

5 Panelists)

9-12.1 Algebra 15 65% 4 of 25
9-12.2 Geometry 8 54% 3of7
9-12.3 Measurement 0 0% 0of3
9-12.4 Number Sense 0 100% 0 of
9-12.5 Statistics and

Probability 0 75% Oof 14

Table 10: Summary of Alignment for the Mathematicsacross Grade K-2

Coverage
Linked DOK Moderate  Strong
1 - Algebra 12 75% 2 1
2 - Geometry 15 89% 1 2
3 - Measurement 17 68% 0 3
4 — Number Sense 28 95% 1 2
5 — Statistics and Probability 7 7% 0 2

For the K-2 grade cluster
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» Linkage criterion was met (even if barely so foz 8matistics and Probability for
grade K);

» DOK criterion of most reporting categories exhitdisgrong DOK consistency; and

» Coverage was strong or moderate for all reportatggories except for ttatistics
and Probability for grade K.

Table 11: Summary of Alignment for the Mathematicsacross Grade 3-5

Coverage
Linked DOK Moderate  Strong
1 - Algebra 27 71% 0 3
2 - Geometry 21 95% 0 3
3 - Measurement 22 84% 2 1
4 — Number Sense 30 84% 0 3
5 — Statistics and Probability 13 30% 1 2

For the 3-5 grade cluster

» Linkage criterion was met except for t8atistics and Probability for grade 3;

» DOK criterion was met for most reporting categohes theSatistics and
Probability for grade 4 and 5 were weakly met the criteriord an

» Coverage was strong or moderate for all reportatggories.

Table 12: Summary of Alignment for the Mathematicsacross Grade 6-8

Coverage
Linked DOK Moderate  Strong
1 - Algebra 27 88% 0 3
2 - Geometry 19 83% 0 3
3 - Measurement 22 87% 1 2
4 — Number Sense 29 92% 0 3
5 — Statistics and Probability 5 78% 1 0

For the 6-8 grade cluster

» Linkage criterion showed strong linkage for allogjng categories;

» DOK criterion of most reporting categories exhidisgrong DOK consistency; and

» Coverage was strong or moderate for most repocttggories, with th&atistics
and Probability reporting category showed limited coverage.

Table 13: Summary of Alignment for the Mathematicsacross Grade 9-12
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Coverage

Linked DOK Moderate  Strong

1 - Algebra 28 64% 0 2
2 - Geometry 15 45% 0 2
3 - Measurement 4 41% 0 1
4 — Number Sense 0 100% 0 0
5 — Statistics and Probability 0 83% 0 0

For the 9-12 grade cluster

» Linkage was good for most reporting categories pifaa theNumber Sense and
Satistics and Probability reporting categories;

» DOK criterion of all reporting categories exhibitstiong DOK consistency except
for theMeasurement reporting category; and

» Coverage was generally dispersed, except fomMasurement, Number Sense, and
Satistics and Probability reporting categories.

Science Alignment Results

Table 14 presents the summary of the alignmergdimnce across K-12. Again, the first set
of columns present alignment statistics and thersgdisplays alignment findings based on
the criteria set forth in the previous section. Tiwking criterion was met for the majority of
the reporting categories. For grade K-12, Linkages wet for all reporting categories except
for Science, Technology, Environment, and Society reporting category in grades 1 and 2. In
grade 3-5, linkage was perfectly met for all graddbreporting categories in each grade
were linked to WIDA standard. Linkage at grade $h8wed that all reporting categories
were linked, except fdrife Science reporting category in grade 6. Grade cluster 9-12
exhibited an overwhelming number of reporting catess linked to WIDA standard for each
grade, except for théarth/Space Science reporting category.

Tables 15 through 18 summarize the alignment re$oiltscience across grade clusters.
Again, to meet the Linkage criterion at least kdid WIDA Consortium ELP standard

should be identified for each South Dakota standgpdrting category across grades. To
meet the Correspondence criterion DOK shoulg4@% across each reporting category, and
there should be moderate or strong coverage acrpssting categories. Adequate alignment
would be represented by acceptable Linking andgSpondence.
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Table 14: Summary of Alignment for Science Across fades K-12

Standards

(Standards-to-Standards)Alignment Criteria

Alignment Statistics

Alignment Findings

Linked Correspondence Linked Correspondence
DOK  Coverage DOK Coverage
Grade K (with 4 Panelists) 64% (40%)
K.1 Nature of Science 10 62% 30f4
K.2 Physical Science 13 75% 20f9
K.3 Life Science 10 73% 30f4
K.4 Earth/Space Science 5 58% 1 of MODERATE
K.5 Science, Technology,
Environment, and Society 2 0% 0of 2
Grade 1 (with 4 Panelists) 80%
1.1 Nature of Science 12 88% 20f5
1.2 Physical Science 11 73% 30f8 MODERATE
1.3 Life Science 16 84% 4 0of 9
1.4 Earth/Space Science 11 71% 4 of
1.5 Science, Technology,
Environment, and Society 0 100% 0of 2
Grade 2 (with 4 Panelists) 74%
2.1 Nature of Science 7 76% 20f5
2.2 Physical Science 12 73% 20f1 MODERATE
2.3 Life Science 14 76% 5 of 10
2.4 Earth/Space Science 5 66% 3 of
2.5 Science, Technology,
Environment, and Society 0 100% 0of 2
Grade 3 (with 4 Panelists) 97%
3.1 Nature of Science 2 87% Oof1
3.2 Physical Science 7 97% 3ofl MODERATE
3.3 Life Science 12 100% 6 of 19 MODERATE
3.4 Earth/Space Science 9 100% 4 of
3.5 Science, Technology,
Environment, and Society 6 100% 1lof4 MODERATE
Grade 4 (with 4 Panelists) 93%
4.1 Nature of Science 6 86% lofl MODERATE
4.2 Physical Science 6 96% 40f1 MODERATE
4.3 Life Science 11 91% 4 of 13 MODERATE
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Standards (Standards-to-Standards)Alignment Criteria

