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	Criteria
	Explanation
	Reference
	Standards for Testing Match1
	Standards for Evaluation Match2

	Applications:
	 
	 
	· Standard 1:2--The test developer should set forth clearly how test scores are intended to be interpreted and used.  The populations(s) for which a test is appropriate should be clearly delimited, and the construct that the test is intended to assess should be clearly described.
	 

	Relevance to the target group
	Instrument has been used on similar populations.  Considerations for gender, race, ethnicity, culture, language, etc. are taken into account.  NOTE: psychometrics should be reported for use with various demographics, languages, etc.
	1. Erbs et al. (2004) 

2. Davis (1970)

3. Newman, Rugh, & Ciarlo (2004)

4. Windle & Throckmorton (2007),
	· Standard 3:6--...to the extent possible, test content should be chosen to ensure that intended inferences from test scores are equally valid for members of different groups of test takers.  

· Standard 6:4--the population for whom the test is intended and the test specification should be clearly documented. 

· Standard 7:1--when credible research reports that test scores differ in meaning across examinee subgroups for the type of test in question, then to the extent feasible, the same forms of validity evidence collected for the examinee population as a whole should also be collected for each relevant subgroup.  

· Standard 9:9--when multiple language versions of a test are intended to be comparable, test developers should report evidence of test comparability.
	 


	Criteria
	Explanation
	Reference
	Standards for Testing Match
	Standards for Evaluation Match

	Relevance across settings
	The instrument demonstrates usefulness in a range of settings relevant to the target population.
	1. Erbs et al. (2004) 

2. Davis (1970)
	· Standard 15:12--reports of group differences in average test scores should be accompanied by relevant contextual information, where possible, to enable meaningful interpretation of those differences.
	· D2: Context analysis: the context in which the program, project, or material exists should be examined in enough detail, so that its likely influences on the object can be identified.

	Sensitivity to outcome measurement
	Evidence of ability to measure change following intervention
	1. Erbs et al. (2004)

2. Meier (2004)

3. Fraser (1974)

4. Newman, Rugh, & Ciarlo (2004)
	· Standard 6:9--test documents should cite a representative set of available studies pertaining to general and specific uses of the tests.  

· Standard 15:8--when it is clearly stated or implied that a recommended test use will result in a specific outcome, the basis for expecting that outcome should be presented, together with relevant evidence.
	 

	Theoretical match
	The instrument should measure those attributes most relevant to the expected program outcomes (i.e., the purpose of the instrument should match the purpose of the program evaluation).  A comprehensive list of variables the program is expected is necessary to determine the match.
	1. Meier (2004)

2. Meyer (2004)

3. Neman, Rugh, Ciarlo (2004) 

4. Windle & Throckmorton (2007) 
	· Standard 3:1--Tests should be developed on a sound sceintific basis.  

· Standard 3:2--The purpose(s) of the test, definition of the domain, and the test specifications should be stated clearly so that judgments can be made about the appropriateness of the defined domain for the stated purpose(s) of the test and about the relation of items to the dimensions of the domain they are intended to represent.
	 


	Criteria
	Explanation
	Reference
	Standards for Testing Match
	Standards for Evaluation Match

	Psychometrics:
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Reliability
	Instrument assesses intended variables both accurately and reliably.  There are 3 commonly used types of reliability.  A correlation of at least .8 is suggested for at least one type of reliability as evidence; however, standards range from .5 to .9 depending on the intended use and context for the instrument.  An additional reliability index is standard error of measurement.
	1. Erbs et al. (2004)

2. Meier (2004)

3. Meyer (1995)

4. Newman, Rugh, & Ciarlo (2004)

5. OERL (n.d.)
6. Pedhazer & Schmelkin (1991)

7. Windle & Throckmorton (2008)
8. Fraser (1974)
	· Standard 2:1--Fore each total score, subscore, or combination of scores that is to be interpreted, estimates of relevant reliabilities and standard errors of measurement or test information functions should be reported.  

