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Really Great Reading
Background

Really Great Reading® was founded in 2005 and provides school systems with
instructional practices based on Structured Literacy. Structured Literacy is the
term coined by the International Dyslexia Association to refer to science-based
reading instructional practices. Curricula that are based on Structured Literacy
teach the components of reading, writing, and spelling through techniques that
are explicit, systematic, sequential, and cumulative. Additional features of
Structured Literacy include teaching aspects of phonemes, sound-letter
correspondences, syllable patterns, morphology, vocabulary, sentence, paragraph
structure, and text structure. The materials presented to students are used to
teach them that writing systems are codes that represent the sounds of their
language with symbols. Decoding letters or graphemes into their constituent
sounds or phonemes are essential in learning to read, as is synthesizing those
decoded sounds into syllables and words. Best practices of Structured Literacy not
only include decoding but encoding. Curricula that provide training and practice in
reading (decoding, synthesizing, etc.), spelling (encoding), and writing help
students master the English Writing System as a code. Opportunities for students
to practice what they have learned strengthen their newly developed skills.
Appropriate and continued practice leads to automaticity which requires less
cognitive resources for that activity. In the case of reading, a focus on the
mechanics of reading with continued and deliberate practice will lead to stronger
word recognition skills. Comprehension skills begin to bloom once the cognitive
load demanded for decoding, synthesizing, and recognizing the just uttered word
lessens which leads to a concomitant release of cognitive resources that can be
applied for comprehension and other higher-order language processing skills.

Part of Really Great Reading strategies includes tools to assess the student’s
phonological processing, decoding, letter knowledge, vocabulary, and reading
skills. The assessment tools are available in paper form or can be given online.
There are two forms of each assessment tool for the FSSK and FSS1 and several
additional forms for the Beginning Decoding and Advanced Decoding Surveys.
Form A is typically used for initial assessment and Form B and beyond can be used
for additional screening and progress monitoring. The availability of multiple
forms is important so that students are less likely to be knowledgeable of items
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on the form. This allows for test-retest or progress monitoring capabilities. The
assessment tools are scripted so that every student is provided with the same
testing experience. Standardization is important as it allows for the comparison of
a student’s performance with others who have taken the assessment under the
very same administration.

Diagnostic Decoding Surveys

The purpose of the Diagnostic Decoding Survey is to assess struggles involving
decoding skills for readers starting from second grade into adulthood. This survey
is designed to identify gaps in mastered phonetic skills and weaknesses, allowing
for any needed intervention. Users are instructed to administer the surveys to
students who do not demonstrate accurate or fluent word reading skills, indicated
by failing to perform at their grade-level words correct per minute (WCPM)
benchmark with at least 97% accuracy on standardized, norm-referenced oral
reading fluency screenings such as the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy
Skills (DIBELS) or AIMSWeb.

There are two levels of the Diagnostic Decoding Surveys: the Beginning Decoding
Survey (BDS) and the Advanced Decoding Survey (ADS). Both have assessments to
be administered three times during the academic year: Beginning of the Year
(BOY), Middle of the Year (MQY), and End of the Year (EQY). BDS is to only be
used for students at the beginning of second grade, ADS should not be used until
the middle of second grade, if appropriate. BDS should always be administered
before ADS. There are six forms (A, B, C, D, E, F) of the BDS and ADS for the
academic periods (BOY, MQOY, and EQY). Students receiving intervention are
intended to complete an oral reading fluency measure (e.g., DIBELS, AIMSWeb)
and the Really Great Reading Diagnostic Decoding Surveys to monitor their
progress.
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Beginning Decoding Surveys
Each Beginning Decoding Survey (BDS) tool is designed to measure word list
reading skills, sentence reading skills, and pseudoword reading skills.

Specific Skills Assessed

Word Reading Skills. Unrelated words are presented to be read in
isolation via a word list format. BDS real words include high frequency (“sight”)
words, simple consonant-vowel-consonant (CVC) words, words with digraphs and
short vowels, and words with blends and short vowels.

Table 1. Words used on the Beginning Decoding Survey Form A.

Set 1: Real Words

Beginning of Year

see one they you are
rag lid dot hum bet
rich shop tack quit moth
dust step trip pond brag
Middle of Year
here want came look now
pat win cot jug leg
chum mash tock quip thud
west clap trim fund plum
End of Year
please soon make we down
tag bin pod gut vet
such wish rack quiz thus
mist scan trap bend glum
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Sentence Reading Skills. Sentence reading measures allow assessors to
examine how well students can read words in connected text and provide an
opportunity to observe a reader’s prosody and fluency. Assessors may also be
able to observe the extent to which the reader relies on context and whether he
or she seems to understand how punctuation affects text. The BDS sentences
include high-frequency words, VC words, CVC words, diagraphs, and blends.

Table 2. Sentences used on the Beginning Decoding Survey Form A.

Set 2: Sentences

Beginning of Year

The cat hid in a box.
The fresh fish is still on the wet grass.
Six flat shells were in my bath.

Middle of Year

The kid got in a tub.

Brock will plan to have a fun math class.
Beth, can you eat ten bran chips?

End of Year

The pig sat in a pot.

| slosh the big milk spill with my mop.
Our chump will send her rug back.

Pseudoword Reading Skills. Nonwords are utilized to measure
students’ skills at decoding and synthesizing unfamiliar words. This allows
assessors to measure the extent to which students can apply their skills as
opposed to committing words they have read or that have been read to them to
memory. BDS nonwords include CVC words and words with digraphs and short
vowels. Included in the pseudoword sections of the BDS are words that are real,
borrowed, and/or informal, such as zin, chut, yid [sic], thig, and shup.
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Table 3. Nonwords used on the Beginning Decoding Survey Form A.
Set 3: Nonsense Words

Beginning of Year

vop yud zin keb
shap thid chut weck
Middle of Year
vom yid zat kez
shub thig chep vock
End of Year
ved yun zon kag
shup theb chag zick
Scoring

Words Correct. Each BDS tool is scored by computing the number of
words read correctly. The BDS involves 42 real words (20 in isolation and 22 in
sentences) and 8 nonwords. Criterion-referenced benchmarks are provided by
Really Great Reading. Students are expected to be able to read the 50 words with
96% accuracy beginning in second grade and continuing through adulthood. Self-
corrections count as errors and are not counted towards the number of words
read correctly.

Error Grids. Student errors are recorded verbatim and optionally coded
based on type after the assessment is complete. All student errors are computed;
because students may make more than one error per word, the error score could
exceed the number of words assessed. Error results are intended to be used to
plan intervention.
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Table 4. Errors recorded on the Beginning Decoding Survey Form A.

Error Code Description

No Try Student omits a word or says, “l don’t know.”
Assessor is instructed to ask the student one time to
try again.

Sight Word Student reads a high-frequency word incorrectly.

Sound Added or Omitted

Student adds a sound to a word or omits a sound
from a word.

Initial Consonant

Student substitutes an initial consonant with an
incorrect sound.

Final Consonant

Student substitutes a final consonant with an
incorrect sound.

Short Vowel

Student substitutes a short vowel with an incorrect
sound.

Consonant Digraph: ck,
sh, ck, wh, th; Letters qu

Student substitutes a digraph with an incorrect
sound.

Blend

Student reads a blend incorrectly.

Reversal

Student reverses any part of the word.

Observations. Assessors may indicate via checkbox whether students
seem to read sound by sound before blending words, if they reverse similar-
looking letters (b/d/p/), if they are quick to guess, and/or if they read slowly.
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BDS BOY Form A Evaluation
The Case for Reliability

Reliability of the Beginning Decoding Survey (BDS) Beginning of Year (BOY) Form A
was assessed with test-retest reliability and internal consistency. The BDS consists
of five high-frequency (“sight”) words, five consonant-vowel-consonant (CVC)
words, five digraph/short-vowel words, five blends/short-vowel words, three
sentences, four consonant-vowel-consonant nonwords, and four digraph
nonwords (see Table 5).

Table 5. Words and Nonwords in the Beginning Decoding Survey Beginning of
Year Form A

Words

see one
they you
are rag
lid dot
hum bet
rich shop
tack auit
moth dust
step trip
pond brag

Words in Sentences
The cat hid in a box.
The fresh fish is still on the wet grass.
Six flat shells were in my bath.

Nonwords
vop vud
zin keb
shap thid
chut weck

Each word or nonword read correctly is assigned one point including those words
within the sentences for a total of 50 total points. Errors in reading the words and
nonwords are coded as “no try” if the student did not attempt to read the word,
“sight word” if the student did not correctly read a high-frequency word, if a
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sound was omitted or added to the word (sound added or omitted), if an error
was made in the initial or final consonant (initial consonant, final consonant), if
the short vowel was not pronounced correctly (short vowel), if an error occurred
in blending the word (blend) or if any part of the word was reversed (reversal).

Test-Retest Reliability

Test-retest reliability was evaluated by assessing 648 individuals aged 7 through
10.5 years (see Table 6). The group was composed of 50.7% male, 49.3% female,
58% were in the free or reduced lunch program, 37% were considered at risk, and
fewer than 1% were English Language Learners. Thirteen percent (13.2%) of the
group had Individualized Education Programs (IEPs), which is consistent with the
national average of 15% (National Center for Education Statistics). Also consistent
with national data, the largest classifications that resulted in IEPs were specific
learning disabilities (28%), speech and language difficulties (28.5%),
developmental disabilities (11.6%), and Other Health Impairment (12.2%), which
involves several areas including attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder (ADHD).
The other areas of IEP classification had 5% or fewer students.

Table 6. Percentage of Students by Age Group by Gender.

