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1 Project background

This exploratory study received funding from the Quebec Ministry of Higher Education through
the Canada-Quebec Agreement grant competition (2023-2024). Among other things, this funding
made it possible to remunerate technical assistance from the Centre d’évaluation des compétences
linguistiques (CECL) at the University of Quebec, Montreal (UQAM) and to pay honoraria for
participants from two consulted groups: students with disabilities at UQAM and experts
specializing in universal design, digital accessibility, language test accessibility for candidates with
specific learning difficulties, and linguistic competency assessment. The support and participation
of members from UQAM’s Bureau de 1'inclusion et de la réussite étudiante (BIRE) and the CECL
in the consultations was an integral part of this study. We extend our warmest thanks for the

contributions of all these important stakeholders.

2 Participants1

2.1 Overview of the students who participated in the project

In the context of this project, we specifically sought individuals with disabilities who experience
impairments or limitations leading to significant and persistent incapacity. The impairments could
be visual, auditory, or motor, while the limitations could result from neurodevelopmental

conditions, learning disabilities, mental health disorders, or organic conditions.

When we launched the call for participation for our study, our goal was to recruit 30 participants

with disabilities.

The invitation was sent to 3,353 students registered at the Bureau de [’inclusion et de la réussite
étudiante (BIRE) on February 23, 2024. This call for participation sparked significant interest from
the diverse community of UQAM students with disabilities, as more than 100 individuals initially

expressed interest. From this group, 38 students were able to participate, of which 29 completed

!'We obtained an ethics certification for the use of secondary data from this project in order to present various aspects
of the results at conferences and in publications.



our questionnaire and participated in a roundtable, while 9 students only filled out the

questionnaire.

Most of our participants did not hesitate to identify their disabilities and speak openly and honestly
about their diagnoses. It should be noted that in many cases, an individual may have disabilities or
conditions which have been diagnosed as well as disabilities or conditions that are suspected or
still being evaluated by health professionals, which adds complexity to the lived experience of

each person.

2.1.1 Students

The table below presents the distribution of disabilities and disorders reported by the participants
in our study.

Impairments or limitations Distribution

Attention deficit disorder with or without | 17

hyperactivity

Anxiety 10
Autism spectrum disorder 6
Speech and language disorders 5
Mental health disorder 5
Learning disabilities 5
Hearing impairment 4
Neurological disorder 3
Chronic pain 2
Visual impairment 1
Motor impairment 1
Organic disorders 1
Twice exceptional 1
Memory disorder 1




2.1.2 Overview of the experts

The expert group (10 individuals) was composed of specialists from the following institutions:
Oslo Metropolitan University, Lancaster University, Concordia University, and UQAM. They
specialize in universal design and digital accessibility, digital equity in education, language test
accessibility for candidates with specific learning difficulties, and the assessment of linguistic

knowledge.

2.1.3 Overview of the administrative group and the CECL

The administrative group (6 individuals) was composed of two members from UQAM’s Centre
d’évaluation des compétences linguistiques (CECL) who were involved in the original design of
the test, the existing accommodations, and its administration to all students, including those with
disabilities. The group also included three members from the Bureau de l'inclusion et de la réussite
étudiante (BIRE) who are familiar with student needs and UQAM’s accommodation policies.
BIRE works closely with the CECL when it comes to providing accommodations for placement
tests. One member from the Centre de formation en soutien a ’académique (CFSA), a specialist

in inclusive pedagogy, was also part of the group.

3 Data analysis methodology

We used descriptive statistics for the Likert scale questions, and the qualitative data were analyzed
with NVivo?. For the analysis of quantitative data, the responses from the questionnaires were
compiled in Excel, allowing us to compare the various responses and draw preliminary conclusions
based on our three types of groups (students, experts, or administration). We calculated the mean
for each question as well as the standard deviation. It should be noted that since the questionnaires
for students were slightly different from those of the other two groups, some answers were re-

grouped and correspondences were made to enable comparisons.