Alignment Statistics Alignment Findings
Linked Correspondence Linked Correspondence

4.4 Earth/Space Science 8 95% 3 of MODERATE
4.5 Science, Technology,

Environment, and Society 4 91% 20of 8 MODERATE
Grade 5 (with 4 Panelists) 89%
5.1 Nature of Science 3 63% 20f1 MODERATE
5.2 Physical Science 6 86% 40f 1 MODERATE
5.3 Life Science 7 95% 6 of 17 MODERATE
5.4 Earth/Space Science 10 92% 7of1
5.5 Science, Technology,

Environment, and Society 3 100% Oof8
Grade 6 (with 5 Panelists) 92%
6.1 Nature of Science 5 89% 20f1 MODERATE
6.2 Physical Science 6 94% 20of 8 MODERATE
6.3 Life Science 0 100% 0 of 6
6.4 Earth/Space Science 3 86% 2 of MODERATE
6.5 Science, Technology,

Environment, and Society 5 93% 20f4
Grade 7 (with 5 Panelists) 86%
7.1 Nature of Science 6 7% 3of1l MODERATE
7.3 Life Science 14 91% 7 of 16

7.5 Science, Technology,

Environment, and Society 6 78% 20f4
Grade 8 (with 5 Panelists) 78%
8.1 Nature of Science 10 74% 20f1 MODERATE
8.2 Physical Science 7 72% 20of 8 MODERATE
8.4 Earth/Space Science 10 83% 50f1
8.5 Science, Technology,

Environment, and Society 6 86% 20f4
Grades 9-12 (with 4 Panelists) 67%
9-12.1 Nature of Science 6 53% 20f2 MODERATE
9-12.2 Physical Science 5 81% 5of 4 MODERATE
9-12.3 Life Science 10 70% 5 of 14 MODERATE
9-12.4 Earth/Space Science 0 67% 0 of

9-12.5 Science, Technology,

Environment, and Society 3 0% 0of 8
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Standards

(Standards-to-Standards)Alignment Criteria

Alignment Statistics Alignment Findings

Linked Correspondence Linked Correspondence

Grades 9-12 Advanced (with 4
Panelists)

9-12.1 Nature of Science
9-12.2 Physical Science
9-12.3 Life Science

9-12.4 Earth/Space Science
9-12.5 Science, Technology,

Environment, and Society

66%

7 57% 1of9
9 76% 3of4
10 46% 6 of 14
4 100% 0 of

MODERATE
MODERATE

1 60% lof2

Table 15: Summary of Alignment for Science across @des K-2

Linked DOK Coverage
Moderate  Strong

1 - Nature of Science 29 75% 0 3
2 - Physical Science 36 74% 2 1
3 - Life Science 40 78% 0 3
4 - Earth/Space Science 21 65% 1 2
5 - Science, Technology, Environment, and Society 2 67% 0 0

For the K-2 grade cluster

» Linkage was met for all reporting categories;

» DOK criterion was met for the required DOK critariof 40%; and

» Coverage was strong for most reporting categowéh, the Science, Technology,
Environment, and Society reporting category showed limited coverage.

Table 16: Summary of Alignment for Science across @des 3-5

Linked DOK Coverage
Moderate Strong
1 - Nature of Science 11 79% 2 0
2 - Physical Science 19 93% 3 0
3 - Life Science 30 95% 3 0
4 - Earth/Space Science 27 96% 1 2
5 - Science, Technology, Environment, and Society 3 1 9% 2 0

For the 3-5 grade cluster
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» Linkage was met for all reporting categories;

» DOK criterion was met for the required DOK critariof 40%; and

» Coverage was strong for tl@rth/Space Science reporting category, with moderate
dispersion for the other reporting categories.

Table 17: Summary of Alignment for Science across @des 6-8

Linked DOK Coverage
Moderate  Strong
1 - Nature of Science 21 80% 3 0
2 - Physical Science* 13 83% 2 0
3 - Life Science** 14 96% 0 1
4 - Earth/Space Science* 13 85% 1 1
5 - Science, Technology, Environment, and Society 7 1 86% 0 3

*Statistical analysis of "Physical Science" andrtBéSpace Science” is based on grade 6 and
8 only due to the lack of these two goals in grade

**Statistical analysis of "Life Science" is based grade 6 and 7 only due to the lack of this
goal in grade 8.

For the 6-8 grade cluster

» Linkage was met for all reporting categories;

» DOK criterion was met for the required DOK critaeriof 40%; and

» Coverage was moderate for tNature of Science andPhysical Science reporting
categories, with strong dispersion for the othporéng categories.

Table 18: Summary of Alignment for Science across @des 9-12

Linked DOK Coverage
Moderate  Strong
1 - Nature of Science 13 55% 2 0
2 - Physical Science 14 79% 2 0
3 - Life Science 20 58% 1 1
4 - Earth/Space Science 4 84% 0 0
5 - Science, Technology, Environment, and Society 4 30% 0 1

For the 9-12 grade cluster
» Linkage was met for all reporting categories;
» DOK criterion was met for the required DOK criteriof 40%; and
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» Coverage was generally dispersed except foE#n#/Space Science reporting
category.

