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ORA Purpose
[bookmark: _GoBack]The ORA provides instructional and functional information for teachers and parents in four domains: access skills, attention, math concepts, and communication (expressive and receptive). It is administered to students with significant cognitive disabilities (SWSCDs) who are not able to access the academic demands of the Oregon Extended Assessment (ORExt), despite the provision of extensive supports and test design features founded in the concepts of universal design for assessment. Teacher(s) with the most accurate knowledge of the student's current level of functioning should complete this rating scale.

Qualified Assessors (QAs) are to use the following decision rule in determining whether or not to complete the ORA: 

If testing for an ORExt content area assessment is discontinued in English language arts, Mathematics, or Science, then QAs should complete the ORA (only one ORA per student must be completed).

Consequences of Discontinuing the ORExt
Students must complete 20 items on the ORExt to count for participation. QAs should consider discontinuation of the ORExt administration if students earn 5 points or fewer on the first 20 items administered. However, teachers may elect to complete a full test administration in order to generate performance scores and still complete the ORA. Discontinuing the administration of the ORExt is a serious decision with many potential consequences; however, administering the ORExt when a valid score is not feasible is also an inefficient use of teacher and student time. If testing is discontinued, students may not receive performance scores that count as part of the Annual Measureable Objective (AMO) statewide accountability system. 

Two ORA Domains: LOI and Communication

This assessment includes both a level of independence (LOI) and a communication domain (COM), each with their own respective rating scales. The LOI scale helps stakeholders to define how much support a student needs from a teacher in order to become successful in specific areas. The COM scale helps to define the level of the student's functioning in terms of both understanding the intent of others as well as conveying their needs or wants to those around them.


Level of Independence (LOI)
In the LOI domain, the teacher rates how much assistance the student requires in order to bring them to success in a particular area, using a system of least prompts approach (Wolery, Ault, & Doyle, 1992), beginning with independent function, proceeding to the remaining levels of support only when needed, including verbal/gestural, partial physical, and/or full physical. 

Level of Independence Rating Scale (LOI)
	Level 1
	Level 2
	Level 3
	Level 4

	Full Physical Requires use of full physical supports from teacher (e.g., holding the elbow/hand) in order to attend to a task, as well as to complete the task.
	Partial Physical Requires use of partial physical supports from teacher (e.g., touching the hand/shoulder) in order to attend to a task, as well as to complete the task.
	Verbal/Gestural Requires use of verbal/gestural supports from teacher in order to attend to a task, as well as to complete the task.
	Independent Able to complete task without direct support from teacher.



Clarifying Example
Here is an example of how a QA would work through a classroom activity using a system of least prompts. In a testing context, we are defining the level of support needed for different types of activities.

Level 4: Independent
Place preferred beverage in front of student and wait 3-5 seconds to see if the student responds independently. 

Level 3: Verbal/Gestural 
If the student does not respond at Level 4 in 3-5 seconds, direct the child to the beverage by pointing or providing a verbal prompt (Indirect: Are you thirsty? or Direct: Pick up your beverage so you can drink.)

Level 2: Partial Physical
If the student does not respond to Level 3 support in 3-5 seconds, use tactile physical assistance to prompt the student's hand, but do not use full physical assistance. Partial physical support can be paired with verbal prompting, as well.

Level 1: Full Physical
If the student does not respond to Level 2 support in 3-5 seconds, use full physical support (e.g., hand-over-hand) to fully assist the student to grab the beverage. Full physical support can be paired with verbal prompting, as well.

Communication (COM)
In the Communication rating scale (COM = 1 = Reactive, 2 = Proactive, 3 = Unconventional, 4 = Conventional). The scale captures communication behaviors below the pre-symbolic and symbolic levels assessed on the ORExt. The lowest functioning SWSCDs likely have skills somewhere along this continuum—from staying awake and attending to functional and/or instructional objects in the classroom to beginning to work with objects and images. Our communication scales are supported by a wide research base (Browder & Spooner, 2011; Browder, Wakeman, & Flowers, 2008; Browder, Wood, Thompson, & Ruboffo, 2011; McLean, Snyder-McLean, & Rowland, 1981; Rowland & Schweigert, 1990; Rowland, 2013).

Communication Rating Scale (COM)
	Level 1
	Level 2
	Level 3
	Level 4

	Reactive

Student's behavior is not purposeful, but may be reflective of the student's current status (e.g., level of comfort/energy, thirst, hunger). Teachers and parents are able to interpret the student's needs and wants by observing the behaviors (e.g., noises, facial expressions, moving body parts) and making inferences about what the student needs.

	Proactive

Student behaves purposefully, but does not realize that s/he can influence the behaviors of others by communicating needs at this level. Teachers and parents interpret the student's needs and wants by observing behaviors and making inferences. 

	Unconventional 

Student uses unconventional pre-symbolic communication. No use of symbols is included, nor does the student follow existing social communication norms. The student is attempting to interact with others to meet personal needs by making noises, facial expressions, and/or moving body parts.

	Conventional

Student uses conventional pre-symbolic behaviors to communicate with purpose. They are still below symbolic communication with abstract symbols (e.g., letters, numerals), but are communicating needs and wants in order to influence those around them in a socially accepted manner. Students may communicate by nodding, pointing, waving, hugging, looking toward a desired object, or using other socially appropriate gestures.





ORA Narrative Summary
In the open-ended narrative section, teachers can address or identify: (a) prerequisite skills that allow her/him to access instruction, (b) sensory support needs (hearing, vision, orthopedic, medical), (c) effective use of Assistive Technology (AT) (e.g., alternative communication devices), (d) relevant functional skills have developed over the past year, and, generally, (e) areas of growth that educators have noted in the prior year (e.g., comparing current to prior ORS scores (if available)or any context for determining the Present Levels of Academic and Functional Performance (PLAAFP) for SWSCDs.

Using Scores from the ORA
The ORA yields four domain scores (Awareness, Math Concepts, Receptive Communication, and Expressive Communication), as well as a summary score composed of all four domain scores. These scores can be used for diagnostic purposes to represent student learning and growth across time. Individualized Education Program (IEP) teams are encouraged to use the ORA results as one data source to develop appropriate and meaningful Present Levels of Academic and Functional Performance (PLAAFP) descriptions, as well as IEP goals and objectives. Here is an example of a student's ORA results reflected in a PLAAFP statement:
"Student achieved a total score of 70/80 on the ORA this year (87.5%), with a score of 19 in the Awareness domain, 18 in the Math Concepts Domain, a 18 in the Receptive Communication domain, and a 15 in the Expressive Communication domain. These results reflect overall growth compared to last year's results, where s/he earned a 64/80 (80%). Student made impressive gains in communication, increasing by 4 points in the Expressive domain and 2 points in the Receptive domain."

IEP goals can also target overall improvement on the ORA, using other sources of data for assessment of objectives. Resources related to increasing student communication level will be published on BRT's curriculum and instruction website. 

NOTE: ORA scores are entered on the Oregon Department of Education (ODE) District secure website at https://district.ode.state.or.us/apps/login/. 
Please contact Brad Lenhardt at ODE at brad.lenhardt@state.or.us with any questions.
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