As for the qualitative portion of our research project, the data were imported and analyzed using

the NVivo 12 software.

2 The study was conducted within the framework of phenomenological methodology, which aims to describe and
understand experience, and analyzes the data collected through thematic analysis in order to formulate explanations
about the characteristics of the experience within the given context (Holloway and Todres, 2003).



In each data file, we automatically encoded each person’s statements using an anonymous
individualized code (ETUD or EXP). For the students, we also kept track of the disability that the
student had declared to allow for any preliminary links to be made between disability and their

reésponses.

4 Results

The results described below were collected in writing through a questionnaire or orally during
focus groups. We present some commonalities and differences in the stakeholders’ comments on
the language test and possible accommodations for this test. Our goal is to demonstrate the
importance of consulting the individuals who are directly concerned in order to provide
recommendations for future iterations of our English test to best meet the needs of people with

disabilities and that adhere to the principles of universal design?.

4.1 Questionnaires

The questionnaires allowed us to evaluate the various subtests in terms of adherence to universal
design principles. We also collected general feedback regarding experiential impressions of the
test-taking process. Finally, we asked participants to assess a few proposals of design features that

could make the test more accessible.

4.1.1 Evaluation and Feedback on the Subtests

This section primarily focuses on the content of the subtests of the English language test.

4.1.2 Syntax

Regarding the syntax subtest, students mentioned that it was quite difficult because, in their
perception, multiple answers seemed possible. In reality, only one answer is syntactically correct,
and several participants in our study suggested that this information could be made more explicit
in the instructions. Additionally, many participants noted that the layout led to an overload of
information and that the presentation of this section should be improved—for example, by
displaying all answer choices one below the other in the blank space of the test. Furthermore,

some expressions used in the syntax test, such as “two-ton truck,” “cellphone,” and “Winnipeg,”

3 It should be noted that we obtained an ethics certification for the use of secondary data from this project in order to
present various aspects of the results at conferences and presentations.



were identified by either the student or expert group as being culturally connoted. This highlights
a heightened sensitivity to potential biases that should be taken into account in updated test

versions.

The expert group made similar observations, notably suggesting that certain questions could be
problematic from a cultural perspective, due, for example, to the predominance of European first
names, the absence of inclusive pronouns, and therefore the stereotypes that they convey. While
this section of the test was generally well received, one expert suggested incorporating an
incremental difficulty design across the questions. Additionally, it could be beneficial to use neutral
pronouns or more inclusive gender-neutral formulations in the test. One participant from the

administrative group also noted the presence of technical terms in the syntax-related questions.

4.1.3 Vocabulary

The vocabulary subtest was identified by students as more difficult than the syntax subtest. For
each verb, both a concrete and a figurative usage are tested. According to the respondents, this
subtest contains several biases, as it heavily relies on Quebecisms and idiomatic expressions. The
questions in this subtest convey prejudices and stereotypes related to poverty, dieting, mental
health, gender, and unemployment. The questions also lack variety, and in some cases, the answer

choices are not sufficiently distinct from one another.

The surveyed experts pointed out that the vocabulary questions contained numerous biases,
particularly regarding gender, and that some questions could act as potential triggers, which could
be experienced as microaggressions for test-takers. One expert also noted difficulty in
understanding the mix between the concrete and metaphorical uses of verbs, as well as the
inclusion of French or Quebecois expressions. The expert group pointed to the inherent test design
assumption that the majority of test-takers will be native French speakers. The length of distractors
was not always consistent, which perplexed some of the experts. Furthermore, several questions

were similar and could cause confusion regarding the answer choices.

The members of the administrative group did not provide many comments on this section, and
they were also in agreement regarding previous observations about the presence of idiomatic

expressions in this section.