Reliability among Committee members

The following table shows the interclass correladifor each grade level, which indicate the
degree of agreement among committee members ingeaap. Values larger than 0.7
indicate a good level of reliability among commétt@embers; this criterion has been met for
all of the groups in this alignment study. It sklhdlowever, be noted that these values are
highly dependent on the number of committee memibezach group. The pairwise
comparison values represent the average agreeorgudifs of committee members in each
group. A result of 0.6 or higher reflects reasoaaireement, 0.7 or higher demonstrates
good agreement, and a result of less than 0.5lexte poor agreement among committee
members.

Table 19: Reliability among Committee members

Grade(s) Standards Number oNumber of Interclass DOK Obijective Standard
standards Committee correlation Pairwise Pairwise Pairwise
members Comparison comparison Comparison
READING
K WIDA 25 4 0.72 0.47 0.29 0.40
Reading

1 K-2 0.87 0.59 0.12 0.34

2 0.87 0.61 0.21 0.34

3 WIDA 25 4 0.96 0.78 0.37 0.45

Reading

4 3-5 0.96 0.78 0.27 0.37

5 0.96 0.78 0.22 0.34

6 WIDA 25 5 0.93 0.68 0.37 0.49

7 Reading 0.94 0.67 0.25 0.38

8 6-8 0.94 0.70 0.16 0.29

9 WIDA 25 4 0.91 0.55 0.18 0.37

10 0.91 0.55 0.20 0.44

11 Reading 0.91 0.55 0.18 0.37

12 9-12 0.91 0.55 0.15 0.35

MATHEMATICS
K WIDA 20 4 0.85 0.53 0.64 0.70
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Grade(s) Standards Number oNumber of Interclass DOK Obijective Standard

standards Committee correlation Pairwise Pairwise Pairwise

members Comparison comparison Comparison
1 Math K-2 0.79 0.44 0.40 0.67
2 0.74 0.38 0.37 0.66
3 WIDA 20 4 0.91 0.68 0.20 0.51
4 Math 3-5 0.90 0.73 0.15 0.41
5 0.77 0.59 0.13 0.42
6 WIDA 20 4 0.93 0.72 0.14 0.44
7 Math 6-8 0.88 0.63 0.13 0.39
8 0.81 0.60 0.18 0.40
9-12 WIDA 20 5 0.93 0.63 0.27 0.62
9-12 Math 0.94 0.65 0.20 0.69
(Advanced) 9-12
SCIENCE
K WIDA 20 4 0.57 0.4 0.30 0.49
1 Science 0.82 0.45 0.23 0.44
2 K-2 0.83 0.43 0.17 0.45
3 WIDA 20 4 0.82 0.63 0.16 0.43
4 Science 0.77 0.53 0.19 0.42
5 3-5 0.84 0.52 0.16 0.51
6 WIDA 20 5 0.95 0.65 0.25 0.49
7 Science 0.95 0.60 0.21 0.55
8 6-8 0.95 0.60 0.24 0.48
9-12 WIDA 20 4 0.88 0.70 0.20 0.56
9-12 Science 0.90 0.64 0.11 0.51
(Advanced) 9-12
3. Summary

Findings from this alignment study generally suddiest there is stronijnkage between the
WIDA model performance indicators in Reading, Matla¢ics, and Science and the South
Dakota Content Standards in Reading, Mathematicb Saience. Federal guidance on the
association between ELL and state content standbnelsts that, at a minimum, ELL
Standards must benked to state academic content standards. In termsgrfraént, the
Committee members’ ratings indicate that thereasl@nate alignment between the WIDA
MPIs and the South Dakota standards in Readinghdaatics, and Science. This is
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primarily due to limited Coverage and linkage.
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Appendix A

General Comments by Committee members

This section includes committee member responstetgeneral debriefing questions listed
in Part Il of the WAT Training Manual as well asyageneralizations or comments by the
group leaders or program administrators. The fahowable provides a summary of these
comments:

Table 20: Committee members’ Perceptions of Alignmd Between
South Dakota Content Standards in Reading, Mathemats, and
Science and the WIDA ELP Standards

Acceptable Needs Slight Needs Major
Alignment Improvement Improvement
30% 60% 10%

Summary of Committee member Comments by Content Ar@

READING The standards seem most related to litezaplysis.
The WIDA ELP standards correlated with some
literary analysis, but could include more. The
standards did not relate well to practical literacy
skills and content-specific literacy skills &
vocabulary comprehension & use. However it is a
challenge to compare the South Dakota content
standards and WIDA ELP standards.

MATH The higher level of cognitive skills was negied
for entire areas of the content standards, and for,
entering and beginning level ELLs. The WIDA
standards are broader and the South Dakota
standards are specific, which made it somewhat
difficult to align the two.

SCIENCE The WIDA standards covered the most importa
topics of the South Dakota standards. The range of
language tasks addressed by the WIDA standards
was appropriate, but a portion of science content
was not covered by the WIDA standards.
The DOK levels for the WIDA standards generally
corresponded to those for the South Dakota
standards; however, the DOK 3 and 4 levels wer

[0)
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Table 20: Committee members’ Perceptions of Alignm# Between
South Dakota Content Standards in Reading, Mathemats, and
Science and the WIDA ELP Standards

not represented by the WIDA standards.

South Dakota WIDA Alignment, Reading, Grade K-2

A. For each standard, did the items cover the mosinportant topics you expected by the
standard? If not, what topics were not assessed thahould have been?

» ltis very challenging to compare language starglgscontent standards. It took
time for me to how WIDA correlated with SD contetendards.

