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Introduction 

The Texas Through-Year Assessment Pilot (TTAP) represents an innovative assessment model 
designed as a potential alternative to the State of Texas Assessment of Academic Readiness 
(STAAR®) summative tests. In the context of through-year assessments, this model serves as a 
progress monitoring system, offering students multiple opportunities throughout the school year 
to demonstrate their mastery of the curriculum standards. It also contributes to the prediction of 
their summative performance level reported at the end of the school year. 

TTAP was developed through close collaboration with Texas educators, administrators, students, 
and families. The progress monitoring system incorporates three distinct, short testing 



 
  

   

  

   
   

 
   

 

 

 
  

  
 

  



 
  

 

   

  

 



 
  

 
 

           

 
 

      
       

      
      
      

 
 

      
      
      
      
      

 
 

      
      
      
      
      

 
 

      
      
      
      







 
  

    

 

  

  
  

 
 

 
 

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

Table 6. TTAP Participating Student Demographic Characteristics (Grade 5 Science) 

Demographic STAAR 
Spring 2023 

TTAP 
2022–2023 
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Table 8. TTAP Participating Student Demographic Characteristics (Grade 6 Mathematics) 

Demographic STAAR 
Spring 2023 

TTAP 
2022–2023 

Difference in 
Percentage 

Number of Students 384,766 10,854 NA 

Male 50.6 50.6 0.0 

Female 49.1 49.3 0.2 

Hispanic/Latino 52.8 50.2 2.6 

American Indian or Alaska Native 0.3 0.3 0.0 

Asian 5.0 5.4 0.4 

Black or African American 12.8 9.9 2.9 

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 0.2 0.1 0.1 

White 25.5 30.9 5.4 

Two or More Races 3.0 2.9 0.1 

Economically Disadvantaged 60.9 60.2 0.7 

Title I, Part A Participants 62.1 60.8 1.3 

Migrant 0.3 0.8 0.5 

Current Limited English Proficient 25.8 17.3 8.5 

Bilingual 3.0 0.2 2.8 

ESL Participants 17.5 13.1 4.4 

Special Education 13.3 13.9 0.6 

Gifted/Talented Participants 10.7 6.9 3.8 

At-Risk 54.7 50.6 4.1 

12 
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s i z e s  f o r  O p p o r t u n i t y  II v e r s u s  O p p o r t u n i t y  I  t e n d  t o  b e  l a r g e r  t h a n  t h o s e  f o r  O p p o r t u n i t y  III v e r s u s  O p p o r t u n i t y  II s u g g e s t i n g  t h a t  s t u d e n t s  s h o w e d  m o r e  p r o g r e s s  from fall to winter than t h e y  d i d  from winter to spring.  



 
  

    
   

    
 

    
  
 

  
 



 
  

   

   
     

 
   

  
 

 
    

    
   

  
    

  
     

 

   
  

 
  

 

  

where �ê��
�6 is the observed variance of the ability estimates, �à, and �/ �Ì�

�. is the observed mean of the 

score’s conditional error variances at each value of �à. In the field of educational measurement, 
assessments are considered reliable when their reliability coefficients are 0.80 and above. 
Typically, high-stakes assessments achieve higher levels of reliability in the range of upper 0.80s 
to lower 0.90s (Dorans et al., 2007; Phillips & Camara, 2006). 

Table 18 provides a comparison of the marginal reliability coefficients for TTAP and STAAR 
during the 2022–2023 school year. The table also includes reliabilities at the subgroup level for 
gender and ethnicity but only for subgroups with sample sizes equal to or larger than 200. 
Reliabilities for smaller subgroups are omitted to prevent potentially misleading conclusions based 
on limited data. 