4.1.4 Reading

According to our participants from the student group, the reading subtest is heavily focused on
scientific themes, which could result in it not being understood by everyone. The texts provided
for reading are characterized by technical jargon and terms that are not easily accessible to
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everyone. Examples of these terms were mentioned by the participants: “melatonin”, “neocortex”,
“Mesoamerica”, “enzyme.” Another issue raised by the students, also supported by the expert
group, is that some texts contained mathematical or logical problems. This type of information
should be avoided in the context of a linguistic assessment focused on text comprehension. As
with the vocabulary subtest, the texts contain some stereotypes and many questions deal with

sensitive topics such as illness, violence, slavery, job loss, natural disasters, or communism.

The student group, as well as the expert group, emphasized the importance of ensuring that the
questions cannot be answered based solely on general knowledge, without needing to read the text.
Therefore, someone with a certain cultural or academic background might perform better on the
reading subtest, a possible issue with construct irrelevant factors on certain items. To address this
issue, it was suggested that the topics presented to test-takers be more carefully controlled to be
less reliant on cultural background and prior general knowledge. It was also noted that this
particular subtest shifts from the more accessible vocabulary used in other subtests to much more
technical words, which may have discouraged some students who felt their actual reading level

was not being captured by this subtest.

Many students told us that, although they considered their level of English to be good, based on
their own assessment, they were surprised to encounter difficulties completing this part of the

English test.

According to the expert group, it remains difficult in such a test to propose a wide range of
question types that cover different levels of difficulty, expertise, or specialization. Sometimes, the

questions could be answered through inference or deduction.

The administrative group also noted a certain bias towards scientific subjects, such as biology,
in the reading subtest, which could potentially be more difficult to understand for someone who is

not interested in these fields.



4.1.5 Written expression

This subtest is rated fairly positively by students with disabilities. One recurring comment is that
it would be easier to answer this part of the test if there were a selection of topics to choose from,
rather than being limited to a single theme. The question about vacations was poorly received by
the students, as it did not take into account either the social class or the potential disability of the

person taking the test.

Technical issues also arose, as we received feedback stating that the French language spell checker
conflicts with the test and highlights every word typed in red, indicating potential errors.
Additionally, it is mandatory to submit at least 100 words, otherwise the test locks itself and the
option to proceed to the next question is not available. Some individuals also noticed the lack of
writing assistance in this subtest, which is a standard accommodation for many students with

dyslexia.

The expert group also noted that the question about vacations is based on a biased conception of
the individuals taking the test. Going on vacation is a privilege, but also a cultural practice that
does not apply to everyone. Furthermore, the expert group is concerned that participants may be
hesitant to offer their opinions to certain prompts for fear of being judged during marking, as the

instructions do not clearly explain what will be assessed in this subtest.

The members of the administrative group did not provide any new comments on this section,

mostly noting their full agreement with the statements from the other two groups.

4.1.6 Listening comprehension

This subtest received unanimous criticism from both students and experts regarding the lack of
an option to replay the audio excerpts. A double listening option or the ability to adjust the playback
speed to the preferred pace of the test-taker would be desirable. Another negative comment was
made by the students about the change in voices of the audio prompts, which could cause surprise
and lead to a loss of concentration for the participants. The lack of consistency in the length of

both the sentences and the prompts was also raised as a problematic issue.

Additionally, since the questions are asked after the audio prompts, the listening cannot be directed,

which appears to limit this subtest to a primarily memorization-based test. This criticism was



supported by our expert group, which emphasized that a person with hearing impairment or

neurodivergence has an even greater need to be able to direct their listening.

One of our participants from the expert group felt concerned about the language level, which is
very conversational in this subtest. Furthermore, gender stereotypes are present in this subtest, for
example the question about a garage could be problematic, as it relies on a presumed shared
experience. It might also be beneficial to use international first names throughout the test to make

it more uniform.

The administrative group provided few specific comments on this part of the test. One of the
concerns was about the length of the sentences, requiring the candidate to retain the information
heard in order to answer the questions. Some students, particularly those with ADHD, could find

themselves at a disadvantage.