* Yes. Overall | feel they did. It is really openitderpretation of the person
aligning. There were a few that did not match, dtber items could be adapted
to fit.

* | had no expectations? | am really quite confudsaliawhat we specifically
accomplished in this alignment. Yes. | do beligvat the standards most
pertinent were well addressed

* Most but not all of the SD standards were covelfeR. 1.3, 3.2, 5.2 1.R. 1.1,
1.2,14,1.7,3.3,522.R. 3.1,3.3,5.2

B. For each standard, did the items cover the moginportant performance (DOK levels)
you expected by the standard? If not, what performace was not assessed?

e Again, | didn't know what | expected I'm learnihg@m somewhat challenged
with the alignment process.

» | felt that the DOK levels covered the items witktie standards, and the
majority of performances were covered. The DOKsawary easy to interpret
and understand.

* Yes.

e Yes.

C. Were the standards written at an appropriate leel of specificity and directed
towards expectations appropriate for the grade levé@
» | think so - SD teachers put a lot of work intotimg the standards for their
grade levels. I could understand the standardsenrior each grade K-2 levels

that we worked with. It was aligning to the WIDAartlards that was
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challenging.

* The standards were appropriate for grade levely Wexe not too specific which
was a positive and a negative, open for intergoetat guess that helps gather
better data.

* There seemed to be a lot of confusion about whegrakof the WIDA standards
meant. The items were open to interpretation.

* Yes they were written at grade level.

D. What is your general opinion of the alignment biveen the standards and assessment:

» Acceptable Alignment (2) : 50%
* Needs slight improvement (2) : 50%

E. Comments

* IS our purpose to align WIDA with SD or vice-versa?ouldn't we be aligning
our current ELL standards with WIDA's or vice -\w&?d would like to see a
checklist of what is required of ESL student comimi our classroom and help
them accomplish by the time they exit from the pang. | know it would be
different for each student. But it would be greahave a foundation list. Does
this exist?

» Itwas an interesting experience, one | definiterned from. | now have a
greater understanding of the SD & WIDA standards.

» Hopefully the process works and we can "trust tloegss."

South Dakota WIDA Alignment, Reading, Grade 3-5
A. For each standard, did the items cover the mosiportant topics you expected by the
standard? If not, what topics were not assessed thahould have been?

* Overall, | felt the items covered the most importapics. There were a lot of
compare/contrast, interpret, identify and appiydtads. That's good! There
seemed to be a lot of standard dealing w/ chadgyeaphics.

» | thought the standards were well covered.

* We did not focus on the topic but rather we wele to focus on the "verb" or
process involved in the content (topic). So | dée# like | can answer this.
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» For the most part, the main topics were coverethbystandards. However, it
was a stretch to link certain WIDA standards to$iiestandards. The
correlation between the standards was not alwags-clut. | feel that research
was one topic that wasn't covered very well aloiity wertain literary elements
and devices.

B. For each standard, did the items cover the moginportant performance (DOK levels)
you expected by the standard? If not, what performace was not assessed?

* Not as many level 4s were used. There seemedaddieof 2s. | would like to
see a few more 4s and 3s.

* On the most part, the performances were coveneduld have liked to see
more of level 4 as that, to me, is where the stutikes ownership of his/her
learning.

* Yes.

* | don't think that there was a very good balandeséen the DOK levels in
regard to the standards. We need to make suralti2®K levels are equally
represented throughout the standards. Also, it edatifficult (at times) to
decide which DOK level to apply to which standard.

C. Were the standards written at an appropriate leel of specificity and directed
towards expectations appropriate for the grade lev@

* Yes.

| thought they were written well.

Yes. | think, however, it was difficult to not foswn the topic (e.g., leisure
activity) and focus on the verb (e.g., locateformation).

| think that the standards were appropriate forttaele level, but the standards
were very open to interpretation. Certain standacdgd be slightly more
specific.

D. What is your general opinion of the alignment beveen the standards and assessment:

» Acceptable Alignment (1) : 25%
* Needs slight improvement (3) : 75%
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E. Comments

» | felt like it was difficult to align them. I've d@ other alignment studies and |
felt that this was very challenging. Sometimedtltleat | really had to stretch to
find a link.

* \ery good session.

» This process made more sense when we were askgdad'link” and not align
the standards from SD and WIDA.

+ Certain standards aligned very well, but there vgerae that do need to be
improved to have a better alignment.

South Dakota WIDA Alignment, Reading, Grade 6-8
A. For each standard, did the items cover the mosinportant topics you expected by the
standard? If not, what topics were not assessed thahould have been?

» The use of verbs in the state & WIDA standards ceweellent skills but |
question whether the topics of cohesive writingdabulary are addressed to
the degree necessary for the academic succesd dftitlents?

* My understanding of this process was that | wasetoconcerned with the verb
and if an ELP student could understand the verig-that | was not to be
concerned with the topic.

» Oral and visual difference is not reflected in stendards. Prediction Select
reasons

* Very little on literary elements.

* Yes, for the most part, WIDA standards talk abosti@l support...SD standards
do not indicate this.

B. For each standard, did the items cover the mogtportant performance (DOK levels)
you expected by the standard? If not, what performace was not assessed?

* Many of the WIDA standards seem to be focused erndwer DOK levels.
* Yes, itdid.

* Levels 1 & 4 are not covered as much as levels® &

* Thought there should be some/more 4s.
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e Yes.

C. Were the standards written at an appropriate leel of specificity and directed
towards expectations appropriate for the grade lev@

e Yes.

Yes, | believe they were for the most part.

| think, yes, they were at an appropriate level.
* Yes.

e Yes.