When assessing the three opportunities within TTAP, it is evident that Opportunity I exhibits 
relatively lower reliabilities while Opportunity III demonstrates the highest reliabilities. The longer 
test length of Opportunity III contributes to the expected increase in reliability. Comparing the 
reliability of TTAP Opportunity III with STAAR, Opportunity III demonstrates highe-6 ( ev.66 0 T96di0p)-2 (p)]TJ
0o



 
  

  

          

 

      
       
       
       
       
       

       
       

 
      
       

 

      
       
       
       
       
       

      



 
  

  

   
 

 
  

    
  

      
    

    
 
 

 
     

    
   
  

 

    

         

 
 

     
     
    





 
  

    
    

   
  

  
  

    
   

   
  

 
 

  

 
  

     
    

      
     

       
 

    
  

    
 

  
    

   
  

    
  

    
 

   
  

    
 

   
     

        
      

  

In this study, CAI applied the ROC methodology to each of the three TTAP opportunities 





 
 
 

  
 

      

 

       
 

 
 

   
   

 
  
  

 

   
  

   
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
  

 
  

 

 
 

  

 
  

  

 
 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

   
 

  
  

 
  

 
 

  
  

 
 

   
 

 
 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 

  
 

  
  

  
  

 
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

Table 17. Tradeoffs of Different Cumulative Scoring Methods 

Method Tradeoffs: Advantages Tradeoffs: Disadvantages Unknowns Recommendations 
TTAP �x Avoids Opp. I & Opp. II missing data �x Does not give credit for higher possible Not sure how sensitive Opp. �x The sensitivity of MST to biased 
Opportunity �x Most comparable to STAAR (CAI, score obtained in Opp. I or Opp. II III is to biased starting thetas starting thetas should be analyzed. 
III Score 2023) �x Like STAAR, Opp. III is required in MST �x Evidence of predictive validity should 

�x Opp. III is informed by Opp. II be collected. 
�x Only Opp. III has to meet federal 

requirements 
Maximum �x Allows mastery to be “banked” �x All three opportunities must meet �x Not sure if variable score Decide if equal test lengths is feasible; 
Score �x Most closely replicates STAAR score federal requirements reliabilities of maximum if not, research federal requirements 

distributions �x Variable test lengths mean variable scores will meet federal and guidelines to determine if variable 
�x Aligns with Superscoring of College score reliabilities and non-equivalence requirements reliabilities/non-equivalence can be 

Readiness Assessments may not meet federal requirements justified. �x Not sure of the unintended 
�x May overestimate end-of-year ability consequences on 

incentives 
Composite �x Composite scores are marginally more �x All three opportunities must meet Not sure if summative scores Examine the degree to which scores are 
Scores* with reliable than Opp. III alone federal requirements containing a mix of scales equivalent. Conduct experimental 
HNH Rule �x Uses all three scores �x Computationally complex with variable score research to examine the effects of 

�x Adults believe students will provide �x Mix of scales (Opp. III + composite) reliabilities will meet federal missing scores and differing policies 



 
 
 

  

    
   

 
   

    
    

   
   

    
    

  

   
 
 

 
  

      
    

 

  
   

 

 
   

   
    

     
    

     
 

    
   
  

  
 

      

     

Special Study 4: CAT Feasibility Study for TTAP 

This study investigated the performance of item-level computer adaptive tests (CAT) using the 
CAI item selection algorithm and different configurations of an existing TTAP item pool. The 
objective of this study was to determine how feasible CAT would be using an existing item pool 
and to gain a better understanding of the tradeoffs of CAT and MST. Both CAT and MST are 
adaptive, however, MST adapts once per test, while CAT adapts each time an item is selected; 
hence, CAT is more adaptive than MST and may offer greater measurement efficiencies. 

This study simulated the three TTAP testing opportunities across two growth conditions (realistic 
growth versus no growth) using two pool configurations for CAT: a small pool without 
overlapping items and a large item pool with significant overlap of items. Key metrics of CAT, 
MST, and STAAR were compared including ability recovery, classification accuracy, 
performance-level distribution, reliability, item exposure, and utility. 

The analyses revealed that, in general, both CAT and MST designs are feasible and exhibited 
similar technical properties. Most differences between tests were small to negligible, especially 
near the middle of the ability distribution. CAT performance depended on the item pool 
configuration. This study demonstrated that using minimal item exposure rules with a very small 
pool (40 items), CAT did not perform well. In contrast, a 300-item pool was sufficient to meet the 
blueprint requirements of a CAT 20-item mathematics test, and a 500-item pool sufficed for a CAT 
30-item test. In these conditions, CAT was comparable to MST. 

CAT showed small improvements over MST when they were simulated with large item pools with 
significant overlap (600–700 items). The improvements in measurement precision and ability 
recovery increased near the tails of the ability distribution among the lowest and highest scoring 
students. This improvement in precision increased classification accuracy at the lowest and highest 
cut scores. Although not a focus of this study, this improvement in precision is expected to produce 
more precise growth measures. 