Age Group
Gender 7.0 7.5 8.0 8.5 9.0 9.5 10.0 10.5

Female 15.8 24.2 20.0 16.3 9.8 9.0 6.6 1.3

Male 122 26.2 21.0 156 118 7.6 3.5 2.0

The correlation coefficients between the average total scores from the Beginning
Decoding Survey Form A for the beginning of the year (BOY) and its second
administration are presented in Table 7 (there were not enough students in the
10.5 age group to compute correlation coefficients). The mean time between
administrations was 345 days (0-420, Md = 365, Mo = 365). Overall, there was a
significant correlation between Time 1 and 2 total scores (r =.76, p <.0001). Test-
retest administrations typically occur within a few weeks. The extended period
between administrations likely contributed to a weaker correlation than would
have been observed otherwise.
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Evaluation of the correlations within each age group also indicates significant
relationships between both times of administration (see Table 7). The correlation
coefficients are not only significantly correlated, indicating reliability, but the
correlation coefficients are progressively stronger. The correlation coefficients in
Table 7 provide strong evidence of reliability as the ability to read real and
nonwords would have less variability as students become stronger readers, which
is anticipated as the students become older. This is particularly the case as the
same words and nonwords were used for all students in the sample regardless of
age group.

Table 7. Correlation Coefficients between Time 1 and Time 2 by Age Group.
Age Group

7.0 7.5 8.0 8.5 9.0 9.5 10.0
r .70 73 .82 .76 .88 .86 .98

Internal Consistency

Internal consistency was assessed by computing coefficient alphas for each of the
potential types of errors that a student could make with the total score (see Table
8). Coefficient alphas ranged from .78 (for final consonant, short vowel,
consonant digraph, and blend errors) to .85 (for reversal errors) with a mean of
.80 when error type scores were collapsed.

Table 8. Coefficient Alpha by Error Type.

Error Score
NT SW AO IC FC SV CD B R

.80 .79 .84 .79 .78 .78 .78 .78 .85

Note: NT = No Try, SW = Sight Words, AO = Sound Added or Deleted, IC = Initial Consonant,
FC = Final Consonant, SV = Short Vowel, CD = Consonant Digraph, B = Blends, R = Reversals

Coefficient alphas were calculated for age group and gender (see Table 9) and age
group and IEP status (see Table 10) by subtest. These values were quite similar to
those reported in Table 8 with a range of .65 to .85 and a mean of .80 for age
group and gender, and a range of.65 to .85 with a mean of .77 for age group and

9|Page



IEP status. Further analyses indicated that there were no significant differences
between age groups or genders except for the 10-year-old female group that had
smaller alphas than did the males in the same age group. Otherwise, the values
were statistically equivalent between the females and males within age groups.
There were main effects of task [Wilk’s Lambda, F(8, 1,679) = 48.7, p <.001) in
which the sound added or omitted and the reversal error types had slightly better
alphas, age group [F(7, 1) = 14.9, p < .001] in which the older age groups had
better internal consistency reliability, and gender [F(7, 1) = 4.7, p < .03] that was
explained above. The analyses involving IEP status indicated similar results. There

Table 9. Coefficient Alphas for Age Group and Gender.

Error Score

Age

Gender | NT SW AO IC FC SV CD B R
Group

7.0
7.0
7.5
7.5

F .76 77 .82 .76 .76 .76 .76 .76 .83
M a7 .76 .83 .76 .76 .76 .76 75 .84
F .80 .79 .83 .79 .78 .78 .78 .79 .85
M .79 .78 .83 .78 g7 g7 A7 g7 .84
8.0 F .81 .80 .83 .79 .78 .79 .79 .79 .85
8-.0 M .81 .80 .84 .80 .79 .79 .79 .79 .85
8-.5 F .80 .80 .84 .79 .79 .79 .79 .79 .85
8-.5 M .80 .80 .84 .79 .79 .79 .79 .79 .85
9-.0 F .81 .82 .84 .81 .81 .81 .81 .81 .86
9-.0 M .81 .80 .83 .79 .78 .79 .79 .79 .85
9-.5 F .79 .80 .79 .79 .76 g7 .78 .76 .78
9-5 M .79 .81 .80 .78 g7 .79 g7 .78 .82
10-.0 F .80 g7 .80 .79 .78 .78 .76 .76 .81
10-.0 M .85 .84 .84 .83 .83 .83 .84 .82 .86

Note: NT = No Try, SW = Sight Words, AO = Sound Added or Deleted, IC = Initial Consonant, FC = Final
Consonant, SV = Short Vowel, CD = Consonant Digraph, B = Blends, R = Reversals
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were similar results involving task and age group. There was also a main effect of
IEP status [F(1, 1,678) = 35.3, p <.0001] in which coefficient alphas were stronger
for students who did not have an IEP (M = .80) compared to those who did (M =
73).

Table 10. Coefficient Alphas for Age Group and IEP Status.
Error Score

G/?fjp EP | NT SW A0 IC FC SV ¢ B R
70 N | .79 .78 8 78 .77 77 77 77 84
70 Y | 69 68 8 68 .67 .67 .67 67 81
75 N | 8 79 8 79 .78 78 .78 .78 .85
75 Y | 69 69 .79 67 .66 .67 .65 .66 .80
80 N | 8 8 8 79 .79 80 .79 .79 .85
&80 Y |.75 72 80 72 71 71 71 71 .83
85 N | .79 .79 8 78 .78 78 .78 .77 .83
&5 Y | .75 .74 8 73 .73 73 .73 73 .84
0 N | 80 81 8 79 .78 80 .79 .79 .83
o0 Y | .76 76 80 74 73 .73 73 73 .84
o5 N | .77 79 77 78 74 75 76 74 .76
o5 Y | 73 74 76 72 70 74 71 71 .80
100 N | 8 8 8 8 .8 8 .8 .82 .84
100 Y | .77 72 75 75 71 72 71 .70 .81

Note: |EP =|EP Status (Y = IEP, N = No IEP), NT = No Try, SW = Sight Words, AO = Sound Added or
Deleted, IC = Initial Consonant, FC = Final Consonant, SV = Short Vowel, CD = Consonant Digraph,
B = Blends, R = Reversals

Summary of Reliability

The case for reliability of the BDS BOY Form A was established. Test-retest
reliability ranged from .70 to .98 for 7 to 10-year-olds with a mean of .82.
Reliability coefficients above .80 are considered good and those above .70 are
adequate to establish reliability. Internal consistency reliability was evaluated by
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examining the various error types which resulted in adequate reliability in which
the error type coefficient alpha ranged from .79 to .85. Generally, internal
consistency reliability would be examined by examining the relationship between
an overall score and its subtests. Due to the scoring and subsequent data
management procedures utilized, that data was not available. As a result, the
error types were used. While it is hypothesized that the relationship between the
overall score and its subtests would have resulted in stronger coefficient alpha
values, the examination of error type and their relationship with the total score
was the only means available. This course of action is defendable in that there
should be a relationship between the total score and the types of errors that
students made when performing on the Beginning Decoding Survey. Future
analyses should require additional data in the form of the subtests associated
with the Beginning Decoding Survey, in which the total score represents the sum
of the subscores of High Frequency Words, CVC Words, Digraph and Short
Vowels, Blends and Short Vowels, Sentences, and CVC and Digraph Nonsense
Words. However, the examination of test-retest and internal consistency
reliability established that the Beginning Decoding Survey Beginning of Year Form
Ais reliable.

The Case for Validity

Validity of the BDS BOY Form A was assessed with content validity, criterion-
prediction validity, and construct validity.

Content Validity

Concerning content validity, the subtests that comprise the Beginning Decoding
Survey (BDS) have been utilized in research paradigms examining decoding skills
over the past four decades. Examining students’ abilities to read words and
nonwords to evaluate decoding skills has been established to be a useful and valid
way to examine decoding. The BDS further examines the students’ responses
when reading words that are high-frequency “sight” words, consonant-vowel-
consonant (CVC) words, words that contain short vowels, digraphs, and blends,
examines decoding skills while students read sentences and, lastly, examines
decoding skills while students read nonwords. The subtests, therefore, are well
established in assessing decoding skills and have been extensively used in this
fashion for decades by researchers. However, even though the subtests are
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consistent with what other assessment tools have utilized for decoding, no data
was provided by subtest, which would have been very helpful in establishing
validity and would have also helped to examine and potentially establish
reliability. Future evaluations of the psychometric properties of the Beginning
Decoding Surveys must include data by subtest in addition to the total score.

Criterion-Prediction Validity

Criterion-prediction validity was evaluated by examining the relationship between
the Beginning Decoding Survey’s total score and NWEA’s MAP Reading,
FastBridge’s earlyReading benchmark scores, and FastBridge’s CBMreading.

NWEA MAP Reading is an online adaptive measure designed to assess students’
foundational reading skills, oral reading fluency, and comprehension. The
assessment system involves a group-administered, universal screening tool which
takes approximately 20 minutes to complete. It begins with a picture book and
timed, silent reading activities. Depending on performance, students then
complete measures of foundational reading skills (phonological awareness,
phonics, word recognition, picture vocabulary, and listening comprehension) or
three passages for students to read aloud into their microphone-equipped
headset. The audio is recorded and scored by the software system (as opposed to
human judgement). The NWEA MAP Reading normative sample represented all
geographic regions in the United States and included 568,758 students (40.3%
female, 42.0% male, 17.7% unknown or missing) of various racioethnicities (.9%
American Indian/Alaskan Native, 3.5% Asian/Pacific Islander, 16.0% Black, 20.4%
Hispanic/Latinx, 3.7% multi-ethnic/two or more races, 0.1% Native
Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander, 32.6% White, and 22.7% unknown, other, or
missing). The psychometric properties of NWEA’s MAP Reading have been
previously established (https://www.nwea.org/uploads/2021/06/English-MAP-
Reading-Fluency-Technical-Report-2022-08-30-1.pdf).