4.1.7 Critical reading

Some individuals, particularly within the student group, were surprised to be tested twice on a
reading skill and felt that this unnecessarily extended the test. According to the participants, the
topics covered in the texts lack variety. The math and logic problems included in the texts should
be removed, as well as the cultural and sports references. The response option “not enough

information” also adds confusion and hesitation among the test respondents.

The expert group highlighted an overabundance of cultural references in this section, including
sports, literary, and cinematic references. The presence of a timer was also seen as a source of
stress that should be eliminated. In some cases, the group identified questions that could be
answered without critically reading the text. They also suggested avoiding violent and vulgar

references in this specific subtest.

The administrative group also found that this section lacked variety in the topics covered.

Additionally, the group pointed out that technical terms should have been avoided.

4.1.8 Pronunciation

For the pronunciation subtest, it was difficult to see a consensus emerge within the student group
regarding the time allocated for both preparation and speaking. At the moment, it is impossible to
replay one’s recording, which can create doubt about whether the recording worked properly and

without technical issues, as noted by both the student group and the expert group. Furthermore,



several students expressed reluctance about having to speak in the testing room, as this could

distract other test-takers or be embarrassing.

For the experts, the main observation was that the pronunciation is done without any context.
Therefore, the words being pronounced are not necessarily understood. Given that the language
level is quite high, some words may need to be pronounced without prior familiarity with them.
One member of the expert group pointed out that this subtest could be problematic for individuals

with dyslexia.

The administrative group noticed a change in the color of the page when the recording began.
This feature could be problematic for individuals with color blindness or could cause a sense of
disorientation or surprise that could potentially impair the test-taker’s reading abilities. Another
member of the group mentioned issues with the display of the timer, which could prove unsettling

during the administration of this subtest.

4.1.9 Oral expression

For the student group, the oral expression subtest can create two types of experiences: either a
lack of inspiration is felt very quickly, or a sense of overload due to the absence of adequate
preparation time. Unlike the other subtests, there is no practice question to help put the student at
ease. Additionally, there is no option to replay or re-record the response. As with the pronunciation
subtest, some students expressed reluctance about having to speak in a room, as it may be
uncomfortable or disturb others. Speaking into a computer screen is not very engaging and can
cause additional discomfort. However, overall, this section of the test is rated highly by the

students.

For the expert group, this subtest does not provide enough information regarding the expected
language register, the target audience, or the context of the desired response, nor does it allow
enough preparation time. The content of the question is also seen as problematic, as it assumes a

northern population accustomed to winter sports*.

“4Itis important to note that for this task only one of 100 possible questions was used. It is therefore possible
that the issue concerns this question uniquely. Nevertheless, the participants’ remark underscores the need
to revisit the remaining questions and validate the absence of bias.



The members of the administrative group noted that the time allotted to practice this question

was too short.

4.1.10 Responses regarding the desired accommodations &
improvements for the language test
The vast majority of stakeholders enjoyed practicing before answering the questions during the

test situation.

It was difficult for the participants from the student group to identify accommodations pertinent

to the entire student community, and more specifically to those with diverse abilities.

The students were inclined to offer as many accommodations to the test as possible. Additionally,
both the student and expert groups were unanimous in their recommendation to at least offer the

option of double listening to the recordings as well as the ability to listen to one’s own recordings.

Furthermore, all the groups pointed out that certain universal design accommodations are easy to
offer and should therefore be automatically provided, such as options for font size and color or

contrast. The use of the operating system’s capabilities in this regard should be implemented first.

For the group of experts, some options for accommodations were less appealing, such as the
possibility of selecting music or background noise during the test or providing stress-relief
accessories. The experts were also not in favor of providing automatic correction tools in the

context of a language test.

The administrative group, being more concerned with the costs and resources required to provide
accommodations, seemed to show some reservations about the proposed changes. Their responses,
from the outset, expressed general hesitation regarding the modifications to be implemented.
Anything related to time in particular is a logistical obstacle. The possibility of taking the oral sub-
test with a human examiner (instead of the computer interface) was also questioned by the
administrative group, as was the option of offering lip-reading versions of the listening

comprehension test.