D. What is your general opinion of the alignment beveen the standards and assessment:

» Acceptable Alignment (1) : 20%
* Needs slight improvement (3) : 60%
* Needs major improvement (1) : 20%

E. Comments

* The alignment is difficult because it is uncleantthe terminology connects?
The general ideas seem to relate in the contdangiuage arts/reading. The
personal interpretation of the verbs made it dilfito connect the two standards.

South Dakota WIDA Alignment, Reading, Grade 9-12
A. For each standard, did the items cover the mosinportant topics you expected by the
standard? If not, what topics were not assessed thahould have been?

» SD standards were too hung up on literary termspaeid/ things like author's
style, author's purpose, fallacies, diction. WID&rglards approach academic
language that can apply across contents.

* My problems are more with the SD standards thah WItDA items. To me, the
items covered a good range of skills and correlatedt successfully to
standard indicators.

» Basic - fact finding, fact, opinion (included unad®mprehension strategies?)
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* Important topics were covered.

B. For each standard, did the items cover the moginportant performance (DOK levels)
you expected by the standard? If not, what performace was not assessed?

» All DOKs were covered.

* The standards seem most related to literary amalyhie WIDA items correlated
with some literary analysis, but could include @gr$ a little more. The
standards did not relate well to practical literakills and content-specific
literacy skills & vocabulary comprehension & uséeTWIDA items do a good
job of assessing these types of skills.

* Yes.

e Yes.

C. Were the standards written at an appropriate leel of specificity and directed
towards expectations appropriate for the grade lev@

SD standards are too specific on what | considenpartant things for ELL
students. WIDA standards raise expectations for &udents and attack skills
they need.

No. The standards were not satisfactorily speeifiery limited* with either too
general or focused on unnecessarily specific skils"10.R.5.1: students can
recognize logical fallacies in sources." * in numbéere need to be more
standards for each indicator.

Somewhat - some standards too specific for a Spendtch. Had to stretch the
alignment for a match.
* Yes.

D. What is your general opinion of the alignment biveen the standards and assessment:
* Acceptable Alignment (1) : 25%

* Needs slight improvement (1) : 25%
* Needs major improvement (2) : 50%

44



E. Comments

» Some 9th graders enter our schools at emergentigwveh is difficult to match
with mainstream standards. Some small schools bfiee only one or two
students per grade so there are no sheltered sldgaseh collaboration is
necessary - at many different levels.

» This was a challenging task, yet a great experience

South Dakota WIDA Alignment, Mathematics, Grade K-2
A. For each standard, did the items cover the mosinportant topics you expected by the
standard? If not, what topics were not assessed thahould have been?

* Yes, but having just been exposed to the itemnltdeel | have a good enough
understanding of all they are addressing to makareket statement.

e Yes.

« | didn't feel that K algebra was addressed. Mastcdiver the standards.

» Itis not possible for all of the items to meetalthe standards. | do feel that the
items are appropriate for ELL students. It is viemportant for language
standards to be met before content standards carebe

B. For each standard, did the items cover the mostportant performance (DOK levels)
you expected by the standard? If not, what performace was not assessed?

* No. | felt there should have been more at levélaBso did not determine that
level 4 was addressed at all. None seemed to eRjggetr level multi step
thinking in my opinion.

* Yes.

* Yes.

* Yes...| feel that the items covered needed to lael@wver DOK level considering
that ELL students are just grasping the language.

C. Were the standards written at an appropriate leel of specificity and directed

towards expectations appropriate for the grade lev@

* Yes. The progression is apparent through the gradgéguration.
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Yes.

| felt they were at grade level.

Yes. However, | do not teach at the grade leveds assigned to view. But it
does seem that the standards are appropriate.

D. What is your general opinion of the alignment beveen the standards and assessment:

Acceptable Alignment (1) : 25%
Needs slight improvement (3) : 75%

E. Comments

Varying the verb choice in the SD standards toteraébroader amounted of
demonstration of mastery would help strengtheratignment, in my opinion.
The most difficult thing about doing this alignmestady was the fact that there
was no right answer. It is a matter of interpretati know the hope was that
there would be more people here- | feel more peiopéach group would have
made our results more valid.

South Dakota WIDA Alignment, Mathematics, Grade 3-5
A. For each standard, did the items cover the mosiportant topics you expected by the
standard? If not, what topics were not assessed thahould have been?

For the most part, | am not fluent with knowing wisexpected in 3-5 math so
it was difficult to be confident.

For the most part, the items covered the topic. Sones it was difficult to find
a common link between the standards and the itBoraetimes | felt that
measurement was not included as much as the oibiest

Yes.

Yes. It seemed that they very basic levels wereesded so that the indicated
or entry level skills were inexperated.

B. For each standard, did the items cover the mostportant performance (DOK levels)
you expected by the standard? If not, what performace was not assessed?
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» These seemed to be more level 1 DOK's than any.othe

* Levels 3 and 4 were not present very often. | @ize that ESL students do not
have a receptive language to do these higher pesfoce levels. As their
language skills grow, their level of performancd aliso improve.

* Yes.

* As more understanding and higher cognitive levkésanalysis and synthesis
and applicator are extended through the conteasaggeater language skills
are needed to both communicate to the learnerartti¢ learner to
demonstrate understanding. It appeared that the foDt#e standards best lit
levels 1 and 2 but did not go into the depth oéle\8 and 4 often. | assume that
by DOK 3 and 4, the proficiency levels of the ELlloav them to move on into
the content classroom with only monitored support.

C. Were the standards written at an appropriate leel of specificity and directed
towards expectations appropriate for the grade levé@

» The standards were specific, but the items wefedlif to understand and | can
see where educators will be challenged to use thamatch with the standards.