FastBridge’s earlyReading is designed to universally screen and monitor students’
foundational reading skills. Typically, earlyReading is used as a universal screener
for students in prekindergarten through first grade but may be used up to third
grade for universal screening and beyond the third grade for progress monitoring
purposes. Skills assessed include concepts of print (e.g., words are read left to
right, etc.), phonological processing (awareness of onset sounds; rhyming,
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blending, and segmenting skills; word repetition skills), letter and sound
knowledge, phonics (syllable reading, word reading, and nonword reading), and
fluency (word reading fluency and sentence reading fluency). Students are
administered four subtests per academic benchmark period (BOY, MQOY, EQY) in
developmental fashion, beginning with concepts of print, onset sounds, letter
sounds, and letter names in the fall of their kindergarten year, and progressing to
word segmenting, word reading (150 “sight” words), nonword reading, and
CBMreading (sentence reading) in the spring of their first grade year. Thirteen
(onset sounds) to 20 (all other subtests) different forms are available. The
psychometric properties of FastBridge’s earlyReading have been previously
established (http://support-content.fastbridge.org/FAST Research/

FAST Technical Manual Version FINAL.pdf).

FastBridge’s CBMreading is intended to be used with students in first through
eighth grades who are able to read connected text fluently (defined, for this
purpose, as reading at least 10 words in a story), and can be used through grade
twelve. It is a standardized tool designed to measure print concepts, phonological
processing, letter and sound knowledge, phonics, and fluency. Students read
aloud for one minute while an educator records their errors, resulting in three
scores: total words read, errors, and words read correctly. Students read three
narrative passages during each academic period (BOY, MQY, EQY). The
psychometric properties of FastBridge’s CBMreading have been previously
established (http://support-content.fastbridge.org/FAST Research/

FAST Technical Manual Version FINAL.pdf).

The correlation coefficients examining validity can be seen in Table 11. There is a
validity coefficient of .59 (p <.0001) between the BDS BOY A total score and
NWEA’s MAP Reading score. As can be seen, there is a validity coefficient of .80 (p
<.0001) between the BDS BOY A total score and FastBridge’s reading benchmark
score indicating that the two measure similar skills and abilities: reading.
FastBridge’s CBM score, which assesses how many words are read per minute is
moderately correlated with the BDS BOY A total reading score. The moderate
correlation was statistically significant (p <.0001) and was not likely more strongly
correlated due to the fact that the Beginning Decoding Survey is not timed and
FastBridge’s CBM score is.
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Table 11. Validity Coefficients

Measure
MAP-Reading FB Reading FB CBM
BDS BOY A .59 .80 .63
Total

Note: MAP-Reading = MAP Fall Reading Score, FB Reading = FastBridge Composite earlyReading Score,
FB CBM = FastBridge CBMreading Score.

Construct Validity

Lastly, construct validity was assessed utilizing factor analysis age differentiation,
and group differentiation. Exploratory factor analysis provides a mechanism to
determine the appropriateness of the fit between the model (number of words
read correctly and the various types of errors) underlying the Beginning Decoding
Survey. Typically, such analyses would examine the subtests’ ability to tap
different areas of decoding, but the data were not available. As a result,
exploratory factor analysis was performed with varimax rotation to determine the
structure of the error scores and the total score. The factor analysis produced two
factors. The first factor involved the total score and these error patterns: No Try,
Sight Words, Initial Consonant, Final Consonant, Short Vowels, Digraphs, and
Blends all with loadings above .89. The second factor included Added or Omitted
Sounds and Reversals with loadings of .84 and .83, respectively.

Age differentiation is used to determine the validity of a test. Reading measures
typically improve with age. As can be seen in Figure 1, and validated with analysis
of variance, F(7, 1,747) = 19.96, p < .0001, the mean reading scores increased with
age, thus supporting validity.
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Figure 1. Mean Reading Scores by Age Group.
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Group differentiation is another way to examine validity. If a test of reading can
differentiate between groups of individuals who are known to have poor reading
abilities, such as individuals with learning disabilities, validity would be further
supported. Students who have learning disabilities due to reading difficulties
should perform significantly worse than individuals who do not have learning
disorders. A t-test for independent groups indicated that individuals with learning
disabilities (n=278) had reading scores significantly lower than the individuals who
did not have learning disabilities [n=1,499, t(1,775) = 16.8, p < .0001, see Figure
2].

Figure 2. Mean Reading Score by IEP Group.

Yes No
IEP GROUP
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Summary of Validity

In summary, the case for validity of the BDS BOY Form A was established.
Examination of the content validity of the indicated that the BDS Form A tasks are
consistent with tasks that have been used to measure decoding skills for the past
40 years. These tasks include measures of reading decoding skills involving high-
frequency words, short vowel consonant-vowel-consonant (CVC) words, words
with short vowels and digraphs, words with short vowels and blends, multiple
types of words within sentences, and nonwords. The use of these types of tasks in
measures of reading decoding have been utilized extensively in established
measures and represent the field standard.

Criterion-prediction validity was examined using established reading measures
from NWEA MAP and FastBridge. The BDS BOY A total score appears to measure
similar skills as the NWEA MAP reading score and the FastBridge earlyReading
and CBMreading scores, demonstrated by moderate to strong correlations that
are statistically significant. Notably, the BDS BOY total score and FastBridge’s
curriculum-based measure are moderately and significantly correlated despite
differences in administration (timed versus untimed).

Finally, construct validity was examined using exploratory factor analysis, age
differentiation, and group differentiation. Results indicate that 89% or more of
the variance of the BDS BOY A is impacted by the total score (words read
correctly) and by errors coded as no tries, high frequency words, initial and final
consonants, short vowels, digraphs, and blends. Errors coded as additions,
omissions, and reversals explained less variance (.83 to .84). Subtest data were
unavailable. Examination of age and group differentiation indicated that scores
improved with age, as expected, and decreased in tandem with the presence of
learning disabilities, further supporting validity.
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BDS MOY Form A Evaluation
The Case for Reliability

Reliability of the Beginning Decoding Survey (BDS) Middle of Year (MOY) Form A
was assessed with test-retest reliability and internal consistency. The BDS MOY
consists of five high-frequency (“sight”) words, five consonant-vowel-consonant
(CVC) words, five digraph/short-vowel words, five blends/short-vowel words,
three sentences, four consonant-vowel-consonant nonwords, and four digraph
nonwords (see Table 12).

Table 12. Words and Nonwords in the Beginning Decoding Survey Middle of Year
Form A

Words
here want
came look
now pat
win cot
jug leg
chum mash
tock auip
thud west
clap trim
fund plum

Words in Sentences
The kid got in a tub.
Brock will plan to have a fun math class.
Beth, can you eat ten bran chips?

Nonwords
vom vid
zat kez
shub thig
chep vock

Each word or nonword read correctly is assigned one point including those words
within the sentences for a total of 50 total points. Errors in reading the words and
nonwords are coded as “no try” if the student did not attempt to read the word,
“sight word” if the student did not correctly read a high-frequency word, if a
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sound was omitted or added to the word (sound added or omitted), if an error
was made in the initial or final consonant (initial consonant, final consonant), if
the short vowel was not pronounced correctly (short vowel), if an error occurred
in blending the word (blend) or if any part of the word was reversed (reversal).

Test-Retest Reliability

Test-retest reliability was evaluated by assessing 823 individuals aged 7 through
10.5 years (see Table 13). The group was composed of 50.7% male, 49.3% female,
58% were in the free or reduced lunch program, 37% were considered at risk, and
fewer than 1% were English Language Learners. Thirteen percent (13.2%) of the
group had Individualized Education Programs (IEPs), which is consistent with the
national average of 15% (National Center for Education Statistics). Also consistent
with national data, the largest classifications that resulted in IEPs were specific
learning disabilities (28%), speech and language difficulties (28.5%),
developmental disabilities (11.6%), and Other Health Impairment (12.2%), which
involves several areas including attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder (ADHD).
The other areas of IEP classification had 5% or fewer students.

Table 13. Percentage of Students by Age Group by Gender.

Age Group
Gender 7.0 7.5 8.0 8.5 9.0 9.5 10.0 10.5

Female 089 212 228 17.8 16.2 105 6.9 3.7

Male 095 18.2 251 203 145 104 6.9 3.7

The correlation coefficients between the average total scores from the Beginning
Decoding Survey Form A for the middle of the year (MQOY) and its second
administration are presented in Table 14 (there were not enough students in the
7.0 or 10.5 age group to compute correlation coefficients). The mean time
between administrations was 339 days (0-818, Md = 360, Mo = 360). Overall,
there was a significant correlation between Time 1 and 2 total scores (r =.78,

p < .0001). Test-retest administrations typically occur within a few weeks. The
extended period between administrations likely contributed to a weaker
correlation than would have been observed otherwise.
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Evaluation of the correlations within each age group also indicates significant
relationships between both times of administration for the 7.5, 8.0, 8.5, and 10.0
age groups (see Table 14). The correlation coefficients are significantly correlated,
indicating reliability. The correlation coefficients at the 9.0 and 9.5 age groups are
statistically significant but are rather weak when considering reliability. The
reason for these poorer estimates of reliability at the 9.0 and 9.5 age groups is
due to the relatively smaller number of students in these age groups in which
slight fluctuations in scores can produce lower correlation coefficients. To
examine this hypothesis, the Spearman Ranks correlation coefficient was
computed for the 9.0 and 9.5 age groups. The Spearman Ranks correlation for the
9.0 and 9.5 age groups were .64 and .61, respectively, both of which were
statistically significant. Although the 9.0 age group’s correlation did not increase
appreciably, the 9.5 age group’s correlation coefficient moved from .50 to .61.

Table 14. Correlation Coefficients between Time 1 and Time 2 by Age Group.