It is interesting to note that few participants were in favor of offering exemptions for certain

subtests. The participants sought to add nuance to this statement by saying that exemptions should
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be offered on a case-by-case basis, for example, for a deaf or hard-of-hearing person. Some
participants expressed their reluctance towards subtest exemptions, stating that it could skew the
results of the test. There appears to be preference for providing accommodations rather than

removing one or more parts of the test in order to preserve its integrity.

The group of experts highlighted some strengths of the English test, notably its clear and well-
organized interface. However, they also note areas that need improvement, particularly regarding
the contrast between the text and the background (which could be gray) and offering more font
options. Currently, checkboxes are not accessible using the keyboard, which poses an issue in

terms of accessibility.

The timer also sparked a lot of comments throughout the questionnaire, whether from the student
group, the expert group, or even the administrative group. The timer is a source of stress for some
people, while it can become a distraction for others. However, it was also noted that some students

may like being able to control whether they see the timer or not.

The administrative group noted that the time limits for practicing the questions were a bit too
short, in addition to causing a sense of anxiety. According to this group, it would be essential to
clearly define the test objectives to assess the corresponding skills more accurately. Regarding the
interface, some conceptual choices may be problematic, particularly the use of the color red and
the use of bold text, which can make reading more difficult. The administrative group also
emphasizes the importance of developing alternative solutions for individuals with hearing, visual,

or speech impairments.

The questionnaire requested that students rate accommodations according to their perceived
pertinence. Below are the proposed accommodations starting with those that were perceived most

important to the least.

e Additional time (33% or 50% extra)

e Offering inclusive time (+50% for all) to complete the test, allowing for the test to be
adjusted to suit individuals with slower processing speeds

e Separate room

e Adjustable lighting

11



e Use of headphones or noise-canceling headphones

e Use of personal equipment such as a computer, speech synthesis software

e Access to a QSL interpreter and/or bilingual QSL/(ASL)

e Access to a proctor in scribe format to read questions or assist with responses
e Access to a braille version of the test

e Access to personal equipment (computer, keyboard, speech synthesis software)
e Use of a computer, with or without pre-installed software

e Ability to replace a written exam with a discussion with the instructor

e Ability to take a break (for cigarettes or otherwise)

e Requesting extensions for submitting work or taking the exam on another day
e Taking the exam at home

e Adding visual descriptions of images/videos

e Color e-readers

e Changing (or inverting) colors

4.2 Focus groups

The objective of the focus groups was to gain deeper insights into the participants’ impressions of
the English test. Students with disabilities were able to share their experiences and discuss the
accommodations provided in their courses or exams. The expert group had the opportunity to
comment on key aspects of the English test and the questionnaire, both from their own perspective
and that of the test candidate. This group also provided feedback on the test design with the aim
of offering accommodations, as well as discussing the impacts to consider when scoring a modified
test. Finally, the group of administrators from BIRE and CECL had access to the preliminary

findings and were able to provide feedback on the feasibility of some of the proposed solutions.

4.2.1 Considerations for exams and courses
Students shared, in a self-descriptive manner, how their disability or condition presents itself in
the context of a course or an exam. Disabilities are inherently evolving - some conditions change

over time, while others are diagnosed later in life.
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Students with disabilities are entitled to accommodations for their courses or exams. Their
preference is to be as autonomous as possible during a test. However, it should be noted that
disabilities create additional mental strain for students, and the very act of requesting
accommodations can be draining for many of them. Therefore, some may forgo the request process

even when the lack of accommodations may put their test performance at risk.

In some rarer cases, participants reported being unaware of the currently available
accommodations, especially at the beginning of their university studies or if they did not previously
attend school in the Quebec education system. However, members of the administrative group
highlighted that efforts are made to communicate this information, particularly on course syllabi,

which clearly define what is meant by “person with a disability.”