Under the no-growth condition, latent ability distributions for all opportunities were simulated to 
match those of STAAR. In this case, the reliability of CAT met or exceeded minimal reliability 
thresholds for low-stakes tests (> 0.80) and most exceeded the threshold (> 0.85) for high-stakes 
tests; however, the reliability of all tests (CAT and MST) was lowered when Opportunity I and II 
ability distributions were shifted down to mirror within-year growth. The reliability of CAT and 
MST Opportunity I dropped below the 0.80 reliability level suggesting that the adaptivity of CAT 
and MST was hampered by the lack of easier items in the item pool. This suggests that item pools 
could be improved by increasing the frequency of easier items in Opportunity I and Opportunity 
II. 

Another goal of this study was to understand the tradeoffs of MST versus CAT. TEA field tests 
sufficient numbers of items each year to support both MST and CAT. MST offers curated forms 
potentially lowering item development costs, but MST requires complex form construction 
resulting in lower item utilization rates. CAT selects optimal forms per student eliminating form 
selection costs and increasing item utilizations; however, annually releasing and replacing the 
full CAT item pool is costly and problematic. 

Table 21 summarizes the tradeoffs of MST versus CAT. 
25 
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Appendix A: Data Cleaning and Merging Rules 

a) 



 
 
 

     
 

       
    

   
   
   

  

    
    

  

�ƒ Using "SCORECODE-SOCIALSTUDIES" of “S” for valid social study 
records. 

�ƒ Using "SCORECODE-SCIENCE" of “S” for valid science records. 
�x Keep only records with respective DISCREPANCYINDICATOR value of 0. 

o Using “DISCREPANCYINDICATORMATHEMATICS” for mathematics. 
o Using “DISCREPANCYINDICATORSCIENCE” for science. 
o Using “DISCREPANCYINDICATORSOCIALSTUDIES” for social studies. 

�x Remove duplicated records by subject, grade, and student ID; keep the first observation. 

Once the TTAP and STAAR data files are cleaned separately, they are merged by student ID. The 
merged data files have been used to generate the statistics for this report. 

29 



 
 
 

   

 
  

 

    

  
 

  
  

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

  
 
  

  

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 
  

 

 
 

 

   

 
 

 
 

  
 

  
 
 

 
 

 
 

  
  

  
  

 
 

  
 

 

  

   
  

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

Appendix B: Demographic Variable Recode 

The table below indicates the values for each demographic variable used in the summaries and 
how they are recoded for analyses. 

Summative Data 
Variables Values and Definitions Recode for Analysis 

SEX-CODE M = Male 
F = Female 

M = Mal 
F = Female 

ETHNICITY/ 
RACEREPORTING 
CATEGORY 

H  =  Hispanic/Latino 
I  =  American Indian or Alaska Native 
A =  Asian 
B  =  Black or African American 
P  =  Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific 
Islander 
W =  White 
T  =  Two or More Races 
N =  No Information Provided 

H  =  Hispanic/Latino 
I  =  American Indian or 
Alaska Native 
A =  Asian 
B  =  Black or African 
American 
P  =  Native Hawaiian or 
Other Pacific Islander 
W =  White 
T  =  Two or More Races 
N  =  No Information 
Provided 

ECONOMIC 
-DISADVANTAGE 
-CODE 

1 =  Eligible for free meals under the 
National School Lunch and Child Nutrition 
Program 
2 =  Eligible for reduced-price meals under 
the National School Lunch and Child 
Nutrition Program 
9 =  Other economic disadvantage 
0 =  Not identified as economic 
disadvantaged 

1, 2, 9 = Economically 



 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

   
 

   
 

 

 
      

 

 

  
  

 
 

 

     
 

 

  
 

 

  
 

 

 
 
  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

  

 



 
 
 

  

  
    

 

 

 

 

   
 

 

 
  

 
    

 

  

 

  
  

 
  

 
  

 
 

 

   
 

  

 

  
 

  

 
  

  
 

  

 
 
 

 

Appendix C: DOR Extract Variable Dictionary 

Database of Record (DOR) 
Extract Variables Values and Definitions 
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