Age Group
7.5 8.0 8.5 9.0 9.5 10.0
r .81 .75 .85 .61 .50 .76

Internal Consistency

Internal consistency was assessed by computing coefficient alphas for each of the
potential types of errors that a student could make with the total score (see Table
15). Coefficient alphas ranged from .78 (for final consonant, short vowel,
consonant digraph, and blend errors) to .85 (for reversal errors) with a mean of
.80 when error type scores were collapsed.

Table 15. Coefficient Alpha by Error Type.
Error Score
NT SW AO IC FC SV CD B R

.81 .80 .84 .80 .79 .80 .80 .79 .85

Note: NT = No Try, SW = Sight Words, AO = Sound Added or Deleted, IC = Initial Consonant,
FC = Final Consonant, SV = Short Vowel, CD = Consonant Digraph, B = Blends, R = Reversals

Coefficient alphas were calculated for age group and gender (see Table 16) and
age group and IEP status (see Table 17) by subtest. These values were quite
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similar to those reported in Table 8 with a range of .65 to .85 and a mean of .80
for age group and gender, and a range of .65 to .85 with a mean of .77 for age
group and IEP status. Further analyses indicated that there were no significant
differences between age groups or genders except for the 10-year-old female
group that had smaller alphas than the males in the same age group. Otherwise,
the values were statistically equivalent between the females and males within age
groups. There were main effects of task [Wilk’s Lambda, F(8, 1,679) = 48.7,

p < .001) in which the sound added or omitted and the reversal error types had
slightly better alphas, age group [F(7, 1) = 14.9, p < .001] in which the older age
groups had better internal consistency reliability, and gender [F(7, 1) = 4.7,

p < .03] that was explained above. The analyses involving IEP status indicated
similar results. There were similar results involving task and age group. There was
also a main effect of IEP status [F(1, 1,678) = 35.3, p <.0001] in which coefficient
alphas were stronger for students who did not have an IEP (M =.80) compared to
those who did (M =.73).

Table 16. Coefficient Alphas for Age Group and Gender.

Error Score

AB®  Gender| NT SW A0 IC FC SV b B R
Group

7.0 F 8 81 81 80 .80 .81 .80 .80 .86
7.0 M | 8 8 8 8 8 .8 .86 .85 .85
7.5 F 8 80 84 80 79 .79 .79 .79 .85
7.5 M | 80 80 8 .79 .79 .79 .79 .79 .85
8.0 F 8 80 84 80 79 .79 .79 .79 .84
8-0 M | 79 79 82 79 78 .78 .78 .78 .86
8-5 F 8 8 8 8 81 .8 8 .8 .87
8-5 M | 82 8 8 8 .79 .80 .81 .80 .84
9-0 F 78 77 76 77 75 76 .76 .77 .79
9-0 M | 80 80 8 .79 .79 .79 .79 .79 .85
9-5 F 77 72 70 70 68 .70 .70 .70 .71
9-5 M | 8 8 8 8 .82 83 .83 .82 .83
10-0 F 87 83 80 .80 .80 .81 .80 .81 .82
100 M | 8 .84 8 8 8 8 8 .8 .86

Note: NT = No Try, SW = Sight Words, AO = Sound Added or Deleted, IC = Initial Consonant, FC = Final
Consonant, SV = Short Vowel, CD = Consonant Digraph, B = Blends, R = Reversals
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Table 17. Coefficient Alphas for Age Group and IEP Status.
Error Score

G/jgjp EP | NT SW A0 IC FC SV C B R
70 N | 8 8 8 79 .79 .80 .80 .79 .87
70 Y | 92 92 92 9 92 9 92 9 92
75 N | 8 8 .8 .8 .79 .79 .79 .79 .85
75 Y | 8 8 8 .84 .83 .84 .84 84 .87
80 N | .79 .79 381 78 .77 .78 .78 .78 .84
80 Y | .74 73 8 72 72 73 72 72 .83
85 N | .78 .78 81 .77 .76 77 .78 .77 .83
85 Y | .82 8 8 81 .80 .80 .80 .81 .86
0 N | .77 79 78 77 75 77 .77 77 80
0 Y | .76 75 & 75 75 75 .76 .75 .84
o5 N | 8 .79 .78 .78 77 .79 77 .77 .79
o5 Y | 8 8 .8 .8 79 .80 .81 .80 .82
100 N | .8 .8 8 81 .80 .81 .81 .81 .84
100 Y | .8 .8 8 8 8 8 8 8 85

Note: |EP =I|EP Status (Y = IEP, N = No IEP), NT = No Try, SW = Sight Words, AO = Sound Added or
Deleted, IC = Initial Consonant, FC = Final Consonant, SV = Short Vowel, CD = Consonant Digraph,
B = Blends, R = Reversals

Summary of Reliability

The case for reliability of the BDS MOY Form A was established. Test-retest
reliability ranged from .61 to .85 for 7 to 10-year-olds with a mean of .74.
Reliability coefficients above .80 are considered good and those above .70 are
adequate to establish reliability. Internal consistency reliability was evaluated by
examining the various error types which resulted in adequate reliability in which
the error type coefficient alpha ranged from .79 to .85. Generally, internal
consistency reliability would be examined by examining the relationship between
an overall score and its subtests. Due to the scoring and subsequent data
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management procedures utilized, that data was not available. As a result, the
error types were used. While it is hypothesized that the relationship between the
overall score and its subtests would have resulted in stronger coefficient alpha
values, the examination of error type and their relationship with the total score
was the only means available. This course of action is defendable in that there
should be a relationship between the total score and the types of errors that
students made when performing on the Beginning Decoding Survey. Future
analyses should require additional data in the form of the subtests associated
with the Beginning Decoding Survey, in which the total score represents the sum
of the subscores of High Frequency Words, CVC Words, Digraph and Short
Vowels, Blends and Short Vowels, Sentences, and CVC and Digraph Nonsense
Words. However, the examination of test-retest and internal consistency
reliability established that the Beginning Decoding Survey Beginning of Year Form
Ais reliable.

The Case for Validity

Validity was assessed with content validity, criterion-prediction validity, and
construct validity.

Content Validity

Concerning content validity, the subtests that comprise the Beginning Decoding
Survey (BDS) have been utilized in research paradigms examining decoding skills
over the past four decades. Examining students’ abilities to read words and
nonwords to evaluate decoding skills has been established to be a useful and valid
way to examine decoding. The BDS further examines the students’ responses
when reading words that are high-frequency “sight” words, consonant-vowel-
consonant (CVC) words, words that contain short vowels, digraphs, and blends,
examines decoding skills while students read sentences and, lastly, examines
decoding skills while students read nonwords. The subtests, therefore, are well
established in assessing decoding skills and have been extensively used in this
fashion for decades by researchers. However, even though the subtests are
consistent with what other assessment tools have utilized for decoding, no data
was provided by subtest, which would have been very helpful in establishing
validity and would have also helped to examine and potentially establish

23| Page



reliability. Future evaluations of the psychometric properties of the Beginning
Decoding Surveys must include data by subtest in addition to the total score.

Criterion-Prediction Validity

Criterion-prediction validity was evaluated by examining the relationship between
the Beginning Decoding Survey’s total score, NWEA’s MAP reading, FastBridge’s
earlyRreading benchmark scores, and FastBridge’s curriculum-based
measurement (CBM) word reading which is measured in words per minute.

The correlation coefficients examining validity can be seen in Table 18. There is a
validity coefficient of .52 (p < .0001) between the BDS MOY A total score and
composite score of the fall and spring NWEA’s MAP Reading score. As can be
seen, there is a validity coefficient of .52 (p < .0001) between the BDS MOY A total
score and FastBridge’s reading benchmark score indicating that the two measure
similar skills and abilities: reading. FastBridge’s CBM score, which assesses how
many words are read per minute is moderately correlated with the BDS MOY A
total reading score. The moderate correlation was statistically significant (p <
.0001) and was not likely more strongly correlated due to the fact that the
Beginning Decoding Survey is not timed and FastBridge’s CBM score is.

Table 18. Validity Coefficients

Measure
MAP-Reading FB Reading FB CBM
BDS MOY A .52 .52 .56
Total

Note: MAP-Reading = MAP Reading Score, FB Reading = FastBridge Composite earlyReading Score,
FB CBM = FastBridge CBMreading Score.

Construct Validity

Construct validity was assessed utilizing factor analysis age differentiation, and
group differentiation. Exploratory factor analysis provides a mechanism to
determine the appropriateness of the fit between the model (number of words
read correctly and the various types of errors) underlying the Beginning Decoding
Survey. Typically, such analyses would examine the subtests’ ability to tap
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different areas of decoding, but the data were not available. As a result,
exploratory factor analysis was performed with varimax rotation to determine the
structure of the error scores and the total score. The factor analysis produced two
factors which explained 86% of the variance. The first factor involved the total
score and these error patterns: No Try, Sight Words, Initial Consonant, Final
Consonant, Short Vowels, Digraphs, and Blends all with loadings above .80. The
second factor included Added or Omitted Sounds and Reversals with loadings of
.83 and .82, respectively.

Age differentiation is used to determine the validity of a test. Reading measures
typically improve with age. As can be seen in Figure 3, and validated with analysis
of variance, F(7, 2,064) =9.31, p <.0001, the mean reading scores increased with
age, thus supporting validity. At mid-year, however, more students are
performing near or at the ceiling at the older grades, which is to be expected. In
addition, students are performing better at mid-year than they were in the
beginning of the year. This can be seen in Figure 3 in which the mid-scores are
better for each age group. Performance reaches an asymptote at 10 and 10.5 and
it is expected that reading scores would not only improve from BOY to MQY, but
also as the students’ ages increased.