· Standard 2:3--each method of quantifying the precision or consistency of scores should be described clearly and expressed in terms of statistics appropriate to the measure. The sampling procedures used to select examinees for reliability analyses and descriptive statistics on these samples should be reported.  

· Standard 2: 5--A reliability coefficient or standard error of measurement based on one approach should not be interpreted as interchangeable with another derived by a different technique unless their implicit definitions of measurement error are equivalent (i.e., internal consistency, alternate form, test-retest, and generalizability coefficients should NOT be considered equivalent). 
· Standard 2-12: Reliability data should be provided for each population that the test is proposed for use. 
	· D6: Reliable Measurement: The information gathering instruments and procedures should be chosen or developed and then implemented in ways that will assure that the information obtained is sufficiently reliable for the intended use.


	Criteria
	Explanation
	Reference
	Standards for Testing Match
	Standards for Evaluation Match

	test-retest
	respondent receives an equivalent score on the same (or parallel) instrument at two different points in times (where time should not impact performance)
	 
	 
	 

	internal consistency
	High correlation among items that should measure the same construct
	 
	 
	 

	inter-rater reliability
	Degree to which the instrument yields similar results at the same time with more than one assessor
	 
	· Standard 2:10--When subjective judgment enters into test scores, evidence should be provided on both inter-rater consistency in scoring and within examinee consistency over repeated measurements
	 

	standard error of measurement
	Takes into account variability associated with measurement error.  Computation of a range around the observed score such that the true score is nearly certain to fall within that range. Instruments with the least amount of error will be more reliable. 
	
	 
	 


	Criteria
	Explanation
	References
	Standards for Testing Match
	Standards for Evaluation Match

	Validity
	The extent a measure captures what it is intended to measure.  There are three types of validity.
	1. Erbs et al. (2004)
2. Fraser (1974)

3. Meier (2004)

4. Meyer (1995)

5. Newman, Rugh, & Ciarlo (2004)

6. Oliver, Conboy, & Donahue (1985)
7. OERL (n.d.)
8. Windle & Throckmorton (2008) 
9. Fraser (1974)
	· Standard 1:3--If validity for some common or likely interpretation has not been investigated, or if the interpretation is inconsistent with available evidence, that fact should be made clear and potential users should be cautioned about making unsupported interpretations.  
· Standard 1:5--the composition of any sample of examinees from which validity is obtained should be described in as much detail as is practical, including major relevant sociodemographic and developmental characteristics.
	· D5: Valid Measurement: The information gathering instruments and procedures should be chosen or developed and then implemented in ways that will assure that the interpretation arrived at is valid for the given use.

	Content/Face Validity
	Instrument developers demonstrate logical inclusion of items that adequately represent the domain being measured. This process is narrative rather than statistical and calls upon subjective judgments based upon knowledge of the domain.
	 
	· Standard 1:1--A rationale should be presented for each recommended interpretation and use of test scores, together with a comprehensive summary of the evidence and theory bearing on the intended use or interpretation. 
· Standard 3:3--the test specifications should be documented, along with their rationale and process by which they were developed. 
· Standard 3:5--When appropriate, relevant experts external to the testing program should review the test specifications and results of that review should be documented.
	 


	Criteria
	Explanation
	Reference
	Standards for Testing Match
	Standards for Evaluation Match

	Criterion Validity
	Degree to which an instrument predicts some criterion in the future (predictive) or the present (concurrent).  This is ascertained by looking at the correlation between the test and the criterion measure.  
	 
	· Standard 1:15--When it is asserted that a certain level of test performance predicts adequate or inadequate criterion performance, information about the levels of criterion performance associated with given levels of test scores should be provided. 
· Standard 1:16--information on the suitability and technical quality of the criteria should be reported
	 

	Construct Validity
	Degree to which an instrument measures the theoretical construct it intends to measure.  Involves comparisons of instrument scores with other valid relevant and non-relevant instrument scores.  Needs both convergent (significant and substantial correlation with other relevant measures) and discriminant (negligible correlation with other non-relevant measures) validity. Factorial analysis will help to confirm construct validity and determine independence of scales/factors within an instrument.
	 