» | feel the standards were written very well andfdithe appropriate grade
level. The standards were easy to understand.

* Yes.

» | felt the standards of SD were pretty clear.

D. What is your general opinion of the alignment beveen the standards and assessment:
» Acceptable Alignment (3) : 75%
* Needs slight improvement (1) : 25%
E. Comments
» This was a good experience.
* The items were very vague and difficult to graspriteaning. This made it

difficult to align them with the standards. Mangrstlards did not align with the
items.
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» Each learner comes with unique background andilggstyles. The alignment
provides a framework for acquiring the languagsupport the learning content.
The teachers both ELL and content area-will be @only making daily
instructional decisions framed by the WIDA asses#rbat informed by
informal formative assessments and the contens iSha starting point.

South Dakota WIDA Alignment, Mathematics, Grade 6-8
A. For each standard, did the items cover the mosiportant topics you expected by the
standard? If not, what topics were not assessed thahould have been?

» | think that the standards not addressed were tre tyasic skills necessary in
the scaffold to attain higher level math.

* Most of the standards were covered. However there & few not covered. 6th
grade -- 1) mean, mode, range, 2) probability T#ug -- 1) translation,
rotation, reflection, 2) mean, median, mode, amgea 3) probability 8th grade
-- 1) slope, 2) mean, median, mode and range a®)atnility

» Statistics was the topic least covered.

* No- for math many of the statistic standards ditdatign with the items.

B. For each standard, did the items cover the mostportant performance (DOK levels)
you expected by the standard? If not, what performace was not assessed?

» Level 4 of the DOK did not seem to have standacd®ied at this level. | am
not sure of what mathematical model would addressdvel 4.

» Sometimes the item was a lower level of performaRoe example, identify
versus compute. However the language requiresrssitie be able to identify
what they are learning about before applying tmat#edge and learning how
to use. The language items did not seem to havé fjustification” of
thinking or doing. If a student can explain his/ttevught process, the more
proof of their understanding and the deeper therstanding.

* The standards were covered very well by the DOK iijgt®rs.

* Yes.

C. Were the standards written at an appropriate leel of specificity and directed
towards expectations appropriate for the grade levé@
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* Inregard to ELL students, | think the standardsidbaddress the more basic
skills and vocabulary necessary for these students.

* Yes.
» Acceptably appropriate.
* Yes.

D. What is your general opinion of the alignment beveen the standards and assessment:

» Acceptable Alignment (1): 20%
* Needs slight improvement (4) : 80%

E. Comments

* In my opinion the alignment needs slight improvemé#érwas difficult to
correlate the descriptors with the standards. Tike wariety of verbs made it
difficult to determine the appropriate standarddach level.

* | believe the alignment is nearly a good matchdoutd use some tweaking to
include probability and statistics. Otherwise itsngagood fit.

South Dakota WIDA Alignment, Mathematics, Grade 9-2
A. For each standard, did the items cover the mosiportant topics you expected by the
standard? If not, what topics were not assessed thahould have been?

* There is a lack of Number sense-identify multiglpresentations, place value,
magnitude, scientific notation, etc., estimatioatiss/Data
Analysis-conclusions from data set; range, IQR, epodedian; graphs.

» Statistics & number sense standards not addressbd &lvanced
measurement was not addressed.

* For MA-High-1 there were some SD standards thaewet included;
especially the statistics and number sense.
N1.1,N1.2,N2.1,N3.1,N3.2,S1.1,S1.2,51.3,S2.1,S22eNused these! For
MA-High Adv-1 there were some SD standards notudetl. There was (again)
very little emphasis on statistical terms and nunsesmse terms.

» Limited coverage of number sense standards thawglests have to have the
number skills to do the algebra & geometry stanslavthny of the elements in
the WIDA standards for geometry are addressederstie's 6-8 standards.

* Most important-yes-number sense & Algebra Leastsse]-statistics
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B. For each standard, did the items cover the mostportant performance (DOK levels)
you expected by the standard? If not, what performace was not assessed?

* There aren't many level 1. There needs to be saowss.

» Other than the standards mentioned above thereesenbe a good coverage
of DOK levels.

» From above-the performance in statistical math haised. There need to be
more coverage in terms like: mean, median, modeanal-whiskerplots,
scatterplots, histograms, stem and leaf plots,giiiby, etc. Also the coverage
of number sense seemed limited. Example: Complesa##, imaginary #,
rational vs. irrational #s-this can often be adsagpect of communication.

* Level 4 is limited but it is difficult to find leue} standards for the most part in
any set of standards.

* | believe so-yes

C. Were the standards written at an appropriate leel of specificity and directed
towards expectations appropriate for the grade lev@

* In some instances the overall indicators were b#ttn the specific. They were
appropriate for grade level.

» The standards being written for 9-12 & core & adexhlack specificity and
are at multiple grade levels.

» Notice standards are a 9-12 set of standards a@mbaispecific to each specific
grade level.

* For 9-12 mathematics, the WIDA standards seemdosfonore on geometry
and graphing than on some of the other math skiltscabulary.

* Yes.

D. What is your general opinion of the alignment beveen the standards and assessment:
» Acceptable Alignment (1) : 20%

* Needs slight improvement (2) : 40%
* Needs major improvement (2) : 40%
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E. Comments

» State standards have some odd specifics and |lesgveh®rs. There is a
guestion of the need to align with the high sclamblanced standards. These
are not required of general student population.

* The MPI's were weighted too much toward the Algebi@eometry.