Figure 3. Mean Reading Scores by Age Group.
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Group differentiation is another way to examine validity. If a test of reading can
differentiate between groups of individuals who are known to have poor reading
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abilities, such as individuals with learning disabilities, validity would be further
supported. Students who have learning disabilities due to reading difficulties
should perform significantly worse than individuals who do not have learning
disorders. A t-test for independent groups indicated that individuals with learning
disabilities (n=327) had reading scores significantly lower than the individuals who
did not have learning disabilities [n=2,550, t(2,875) = 17.0, p < .0001, see Figure
4].

Figure 4. Mean Reading Score by IEP Group.
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To further examine the relationship between age groups and time of assessment,
a 7(Age Group) x 2(Time of Assessment) repeated measures analysis of variance
with repeated measures on time of assessment (BOY vs. MOY) was performed to
determine if there was an interaction of age group and time of assessment. The
results indicated, as was determined above, that there was a main effect of age
group, F(1; 1,591) = 10.5, p < .0001. There was also a main effect of time of
assessment, F(1; 1,591) = 148.1, p < .001, and an interaction of Age Group x Time
of Assessment, F(1; 1,591) = 9.8, p <.0001. The interaction was due to older
students outperforming younger students and the mid-year scores being
significantly better for the 7.0, 7.5, 8.0, and 8.5 age groups. The results support
validity in that a test of reading should be sensitive to improved skill development
due to maturation and experience. This was observed due to maturational effects
(older students performing better than younger students) and to experience
effects (BOY to MOY improvement). The 10 and 10.5 year-olds’ means were
approaching the ceiling on this survey (see Figure 5).
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Figure 5. Mean Reading Scores by Age Group and Time of Assessment (Beginning
of Year vs. Middle of the Year).
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As noted above, those who are expected to perform poorly on decoding tests are
those who have reading difficulties. To further evaluate group differentiation a
2(IEP) x 2(Time of Assessment) repeated measures analysis of variance was
performed to determine if there was an interaction of IEP and time of assessment
(BOY vs. MQY). The results indicated, as was determined above, that there was a
main effect of IEP, F(1; 1,600) = 268.6, p < .0001. There was also a main effect of
age group and time of assessment, F(1; 1,600) = 496.4, p < .001, and an
interaction of IEP x Time of Assessment, F(1; 1,600) = 54.2, p < .001. The
interaction was due to students who had IEPs performing less well than those
who did not have IEPs.

Summary of Validity

In summary, the case for validity of the BDS MOY Form A was established.
Examination of the content validity of the indicated that the BDS Form A tasks are
consistent with tasks that have been used to measure decoding skills for the past
40 years. These tasks include measures of reading decoding skills involving high-
frequency words, short vowel consonant-vowel-consonant (CVC) words, words
with short vowels and digraphs, words with short vowels and blends, multiple
types of words within sentences, and nonwords. The use of these types of tasks in
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measures of reading decoding has been utilized extensively in established
measures and represents the field standard.

Criterion-prediction validity was examined using established reading measures
from NWEA Map and FastBridge. The BDS MOY A total score and FastBridge’s
earlyReading benchmark score appear to measure similar skills. The BDS BOY total
score and FastBridge’s curriculum-based measure are moderately and
significantly correlated despite differences in administration (timed versus
untimed).

Finally, construct validity was examined using exploratory factor analysis, age
differentiation, and group differentiation. Results indicate that 86% or more of
the variance of the BDS MOY A is impacted by the total score (words read
correctly) and by errors coded as no tries, initial and final consonants, short
vowels, digraphs, and blends. Errors coded as additions, omissions, and reversals
explained 82% to 83% of variance. Subtest data were unavailable. Examination of
age and group differentiation indicated that scores improved with age, as
expected, and decreased in tandem with the presence of learning disabilities,
further supporting validity. Examination of the interaction of age and time of
assessment was impacted by some ceiling effects, particularly for older students
and those without identified disabilities, but indicated maturational and
experiential effects as expected.
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BDS EOY Form A Evaluation
The Case for Reliability

Reliability of the Beginning Decoding Survey (BDS) End of Year (EOQY) Form A was
assessed with test-retest reliability and internal consistency. The BDS EQY consists
of five high-frequency (“sight”) words, five consonant-vowel-consonant (CVC)
words, five digraph/short-vowel words, five blends/short-vowel words, three
sentences, four consonant-vowel-consonant nonwords, and four digraph
nonwords (see Table 19).

Table 19. Words and Nonwords in the Beginning Decoding Survey End of Year
Form A

Words

please soon

make we
down tag
bin pod
gut vet
such wish
rack quiz
thus mist
scan trap
bend glus

Words in Sentences
The pig sat in a pot.
| slosh the big milk spill with my mop.
Our chimp will send her rug back.

Nonwords
ved yun
zon kag
shup theb
chag zick
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Each word or nonword read correctly is assigned one point including those words
within the sentences for a total of 50 total points. Errors in reading the words and
nonwords are coded as “no try” if the student did not attempt to read the word,
“sight word” if the student did not correctly read a high-frequency word, if a
sound was omitted or added to the word (sound added or omitted), if an error
was made in the initial or final consonant (initial consonant, final consonant), if
the short vowel was not pronounced correctly (short vowel), if an error occurred
in blending the word (blend) or if any part of the word was reversed (reversal).

Test-Retest Reliability

Test-retest reliability was evaluated by assessing 775 individuals aged 7.5 through
10.5 years (see Table 20). The group was composed of 50.7% male, 49.3% female,
58% (57.9%) were in the free or reduced lunch program, 37% were considered at
risk, and fewer than .8% were English Language Learners. Thirteen percent
(13.2%) of the group had Individualized Education Programs (IEPs), which is
consistent with the national average of 15% (National Center for Education
Statistics). Also consistent with national data, the largest classifications that
resulted in IEPs were specific learning disabilities (27.9%), speech and language
difficulties (28.5%), developmental disabilities (11.6%), and Other Health
Impairment (12.3%), which involves several areas including attention-
deficit/hyperactivity disorder (ADHD). The other areas of IEP classification had 5%
or fewer students.

Table 20. Percentage of Students by Age Group by Gender.

Age Group
Gender 7.5 8.0 8.5 9.0 9.5 10.0 10.5

Female 4.2 245 245 166 153 8.1 6.7

Male 4.5 214 245 17.0 145 9.6 8.6

The correlation coefficients between the average total scores from the Beginning
Decoding Survey Form A for the end of the year (EQY) and its second
administration are presented in Table 21 (there were not enough students in the
7.0 age group to compute correlation coefficients). The mean time between
administrations was 366 days (0-395, Md = 371, Mo = 371). Overall, there was a
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significant correlation between Time 1 and 2 total scores (r = .78, p <.0001). Test-
retest administrations typically occur within a few weeks. The extended period
between administrations likely contributed to a weaker correlation than would
have been observed otherwise.

Evaluation of the correlations within each age group also indicates significant
relationships between both times of administration for all of the age groups (see
Table 21). The correlation coefficients are significantly correlated, indicating
reliability. The correlation coefficients at the 9.0 and 9.5 age groups are
statistically significant but are rather weak when considering reliability.

Table 21. Correlation Coefficients between Time 1 and Time 2 by Age Group.

Age Group
7.5 8.0 8.5 9.0 9.5 10.0
r .84 74 .87 .70 .66 .86

Internal Consistency

Internal consistency was assessed by computing coefficient alphas for each of the
potential types of errors that a student could make with the total score (see Table
22). Coefficient alphas ranged from .78 (for final consonant, short vowel,
consonant digraph, and blend errors) to .84 (for reversal errors) with a mean of
.80 when error type scores were collapsed.

Table 22. Coefficient Alpha by Error Type.
Error Score
NT SW AO IC FC SV CD B R

.81 .80 .82 .79 .78 .79 .79 .79 .84

Note: NT = No Try, SW = Sight Words, AO = Sound Added or Deleted, IC = Initial Consonant,
FC = Final Consonant, SV = Short Vowel, CD = Consonant Digraph, B = Blends, R = Reversals

Coefficient alphas were calculated for age group and gender (see Table 23) and
age group and IEP status (see Table 24) by subtest. These values were quite
similar to those reported in Table 22 with a range of .74 to .86 and a mean of .79
for age group and gender, and a range of .63 to .86 with a mean of .76 for age
group and IEP status. Further analyses indicated that there were no significant
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differences between age groups or genders except for the 10-year-old female
group that had smaller alphas than the males in the same age group. Otherwise,
the values were statistically equivalent between the females and males within age
groups. There was a main effect of task [Wilk’s Lambda, F(8; 16,504) = 128.6,

p < .001) in which the sound added or omitted and the reversal error types had
slightly better alphas, age group [F(6; 2,063) = 3.8, p <.0009] in which the older
age groups had better internal consistency reliability.

The analyses involving IEP status indicated similar results. There were similar
results involving task and age group. There was also a main effect of IEP status
[F(1; 2,063) = 208.4, p < .0001] in which students who did not have IEPs (M = 0.7)
made fewer errors when decoding than students with IEPs (M = 3.0).

Table 23. Coefficient Alphas for Age Group and Gender.