	· Standard 1:12--When interpretation of subscores, score differences, or profiles is suggested, the rationale and relevant evidence in support of such interpretation should be provided.  Where composite scores are developed, the basis and rationale for arriving at the composites should be given (e.g., distinctiveness of the separate scores should be demonstrated).
	 


	Criteria
	Explanation
	Reference
	Standards for Testing Match
	Standards for Evaluation Match

	Instrument Content:
	Refers to the items and response categories on the instrument
	 
	 
	 

	Items/scales/factors are comprehensive
	The scope of the instrument covers domains critical to measuring outcomes of the intended program (e.g., attitudes, behavior, knowledge)
	1. Erbs et al. (2004)
2. Davis (1970)

3. OERL (n.d.)
	· Standard 3:11--test developers should document the extent to which the content domain of a test represents the defined domain and test specifications.
	 

	Items are clear and unambiguous
	 
	1. Erbes et al. (2004)

2. Oliver, Conboy, & Donahue (1985)

3. Windle & Throckmorton (2007)
	 
	 

	Unbiased language is used
	 
	1. Oliver, Conboy, & Donahue (1985)
2. OERL (n.d.)
3. Windle & Throckmorton (2007)
	· Standard 7:4--test developers should strive to identify and eliminate language, symbols, words, phrases and content that are generally regarded as offensive by members of racial, ethnic, gender or other groups
	 

	Items not written at an appropriate grade reading level.  For high risk youth and adults may want to consider 4th grade reading level.
	 
	1. Erbes et al. (2004)
2. Davis (1970)

3. Oliver, Conboy, & Donahue (1985)
	· Standard 7:7--In testing applications where the level of linguistic or reading ability is not part of the construct of interest, the linguistic or reading demands of the test should be kept to the minimum necessary for the valid assessment of the intended construct.
	 


	Criteria
	Explanation
	Reference
	Standards for Testing Match
	Standards for Evaluation Match

	Formatting and Content Quality:
	Refers to the overall presentation of the instrument which is related to overall ease of use by examinees.  Some of these areas may be of more importance for instruments that have not gone through the rigors of psychometrics.
	
	
	

	Correct grammar and punctuation
	 
	1. Oliver, Conboy, & Donahue (1985)
	 
	 

	Items avoid unnecessary overlap
	 
	1. Oliver, Conboy, & Donahue (1985)
	 
	 

	Response categories are clearly specified
	 
	1. Oliver, Conboy, & Donahue (1985) 
	 
	 

	Response items are comprehensive in range and intervals
	 
	1. Oliver, Conboy, & Donahue (1985) 
	 
	 

	Response items are non-overlapping
	 
	1. Oliver, Conboy, & Donahue (1985) 
	 
	 

	Response options are relevant to the items
	 
	1. Oliver, Conboy, & Donahue (1985) 
	 
	 

	Other response options are provided (e.g., NA)
	 
	1. Oliver, Conboy, & Donahue (1985) 
	 
	 

	Instrument is clearly printed
	 
	1. OERL (n.d.)
2. Oliver, Conboy, & Donahue (1985)
	 
	 


	Criteria
	Explanation
	Reference
	Standards for Testing Match
	Standards for Evaluation Match

	Adequate space for responses and comments
	 
	1. Oliver, Conboy, & Donahue (1985)
	 
	 

	Items are logically sequenced
	 
	1. Oliver, Conboy, & Donahue (1985)
	 
	 

	Instrument is of appropriate length
	 
	1. Erbs et al. (2004)

2. Windle & Throckmorton (2007)
	· Standard 3:3--…time for testing should be specified.
	· B1: Practical Procedures: Try out procedures and instruments to determine their practicality and time requirements

	Directions to testers are conveniently located
	 
	1. Oliver, Conboy, & Donahue (1985)
	 
	 

	Administration:
	Refers to implementation of the instrument
	 
	· Standard 3:20--the instructions presented to test takers should contain sufficient detail so that test takers can respond to a task in the manner that the test developer intended.  
· Standard 5:5--Instructions to test takers should clearly indicate how to make responses.
	 