* The MPI's did cover the vocabulary needed for mafrthe algebra and
geometry standards. Some of them seemed repeiitddenay be able to be
combined if this study determines that some statsdare hit much more
heavily than others. | will strongly suggest theliidn of some number sense
and statistical language.

» Statistics & Probability very limited as is numlsense for the high school
standards. For High School Adv-the fact that tHE2®Adv
MathematicsStandards are not aligned to any osasament make it difficult
to justify the alignment for ELP purposes. Thees@YP test (DSTEP) only
tests core standards for grade 12.

South Dakota WIDA Alignment, Science, Grade K-2
A. For each standard, did the items cover the mosinportant topics you expected by the
standard? If not, what topics were not assessed thahould have been?

* | do think that the items covered the most impdrtapics | expected for the
primary level.

* Yes.

* Some standards are too broad and general. N1 lzde t@ anything, it should be
more specific.

* | believe so. It is sometimes difficult to "begitiie process (as we did in this
work group); but as time evolved the process beczeseer. Additionally, as the
grade level increased, the items became easissigraa description and DOK
to. (Not: simple observation/parts of a whole)

B. For each standard, did the items cover the moginportant performance (DOK levels)
you expected by the standard? If not, what performace was not assessed?
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» | feel the DOK levels were appropriate for the @mnlevels.

* Yes.

» ltis not very clear the difference between visarad oral assignments, | can't see
it reflected in the standards.

* Some - depended on the grade level and skill Benagluated.” Because
kindergarten skills (content AND language), theaohoess of the standards
create a vagueness. This is not the fault of thepamy - instead - it is the nature
of the beast. Yet all four DOK levels were représdrin each grade.

C. Were the standards written at an appropriate leel of specificity and directed
towards expectations appropriate for the grade lev@

« | feel the WIDA MPIs were more specific as to hdwe item was to be
expressed, such as "using words or phrases," Stasdments," "oral scenarios"
or "produce drawings." The SD standards seemethte the skill expected but
did not get as specific as to how that skill shdwddexpressed or measured. |
would rather have the SD standards be more opesdandhat way - as they
already are.

« I'd like more specificity for E.2, S.1, and S.2.

* Some standards are a little too vague. S.1, P13, N.

e Yes.

D. What is your general opinion of the alignment beveen the standards and assessment:
» Acceptable Alignment (1) : 25%
* Needs slight improvement (2) : 75%
E. Comments
» ltis great to work with and interact with othewuedtors. The general
atmosphere of the group was calm. Everything waslled well by SD DOE

staff and by WIDA staff. | enjoyed the experiencel éook forward to further
opportunities.
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South Dakota WIDA Alignment, Science, Grade 3-5
A. For each standard, did the items cover the mosinportant topics you expected by the
standard? If not, what topics were not assessed thahould have been?

| had difficulty matching some items to standardsduse of "verb" being lower
than what we expected a "3rd" grader to accomplish.

Some standards were addressed more than othen® ¢éacience
Technology-or was technology, environment & socatgumed? Seems
astrology was addressed more.

3rd gr science: no WIDA items addressed topic efrenment, how living
things depend on each other and environment, ri@gy@th gr science: no
WIDA items for force or energy, biological changew organisms linked to
environment, food chains, environment, inventidib.gr science: no WIDA
items for force & effect on motions, interactiorfseaergy & matter,
photosynthesis, ecosystems, environment.

As a regular classroom teacher | have minimal (npeats, none) numbers of
students who speak a language other than Engligteinhomes. Thus, I'm not
sure what topics ELL teachers would have wishduktaddressed -- sorry!

B. For each standard, did the items cover the mostportant performance (DOK levels)
you expected by the standard? If not, what performace was not assessed?

Needed more 3's and 4's.

It appeared that the basic - recall of informatas used more. Doesn't appear
that in depth performance was addressed.

Yes.

Yes, it was also interesting to take a closer labthe SD standards as we coded
them and see the overbalance of 1s & 2s compar&d &/4s. Yet, in the
classroom these standards seem to "match” théebdf most students. That is
not the most comforting thought, but it is the ityadf the thought.

C. Were the standards written at an appropriate leel of specificity and directed
towards expectations appropriate for the grade levé@

At first they seem to be too low, but after somauiht, | decided they were
pretty close to what an ELP student could handle.
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Standards progressed across grade levels fromisimpb complex.

Yes, however standards lack the language compeneractly why we need
WIDA alignment.

Again, with minimal to no interactions with teachiELL students, it is difficult
to say. Coming into this process at this stagesthedards seem in-line with the
grade levels. It has given me food for thought onmsidering additional
ways/means of communicating language (& the impaetsof) within the
regular education classroom.

D. What is your general opinion of the alignment beveen the standards and assessment:

Needs slight improvement (3) : 75%

E. Comments

Confusing | feel fried.

This was very beneficial for me (as an ESL teacher)

Part/Day 1 was very interesting & most helpful Rart 2. It was also helpful to
have the power point overview to offer focus & expdtions in a variety of ways
for the terminology & expectations. On Part 2, @&sadifficult, initially, for me to
work as some groups were still talking & it wasitghard to concentrate. Things
were fine after about 15 minutes. Thanks for aerggting two days!

South Dakota WIDA Alignment, Science, Grade 6-8
A. For each standard, did the items cover the mosiportant topics you expected by the
standard? If not, what topics were not assessed thahould have been?

For the most part - though some were a stretchgkierya good teacher could
adapt.

| expected to see more emphasis on grasping the dc@gent vocabulary on the
WIDA standards. | feel there must be a focus oneartrvocabulary before
student can master other content standards.