Error Score

chg)jp Gender| NT SW AO IC FC SV € B R
7.5 F 75 74 8 75 75 75 75 .74 .84
7.5 M | 8 8 8 .8 .80 81 .80 .80 .85
8.0 F 8 80 80 .80 .80 .81 .80 .79 .82
8.0 M | 8 8 8 8 .80 .80 .80 .80 .85
8.5 F 79 78 & 77 77 77 77 77 84
8.5 M | 8 8 8 .8 .80 .80 .80 .80 .84
9.0 F 8 .80 83 79 .79 80 79 .79 .82
9.0 M |78 77 78 75 75 77 75 76 .79
9.5 F 77 78 79 76 76 76 76 .75 .80
9.5 M | 8 8 8 8 81 .8 .81 .81 .86
100 F 79 76 79 76 76 77 76 .76 .81
100 M | .72 73 71 72 69 .70 72 68 .72
10.5 F 8 83 81 .80 .80 .82 .80 .80 .84
105 M | 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 .8

Note: NT = No Try, SW = Sight Words, AO = Sound Added or Deleted, IC = Initial Consonant,
FC = Final Consonant, SV = Short Vowel, CD = Consonant Digraph, B = Blends, R = Reversals

32|Page



Table 24. Coefficient Alphas for Age Group and IEP Status.

Error Score

G/?fjp EP | NT SW A0 IC FC SV D B R
75 N | .78 77 8 .77 77 77 97 77 84
75 Yy | 8 8 8 .79 79 79 .79 .79 .85
80 N | 8 8 8 8 .8 .81 .81 .80 .82
80 Y | .79 .79 8 .78 78 .79 .78 .78 .86
85 N | .77 .76 78 .76 74 75 .75 .75 .80
85 Y | .8 .79 8 .79 78 .79 .78 .78 .84
90 N | .72 71 72 69 68 71 89 68 .74
0 Y | .79 79 & 77 77 80 .78 78 81
o5, N | .77 .78 8 .77 76 77 77 76 .82
o5 Yy | 8 79 8 79 78 78 .79 .78 .85
100 N | 72 65 66 64 .63 65 65 .63 .73
100 Y | .70 75 76 71 69 70 71 .70 .74
105 N | 83 8 8 .82 .8 8 .82 81 .84
105 Y | .8 8 79 78 .78 .79 78 .78 .82

Note: |EP =I|EP Status (Y = IEP, N = No IEP), NT = No Try, SW = Sight Words, AO = Sound Added or
Deleted, IC = Initial Consonant, FC = Final Consonant, SV = Short Vowel, CD = Consonant Digraph,
B = Blends, R = Reversals

Summary of Reliability

The case for the reliability of the BDS EQOY Form A was established. Test-retest
reliability ranged from .66 to .86 for 7.5 to 10.5 year-olds with a mean of .78.
Reliability coefficients above .80 are considered good and those above .70 are
adequate to establish reliability. Internal consistency reliability was evaluated by
examining the various error types which resulted in adequate reliability in which
the error type coefficient alpha ranged from .78 to .84. Generally, internal
consistency reliability would be examined by examining the relationship between
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an overall score and its subtests. Due to the scoring and subsequent data
management procedures utilized, that data was not available. As a result, the
error types were used. While it is hypothesized that the relationship between the
overall score and its subtests would have resulted in stronger coefficient alpha
values, the examination of error type and their relationship with the total score
was the only means available. This course of action is defendable in that there
should be a relationship between the total score and the types of errors that
students made when performing on the Beginning Decoding Survey. Future
analyses should require additional data in the form of the subtests associated
with the Beginning Decoding Survey, in which the total score represents the sum
of the subscores of High Frequency Words, CVC Words, Digraph and Short
Vowels, Blends and Short Vowels, Sentences, and CVC and Digraph Nonsense
Words. However, the examination of test-retest and internal consistency
reliability established that the Beginning Decoding Survey Beginning of Year Form
Ais reliable.

The Case for Validity

Validity was assessed with content validity, criterion-prediction validity, and
construct validity.

Content Validity

Concerning content validity, the subtests that comprise the Beginning Decoding
Survey (BDS) have been utilized in research paradigms examining decoding skills
over the past four decades. Examining students’ abilities to read words and
nonwords to evaluate decoding skills has been established to be a useful and valid
way to examine decoding. The BDS further examines the students’ responses
when reading words that are high-frequency “sight” words, consonant-vowel-
consonant (CVC) words, words that contain short vowels, digraphs, and blends,
examines decoding skills while students read sentences and, lastly, examines
decoding skills while students read nonwords. The subtests, therefore, are well
established in assessing decoding skills and have been extensively used in this
fashion for decades by researchers. However, even though the subtests are
consistent with what other assessment tools have utilized for decoding, no data
was provided by subtest, which would have been very helpful in establishing
validity and would have also helped to examine and potentially establish
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reliability. Future evaluations of the psychometric properties of the Beginning
Decoding Surveys must include data by subtest in addition to the total score.

Criterion-Prediction Validity

Criterion-prediction validity was evaluated by examining the relationship between
the Beginning Decoding Survey’s total score, NWEA’s MAP reading, and
FastBridge’s earlyReading benchmark score, and FastBridge’s curriculum-based
measurement (CBM) word reading which is measured in words per minute.

The correlation coefficients examining validity can be seen in Table 25. There is a
weak validity coefficient of .46 (p < .0001) between the BDS EQY A total score and
composite score of the spring NWEA’s MAP Reading score. As can be seen, there
are also weak validity coefficients of .62 (p <.0001) between the BDS EQY A total
score and FastBridge’s reading benchmark score (.57, p < .001) indicating that the
two measure similar skills and abilities — reading — but in different ways.
FastBridge’s CBM score, which assesses how many words are read per minute is
moderately correlated with the BDS EOY A total reading score. The moderate
correlation was statistically significant (p <.0001) and was not likely more strongly
correlated due to the fact that the Beginning Decoding Survey is not timed and
FastBridge’s CBM score is.

Table 25. Validity Coefficients

Measure
MAP-Reading FB Reading FB CBM
BDS EOY A 46 .62 .57
Total

Note: MAP-Reading = MAP Spring Reading Score, FB Reading = FastBridge Composite earlyReading
Score, FB CBM = FastBridge CBMreading Score.

Construct Validity

Construct validity was assessed utilizing factor analysis age differentiation, and
group differentiation. Exploratory factor analysis provides a mechanism to
determine the appropriateness of the fit between the model (number of words
read correctly and the various types of errors) underlying the Beginning Decoding
Survey. Typically, such analyses would examine the subtests’ ability to tap
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different areas of decoding, but the data were not available. As a result,
exploratory factor analysis was performed with varimax rotation to determine the
structure of the error scores and the total score. The factor analysis produced two
factors which explained 85% of the variance. The first factor involved the total
score and these error patterns: No Try, Sight Words, Initial Consonant, Final
Consonant, Short Vowels, Digraphs, and Blends all with loadings above .70. The
second factor included Added or Omitted Sounds and Reversals with loadings of
.86 and .80, respectively.

Age differentiation is used to determine the validity of a test. Reading measures
typically improve with age. As can be seen in Figure 6, and validated with analysis
of variance, F(6; 1,505) = 10.99.31, p < .0001, the mean reading scores increased
with age, thus supporting validity. At the end of the year, however, more students
are performing near or at the ceiling for all of the grades, which is to be expected.
In addition, students are performing better at the end of the year than they were
at either the beginning or middle of the year. This can be seen in Figure 6 in which
the end-of-year-scores are better for each age group. Performance reaches an
asymptote at 10 and 10.5 and it is expected that reading scores would not only
improve from MQY to EQY, but also as the students’ ages increased.

Figure 6. Mean Reading Scores by Age Group.
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Group differentiation is another way to examine validity. If a test of reading can
differentiate between groups of individuals who are known to have poor reading
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abilities, such as individuals with learning disabilities, validity would be further
supported. Students who have learning disabilities due to reading difficulties
should perform significantly worse than individuals who do not have learning
disorders. A t-test for independent groups indicated that individuals with learning
disabilities (n=329) had reading scores significantly lower than the individuals who
did not have learning disabilities [n=2,691, t(3,018) = 19.8, p < .0001, see Figure
7].

Figure 7. Mean Reading Score by IEP Group.
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To further examine the relationship between age groups and time of assessment,
a 6(Age Group) x 2(Time of Assessment) repeated measures analysis of variance
with repeated measures on time of assessment (BOY vs. MQOY vs. EQY) was
performed to determine if there was an interaction of age group and time of
assessment. The results indicated, as was determined above, that there was a
main effect of age group, F(6; 1,505) = 8.2, p < .0001. There was also a main effect
of time of assessment, F(2; 3,010) = 338.0, p <.0001, and an interaction of Age
Group x Time of Assessment, F(12; 3,010) = 13.4, p < .0001. The interaction was
due to older students outperforming younger students and the end-of-year scores
being relatively better than the mid-year scores which were both significantly
better for the beginning-of-the-years scores for the 7.0, 7.5, 8.0, and 8.5 age
groups. The results support validity in that a test of reading should be sensitive to
improved skill development due to maturation and experience. This was observed

37|Page



due to maturational effects (older students performing better than younger
students) and to experience effects (BOY to MOY improvement, see Figure 8).

Figure 8. Mean Reading Scores by Age Group and Time of Assessment (Beginning
of Year vs. Middle of the Year vs. End of the Year).

50 r

45 F

SN
o

——-BOY

—m— MOY

MEAN READING
w
a1

w
o

——EOY

N
o1
T

20

7 75 8 8.5 9 9.5 10 10.5
AGE GROUP

As noted above, those who are expected to perform poorly on decoding tests are
those who have reading difficulties. To further evaluate group differentiation a
2(IEP) x 2(Time of Assessment) repeated measures analysis of variance was
performed to determine if there was an interaction of IEP and time of assessment
(BOY vs. MOY vs. EQY). The results indicated, as was determined above, that there
was a main effect of IEP, F(1; 1,510) = 270.4, p < .0001. There was also a main
effect of time of assessment, F(2; 3,032) =535.0, p <.0001, and an interaction of
IEP x Time of Assessment, F(2; 3,032) =42.6, p <.0001. The interaction was due to
students who had IEPs performing less well than those who did not have IEPs and
to the time of assessment in which all students performed progressively better at
the different times of assessment (EQY > MQOY > BOY).