	Administration directions are clear
	 
	1. Meyer (1995)

2. Davis (1970)

3. OERL (n.d)
	1. Standard 3:19--the directions for test administration should be presented with sufficient clarity and emphasis so that it is possible for others to replicate adequately the administration conditions under which the data on reliability and validity were obtained. 
	 

	Staff can administer the instrument with minimum to no training
	 
	1. Davis (1970)
	 
	2. B1: Practical Procedures: Ensure the availability of sufficient trained personnel to complete the evaluation as proposed.

	Cost per administration is reasonable relative to use
	 
	1. Erbs et al. (2004)

2. Meyer (1995)

3. Newman, Rugh, Ciarlo (2004)
	 
	3. B3: Cost Effectiveness: The evaluation should produce information of sufficient value to justify resources expended


	Criteria
	Explanation
	Reference
	Standards for Testing Match
	Standards for Evaluation Match

	Analysis and Interpretation:
	Refers to scoring and reporting on the results of the instrument
	 
	 
	 

	Scoring procedures are understandable with no to minimal training
	scoring procedures and presentation of results should be understandable to stakeholders at all levels
	1. Meyer (1995)

2. OERL (n.d.)
3. Newman, Rugh, Ciarlo (2004)
	4. Standard 3:22--procedures for scoring should be presented by the test developer in sufficient detail and clarity to maximize the accuracy of scoring.  
5. Standard 3:23--the process for selecting, training, and qualifying scorers should be documented by the test developer.
	 

	Uncomplicated interpretation of findings
	Interpretation of results is understandable by administrators without special training
	1. Erbs et al. (2004)

2. Meyer (1995)

3. Newman, Rugh, Ciarlo (2004)
	4. Standard 3:4--the procedures used to interpret test scores should be documented.
	5. B1: Practical Procedures: [Interpretation is written] simply and directly, but not simplistically (glossary provided for technical terms if necessary).  
6. D8: Analysis of Quantitative Information: Choose an analysis procedure that is appropriate to the evaluation questions and information--do not use complex statistical techniques just to impress; often the audience can be better served by the use of simple techniques, such as graphs, frequency distributions, and scatter plots.


	Criteria
	Explanation
	Reference
	Standards for Testing Match
	Standards for Evaluation Match

	Supporting Documentation/Training:
	 
	 
	 
	 

	The existence of test manuals, technical manuals, user guides, and supplemental material 
	Manuals clearly spell out the purpose, construction, administration, scoring, and interpretation of the instrument
	1. Meyer (1995)

2. OERL (n.d.)
	· Standard 6:1--test documents should be made available to prospective test users and other qualified persons at the time a test is published or released for use
	 

	Additional studies using the instrument
	Manuals cite additional studies for which the instrument has been used
	 
	· Standard 6:9--test documents should cite a representative set of the available studies pertaining to general uses of the test
	 

	Level of training necessary for administration, scoring and interpretation
	Training is available through developers or other organizations if necessary  (should be considered in the cost of the administration)
	· Meyer (1995)
	· Standard 3:23--the process for selecting, training, and qualifying scorers should be documented by the test developer. 
	· D7: Systematic Data Control: Take whatever steps are necessary that participants in the evaluation are adequately oriented and trained to carry out their roles and that they are sensitized to the kinds of mistakes that they should be careful to avoid.


Endnotes

1  Compatibility of CYFAR Standards to standards established by the American Educational Research Association, American Psychological Association, and the National Council on Measurement and Education (1999)—see full reference below.  

2  Compatibility of CYFAR Standards to standards established by the Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation (1981)—see full reference below.
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