6th gr.-no topics of earth science & very little lda science. 7th gr.-OK 8th
gr.-need more on earth science.

Sequencing-->SD state standards do not have Saidntiestigation.
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» For the most part, but scientific investigations aot covered in WIDA
standards. Also, WIDA has sequencing but thatffecdit to find in state content
standards.

B. For each standard, did the items cover the mogiportant performance (DOK levels)
you expected by the standard? If not, what performace was not assessed?

¢ Itwas OK.

» | do believe the items covered the most importa@KDevels. | expected to see
more ones and twos at the DOK level consideringdbethat students are
trying to master the language.

* | expected to see more "analyze" and "explain” MPIs

* Yes.

* Yes.

C. Were the standards written at an appropriate leel of specificity and directed
towards expectations appropriate for the grade levé@

« OK - 7th/8th were easier (by far) thafi.6
» The standards were written at an appropriate lefvspecificity for the grade

levels.
* Yes.
* Yes.
* Yes.

D. What is your general opinion of the alignment beveen the standards and assessment:

» Acceptable Alignment (2) : 40%

* Needs slight improvement (3) : 60%

E. Comments

* Always, always enjoy the teachers. They are thé bes
* Need chocolate next time!
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South Dakota WIDA Alignment, Science, Grade 9-12
A. For each standard, did the items cover the mosiportant topics you expected by the
standard? If not, what topics were not assessed thahould have been?

| felt that there should have been more coveragkeofnature of science" and
more on "Technology, Environment, and Society."

12 general standards for both levels. However)y tound 3 standards covered.
Those not assessed were: (N.1-N.1.2.c) (N.2-N2(P.2.1.b, P.1.1.c,
P.1.2.a-P.1.4.a, P.1.5.a-P.1.5.e) (P2-P.2.a) (B.3-®)(L.1.1, L.2.1, L.2.1.4,
L.2.1.b,L.2.2.a,L.3.1, L.3.1.a) (E.1-E.1.3)(EE2.1, E.2.1.8)(S.2-S.2.3). Those
that should have been covered were: N.1, N.2HF32E.1, E.2 & S.2.

SD standards tend to be written above the badis sideded to do things. The
earlier (entering, beginning) levels were enabling, not specifically
represented.

Matching the MPIs and SD standards. | thought thestandards could address
life cycles more. The SD standards have a setaidehniques (N.2.2-N.2.2.e).
Perhaps there could be a set of using graphiogradiss...I'm guessing this is in
the SD standards at an earlier level.

B. For each standard, did the items cover the mostportant performance (DOK levels)
you expected by the standard? If not, what performace was not assessed?

| found very few DOK Level 4 items. With adequaaeduage support, | think
ELL students should be able to do Level 4 tasks.

DOK levels for general high school are very lowdsxexpecting higher levels
of thinking-but perhaps that could only be assegséae student’s first language.
The advanced high DOKs were a little higher buimgfave do not assess to
higher levels then students will not perform atsttevels. | realize that this
(WIDA-MPI) was in English only and that thought pesses at a higher level
can only be assessed in child's first language.

The extended nature at the descriptors for Le\@OK did not seem well
represented in the WIDA items on SD science stalsddiere is considerable
calculation in the SD standards. The WIDA itemslddae taken to imply
calculation, but if that is the intent it would beuld to make it specific.
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| was surprised that there were so few 3 and 4 D€Kls. What we concluded
as a group is that some standards would rise setlevels depending upon the
project, teacher expectations and student involvienvée were guided by the
language of the standard and were conscientioutormtsh the DOK above
what was stated. In practice, it is probable thahynstandards would reach a
higher DOK.

C. Were the standards written at an appropriate leel of specificity and directed
towards expectations appropriate for the grade lev@

Seemed to be at an appropriate level.

SD standards for general high school seemed tarienvfor lower
expectations-realizing that standards are minifitat. advanced level seemed to
be written for higher levels-perhaps should be deedLL students.

HS Science had only 2 levels. The standards arergiynspecific on content,

but not so good on the underlying thinking skikseded (my view at least). They
seem appropriate for grade level (advanced mofiewtifthan the general
standards).

| believe the expectations are appropriate to thdelevel. | was concerned that
the specificity was aligned with a textbook seaad might be difficult to
teach/learn if the district uses a different series

D. What is your general opinion of the alignment beveen the standards and assessment:

Acceptable Alignment (1) : 25%
Needs slight improvement (3): 75%

E. Comments

| appreciate the opportunity to be a part of thiglg. | am glad that S. Dakota
has become a member of WIDA. With a district tleat/es the air base and
Native American population, | hope that this pracean help provide better
understanding of ELL students and programs and get of the SpEd umbrella.
ELL students should not be treated as SpEd and #teuld not be territorial
fights between SpEd and ELL.

57



What an interesting two days of professional dgualent opportunity-Thank
you-The discussions to reach consensus were thievalogble for me.
Acceptable if one first accepts that enabling dibjes are part of the WIDA
items but not specified in the SD Science standards

The biggest difficulty | had was bridging the vespecific SD standards with the
broad MPIs. | was able to find SD standards thatithin each MPI. Also, the
MPIs state "how" the student will acquire the acaideknowledge. In the SD
standards, this was not usually the case except wieediagram or graphic
organizer was the goal, such as the periodic tdlble weakest links were the
food chain/life cycle MPIs. The SD standard matohese either too broad or
too specific. Also, the MPIs dealing with data tgh graphics fits better as
study skills. Once again, a clash of the how whthwhat. | know that the SD
standards are set, but | wonder if it follows acjpetextbook series and what
problems that might incur for schools without tkaties.
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