Summary of Validity

In summary, the case for validity of the BDS EOY Form A was established.
Examination of the content validity of the indicated that the BDS Form A tasks are
consistent with tasks that have been used to measure decoding skills for the past
40 years. These tasks include measures of reading decoding skills involving high-
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frequency words, short vowel consonant-vowel-consonant (CVC) words, words
with short vowels and digraphs, words with short vowels and blends, multiple
types of words within sentences, and nonwords. The use of these types of tasks in
measures of reading decoding have been utilized extensively in established
measures and represent the field standard.

Criterion-prediction validity was examined using established reading measures
from NWEA Map and FastBridge. The BDS EOY A total score and FastBridge’s
reading benchmark score appear to measure similar skills. The BDS EQY total
score and FastBridge’s curriculum-based measure are moderately and
significantly correlated despite differences in administration (timed versus
untimed).

Finally, construct validity was examined using exploratory factor analysis, age
differentiation, and group differentiation. Results indicate that 85% or more of
the variance of the BDS EQY A is impacted by the total score (words read
correctly) and by errors coded as no tries, high-frequency words, initial and final
consonants, short vowels, digraphs, and blends. Errors coded as additions,
omissions, and reversals explained more variance (.80 to .86). Subtest data were
unavailable. Examination of age and group differentiation was subject to ceiling
effects but indicated that scores improved with age, as expected, and decreased
in tandem with the presence of learning disabilities, further supporting validity.
Maturational and experiential effects were observed as expected, with students
performing progressively better throughout the school year.

39| Page



Commentary and Future Considerations

The analysis of the Beginning Decoding Survey (BDS) indicates that it is a
psychometrically valid test of decoding skills. This evaluation is based on a
preliminary investigation of the BDS Beginning of Year (BOY), Middle of the Year
(MQY), and End of the Year (EQY) Form A. The data that were evaluated included
the total score and error patterns. The BDS is composed of 5 high-frequency
“sight” words, 5 CVC words, 5 digraphs and short vowels, 5 blends and short
vowels, 22 words contained within three sentences, 4 CVC nonwords, and 4
digraph nonwords for a total of 50 items. Each item is scored as correct (1) or not
correct (0) in addition to indicating the type of error the student made if he or she
did not read the word or nonword correctly.

It would have been preferable and beneficial to have access to each of the scores
for the various types of word patterns for the psychometric evaluation. Had such
access been available and the data analyzed, it is anticipated that the reliability
and validity scores would have been more robust. However, given the absence of
these “subscores,” the error patterns were assessed to evaluate the psychometric
properties of the Beginning Decoding Survey (BOY, MQY, and EQY) Form A. This is
defensible as the number of errors is expected to impact the overall performance
and, thus, the total score. The resulting analyses provided preliminary but
sufficient information to conclude that the Beginning Decoding Survey is
psychometrically valid.

Further examination is prudent, and that evaluation should determine, include,
and examine the subscores that lead to the total score on the Beginning Decoding
Survey. It would also be prudent to include and examine additional types of
words, such as those with vowel teams and long vowel sounds, diphthongs, and
vowel-consonant-e words. The inclusion of words with more advanced sounds
and spellings would likely benefit professionals working with older struggling
readers (students in grades 2 through 12 and adults) for whom the measure is
designed. Finally, future evaluations should include access to the students’
ethnicity and other demographic information. Together, this information would
likely help to establish that the Beginning Decoding Survey is an appropriate
instrument to evaluate and monitor progress for all students within the United
States.
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Appendix A

Tables of Tasks on the Beginning Decoding Survey Form A
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Table 1. Words and sentences used on the Beginning Decoding Survey Form A.

Set 1: Real Words

Beginning of Year

see one they you are
rag lid dot hum bet
rich shop tack quit moth
dust step trip pond brag

Middle of Year

here want came look now
pat win cot jug leg
chum mash tock quip thud
west clap trim fund plum
End of Year

please soon make we down
tag bin pod gut vet
such wish rack quiz thus
mist scan trap bend glum

Table 2. Sentences used on the Beginning Decoding Survey Form A.

Set 2: Sentences

Beginning of Year

The cat hid in a box.
The fresh fish is still on the wet grass.
Six flat shells were in my bath.

Middle of Year

The kid got in a tub.

Brock will plan to have a fun math class.
Beth, can you eat ten bran chips?

End of Year

The pig sat in a pot.

| slosh the big milk spill with my mop.
Our chump will send her rug back.
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Table 3. Nonwords used on the Beginning Decoding Survey Form A.

Set 3: Nonsense Words

Beginning of Year

vop yud zin keb
shap thid chut weck

Middle of Year

vom yid zat kez
shub thig chep vock
End of Year

ved yun zon kag
shup theb chag zick
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Appendix B

Beginning Decoding Survey Scoring Tables
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Table 4. Errors recorded on the Beginning Decoding Survey Form A.

Error Code Description

No Try Student omits a word or says, “l don’t know.”
Assessor is instructed to ask the student one time to
try again.

Sight Word Student reads a high-frequency word incorrectly.

Sound Added or Omitted

Student adds a sound to a word or omits a sound
from a word.

Initial Consonant

Student substitutes an initial consonant with an
incorrect sound.

Final Consonant

Student substitutes a final consonant with an
incorrect sound.

Short Vowel

Student substitutes a short vowel with an incorrect
sound.

Consonant Digraph: ck,
sh, ck, wh, th; Letters qu

Student substitutes a digraph with an incorrect
sound.

Blend

Student reads a blend incorrectly.

Reversal
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Appendix C

BDS BOY A Reliability Tables
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Table 5. Words and Nonwords in the Beginning Decoding Survey Beginning of
Year Form A

Words

see one
they you

are rag

lid dot
hum bet
rich shop
tack auit
moth dust
step trip
pond brag

Words in Sentences
The cat hid in a box.
The fresh fish is still on the wet grass.
Six flat shells were in my bath.

Nonwords
vop vud
zin keb
shap thid
chut weck

Table 6. Percentage of Students by Age Group by Gender.

Age Group
Gender 7.0 7.5 8.0 8.5 9.0 9.5 10.0 10.5

Female 15.8 24.2 20.0 16.3 9.8 9.0 6.6 1.3

Male 122 26.2 21.0 156 118 7.6 3.5 2.0

Table 7. Correlation Coefficients between Time 1 and Time 2 by Age Group.

Age Group
7.0 7.5 8.0 8.5 9.0 9.5 10.0
r .70 73 .82 .76 .88 .86 .98
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Table 8. Coefficient Alpha by Error Type.

Error Score
NT SW AO IC FC SV CD B R

.80 .79 .84 .79 .78 .78 .78 .78 .85

Note: NT = No Try, SW = Sight Words, AO = Sound Added or Deleted, IC = Initial Consonant,
FC = Final Consonant, SV = Short Vowel, CD = Consonant Digraph, B = Blends, R = Reversals

Table 9. Coefficient Alphas for Age Group and Gender.

Error Score

Gender | NT SW  AO IC FC SV CD B R

7.0
7.0
7.5
7.5

F .76 77 .82 .76 .76 .76 .76 .76 .83
M a7 .76 .83 .76 .76 .76 .76 75 .84
F .80 .79 .83 .79 .78 .78 .78 .79 .85
M .79 .78 .83 .78 g7 g7 A7 g7 .84
8.0 F .81 .80 .83 .79 .78 .79 .79 .79 .85
8-.0 M .81 .80 .84 .80 .79 .79 .79 .79 .85
8-.5 F .80 .80 .84 .79 .79 .79 .79 .79 .85
8-.5 M .80 .80 .84 .79 .79 .79 .79 .79 .85
9-.0 F .81 .82 .84 .81 .81 .81 .81 .81 .86
9-.0 M .81 .80 .83 .79 .78 .79 .79 .79 .85
9-.5 F .79 .80 .79 .79 .76 g7 .78 .76 .78
9-5 M .79 .81 .80 .78 g7 .79 g7 78 .82
10-.0 F .80 g7 .80 .79 .78 .78 .76 76 .81
10-.0 M .85 .84 .84 .83 .83 .83 .84 .82 .86

Note: NT = No Try, SW = Sight Words, AO = Sound Added or Deleted, IC = Initial Consonant, FC = Final
Consonant, SV = Short Vowel, CD = Consonant Digraph, B = Blends, R = Reversals
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Table 10. Coefficient Alphas for Age Group and IEP Status.

Error Score

G/?fjp EP | NT SW A0 IC FC SV ¢ B R
70 N | .79 .78 8 .78 77 77 77 77 .84
70 Y | 69 68 81 68 .67 .67 .67 .67 .81
75 N | 8 .79 84 79 .78 78 78 .78 .85
75 Y | 69 6 .79 67 66 67 .65 .66 .80
80 N | 8 8 .8 79 79 80 .79 .79 .85
80 Y | .75 72 8 72 71 71 71 71 .83
&85 N | .79 79 8 78 .78 .78 78 77 .83
85 Y | .75 74 8 73 .73 73 73 73 .84
0 N | 8 8 8 79 .78 8 .79 .79 .83
0 Y | .76 76 80 .74 73 73 .73 73 .84
o5 N | .77 79 77 78 74 75 76 74 .76
o5 Y | .73 74 76 72 70 74 71 71 .80
100 N | 8 8 8 8 8 8 83 .82 .84
100 Y | .77 72 75 75 71 72 71 70 .81

Note: |EP =|EP Status (Y = IEP, N = No IEP), NT = No Try, SW = Sight Words, AO = Sound Added or
Deleted, IC = Initial Consonant, FC = Final Consonant, SV = Short Vowel, CD = Consonant Digraph,
B = Blends, R = Reversals
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Appendix D

BDS BOY A Validity Tables and Figures
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Table 11. Validity Coefficients

Measure
MAP-Reading FB Reading FB CBM
BDS BOY A .59 .80 .63
Total

Note: MAP-Reading = MAP Fall Reading Score, FB Reading = FastBridge Composite earlyReading Score,
FB CBM = FastBridge CBMreading Score.

Figure 1. Mean Reading Scores by Age Group.
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Figure 2. Mean Reading Score by IEP Group.
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Appendix E

BDS MOQY A Reliability Tables
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Table 12. Words and Nonwords in the Beginning Decoding Survey Middle of Year
Form A

Words

here want
came look

now pat

win cot

jug leg
chum mash
tock auip
thud west
clap trim
fund plum

Words in Sentences
The kid got in a tub.
Brock will plan to have a fun math class.
Beth, can you eat ten bran chips?

Nonwords
vom vid
zat kez
shub thig
chep vock

Table 13. Percentage of Students by Age Group by Gender.
Age Group
Gender 7.0 7.5 8.0 8.5 9.0 9.5 10.0 10.5

Female 0.89 21.2 228 17.8 16.2 105 6.9 3.7

Male 095 18.2 251 203 145 104 6.9 3.7

Table 14. Correlation Coefficients between Time 1 and Time 2 by Age Group.

Age Group
7.5 8.0 8.5 9.0 9.5 10.0
r .81 .75 .85 .61 .50 .76
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Table 15. Coefficient Alpha by Error Type.
Error Score
NT SW AO IC FC SV CD B R

.81 .80 .84 .80 .79 .80 .80 .79 .85

Note: NT = No Try, SW = Sight Words, AO = Sound Added or Deleted, IC = Initial Consonant,
FC = Final Consonant, SV = Short Vowel, CD = Consonant Digraph, B = Blends, R = Reversals

Table 16. Coefficient Alphas for Age Group and Gender.

Error Score

Age

Gender | NT SW AO IC FC SV CD B R
Group

7.0
7.0
7.5
7.5

F .80 .81 .81 .80 .80 .81 .80 .80 .86
M .88 .87 .85 .85 .85 .85 .86 .85 .85
F .80 .80 .84 .80 .79 .79 .79 .79 .85
M .80 .80 .85 .79 .79 .79 .79 .79 .85
8.0 F .81 .80 .84 .80 .79 .79 .79 .79 .84
8-0 M .79 .79 .82 .79 .78 .78 .78 .78 .86
8-5 F .82 .82 .84 .82 .81 .82 .82 .82 .87
8-5 M .82 .81 .82 81 .79 .80 .81 .80 .84
9-0 F .78 g7 .76 g7 75 .76 .76 g7 .79
9-0 M .80 .80 .83 .79 .79 .79 .79 .79 .85
9-5 F g7 72 .70 .70 .68 .70 .70 70 .71
9-5 M .84 .83 .85 .83 .82 .83 .83 .82 .83
10-0 F .87 .83 .80 .80 .80 .81 .80 .81 .82
10-0 M .86 .84 .84 .83 .83 .84 .83 .83 .86

Note: NT = No Try, SW = Sight Words, AO = Sound Added or Deleted, IC = Initial Consonant, FC = Final
Consonant, SV = Short Vowel, CD = Consonant Digraph, B = Blends, R = Reversals
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Table 17. Coefficient Alphas for Age Group and IEP Status.

Error Score

G/?fjp EP | NT SW A0 IC FC SV ¢ B R
70 N | 8 8 8 .79 79 80 .80 .79 .87
70 Y | 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 92 .92
75 N | 8 8 84 8 .79 .79 .79 .79 .85
75 Y | 8 8 8 .8 8 .84 84 .84 87
80 N | .79 79 381 .78 77 78 78 .78 .84
80 Y |74 73 8 72 72 73 72 72 83
85 N | .78 .78 81 .77 .76 77 78 77 .83
85 Y | 8 8 8 8 .8 .80 .80 .81 .86
0 N | .77 79 78 77 75 77 77 77 .80
0 Y | .76 75 8 75 75 75 76 .75 .84
o5 N | 8 .79 .78 .78 77 .79 77 .77 .79
95 Y | 8 8 .8 8 79 .80 .81 .80 .82
100 N | 8 .83 .8 .8 .80 .81 .81 .81 .84
100 Y | 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 85

Note: |EP =|EP Status (Y = IEP, N = No IEP), NT = No Try, SW = Sight Words, AO = Sound Added or
Deleted, IC = Initial Consonant, FC = Final Consonant, SV = Short Vowel, CD = Consonant Digraph,
B = Blends, R = Reversals
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Appendix F

BDS MOY A Validity Tables and Figures
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Table 18. Validity Coefficients

Measure
MAP-Reading FB Reading FB CBM
BDS MOY A .52 .52 .56
Total

Note: MAP-Reading = MAP Fall Reading Score, FB Reading = FastBridge Composite earlyReading Score,
FB CBM = FastBridge CBMreading Score.

Figure 3. Mean Reading Scores by Age Group.
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Figure 4. Mean Reading Score by IEP Group.
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Figure 5. Mean Reading Scores by Age Group and Time of Assessment (Beginning
of Year vs. Middle of the Year).
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Appendix G

BDS EQY A Reliability Tables
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Table 19. Words and Nonwords in the Beginning Decoding Survey End of Year
Form A

Words

please soon

make we
down tag
bin pod
gut vet
such wish
rack quiz
thus mist
scan trap
bend glus

Words in Sentences
The pig sat in a pot.
| slosh the big milk spill with my mop.
Our chimp will send her rug back.

Nonwords
ved yun
zon kag
shup theb
chag zick

Table 20. Percentage of Students by Age Group by Gender.

Age Group
Gender 7.5 8.0 8.5 9.0 9.5 10.0 10.5

Female 4.2 245 245 16.6 15.3 8.1 6.7

Male 4.5 214 245 17.0 145 9.6 8.6
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Table 21. Correlation Coefficients between Time 1 and Time 2 by Age Group.

Age Group
7.5 8.0 8.5 9.0 9.5 10.0
r .84 74 .87 .70 .66 .86

Table 22. Coefficient Alpha by Error Type.

Error Score

NT SW AO IC FC SV CD

B R

.81 .80 .82 .79 .78 .79 .79

.79 .84

Note: NT = No Try, SW = Sight Words, AO = Sound Added or Deleted, IC = Initial Consonant,
FC = Final Consonant, SV = Short Vowel, CD = Consonant Digraph, B = Blends, R = Reversals
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Table 23. Coefficient Alphas for Age Group and Gender.

Error Score

G’?gjp Gender| NT SW A0 IC FC SV € B R
7.5 F | .75 74 8 .75 .75 .75 .75 .74 .84
7.5 M | 8 8 8 8 80 81 .80 .80 .85
8.0 F |8 80 .8 .80 .80 .81 .80 .79 .82
80 M | 8 8 8 8 .80 .80 .80 .80 .85
8.5 F |79 78 & 77 77 77 77 77 .84
8.5 M | 8 8 .8 81 .80 .80 .80 .80 .84
9.0 F |8 80 8 .79 .79 8 .79 .79 .82
0 M | .78 77 78 75 75 77 .75 .76 .79
9.5 F |77 78 79 76 .76 76 .76 .75 .80
9.5 M | 8 8 8 .8 .8 .81 .81 .81 .86
100 F |79 76 79 76 76 77 .76 .76 .81
100 M |72 73 71 72 6 70 .72 68 .72
105 F | .8 8 8 8 .80 .82 .80 .80 .84
105 M | 8 .84 .8 8 82 .8 8 82 .84

Note: NT = No Try, SW = Sight Words, AO = Sound Added or Deleted, IC = Initial Consonant,

FC = Final Consonant, SV = Short Vowel, CD = Consonant Digraph, B = Blends, R = Reversals
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Table 24. Coefficient Alphas for Age Group and IEP Status.

Error Score

G/?fjp EP | NT SW A0 IC FC SV ¢ B R
75 N | 78 77 8 77 77 77 77 77 .84
75 Y | 8 8 8 79 79 79 79 .79 .85
80 N | 8 8 8 8 8 .81 .81 .80 .82
80 Y | .79 79 8 78 78 .79 78 .78 .86
8s N | 77 76 78 76 74 75 75 .75 .80
85 Y | .8 79 8 79 .78 79 .78 .78 .84
90 N | .72 71 72 69 68 71 89 68 .74
90 Y | .79 79 8 77 77 80 78 .78 81
o5 N | 77 .78 8 77 76 77 77 76 .82
o5 v | 8 79 8 79 78 78 79 .78 .85
100 N | 72 65 66 64 63 65 65 .63 .73
100 Y | .70 75 76 71 69 70 71 .70 .74
105 N | 8 8 .8 8 .8 8 .8 .8 .84
105 Y |8 8 .79 .78 .78 79 .78 .78 .82

Note: |EP =|EP Status (Y = IEP, N = No IEP), NT = No Try, SW = Sight Words, AO = Sound Added or
Deleted, IC = Initial Consonant, FC = Final Consonant, SV = Short Vowel, CD = Consonant Digraph,
B = Blends, R = Reversals
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Appendix H

BDS EQY A Validity Tables and Figures
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Table 25. Validity Coefficients

Measure
MAP-Reading FB Reading FB CBM
BDS MOY A 46 .62 .57
Total

Note: MAP-Reading = MAP Fall Reading Score, FB Reading = FastBridge Composite earlyReading Score,
FB CBM = FastBridge CBMreading Score.

Figure 6. Mean Reading Scores by Age Group.
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Figure 7. Mean Reading Score by IEP Group.
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Figure 8. Mean Reading Scores by Age Group and Time of Assessment (Beginning
of Year vs. Middle of the Year vs. End of the Year).
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