Here are some recurring examples courses and exams that were mentioned during the roundtables:
pressure induced by time or a timer, typing errors or mistakes, questions focused on inferences or
requiring nuance, vague instructions or questions, and noise from invigilators or other students.
The lab computers at CECL may also be different from the computers and customized settings that

the students are used to.

The reading load can also become problematic in some cases, particularly when the line spacing

is not optimal.

Thus, many factors (internal or external) can hinder the smooth running or optimal performance
of an exam and can therefore misrepresent student language capacities. This should be taken into

account in all contexts of evaluation, be it classroom, exam of proficiency or placement testing.

4.2.2 Theinherent challenges of language testing and specific difficulties in
the English test

Several unexpected aspects were mentioned by the participants regarding the specific challenges

of taking a language test. A language test like the one in this study often does not take into account

the potential disability of the student and the strategies needed to adapt to the test. For example,

the listening-related questions are read aloud, and after the excerpt, the answer choices appear

without context. The voices used are monotonous and sometimes even robotic.

13



The theme of stress and anxiety was reiterated by both the students and the experts. Certain
aspects of the test could trigger intrusive thoughts, such as the fear of running out of time, or the
fear that their recording might not have worked. Interestingly, even expert participants who speak
English fluently felt pressure during the current test, even though they were not being evaluated.
Stress also stems from having to go to an unfamiliar location to complete a task, without knowing
if the environment or the equipment provided will actually accommodate specific sensory issues,

for example.

One of our participants also experienced significant failure when she tried to use her JAWS speech
synthesis software for the test. It turned out to be incompatible with JAWS, and a third party had
to assist with the administration of the entire test. Other comfort options were missing and desired

by the participants, such as the choice of fonts or the screen display.

Other comments were made to point out that the current test was well-structured, well-constructed,
and that the questions were clear. The exercises before each actual question were also appreciated
and helped to reduce performance stress to some extent. The test platform was identified as being
intuitive. However, several comments addressed the issue of the timer in the form of a red bar. It
is very difficult to reach a consensus on the issue of timers, but several options were suggested,

such as displaying a numerical countdown.
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4.2.3 Feedbackrelated to the study procedure: test evaluation and
questionnaire

Some students prepared before the task by carefully reading the instructions and information
provided to them in advance. In certain cases, strategies were put in place to help manage the dual
task (taking the test and completing the questionnaire). However, many people mentioned feeling
stress and anxiety before and during the test. Several factors were at play, particularly time and
effort management, because even though for this study the test was not time-limited, a timer
displayed as a red bar during the preparation exercises. Another common stress factor was the
unfamiliarity of the testing environment. Arriving at the testing center, finding one’s way to the
reception, the type of computer equipment made available, or the overall testing environment:
noises, lighting, and smells, are elements that can induce a certain degree of stress in the
participants. Some fears were practically founded. For example, one person mentioned having to
leave their personal belongings in a cubicle at the entrance of the test center, causing them
significant anxiety during the test. Additionally, others were concerned about not having access to
all the tools needed to perform well in a language test, particularly spelling correction tools. As for
the feedback we received on the questionnaire about the English placement test, we note that the
participants wish to maintain as much autonomy as possible. Some options, such as moving to the
next question, going back, re-listening, were missing which limited the control in the completion
of the test. Overall, the questionnaire for evaluating the placement test was thought of as well-
designed and structured to value the contributions of the participants. However, some people found
it difficult to fill out the questionnaire as it was ideally meant to be filled out while simultaneously
responding to the English test. At times, the order of the sections of the questionnaire were mixed
up. To some the questionnaire appeared redundant or even caused fatigue. This also added to the
mental load created by the abundance of instructions related to the questionnaire and within the

test itself.

4.2.4 Feedback on the current procedure for obtaining accommodations

In order to gather feedback on the current procedure, we first explained the steps required to obtain
accommodations, using the CECL website as a reference. The first notable piece of information
for everyone was that this request must obligatorily be made in person. The only accepted

document is the letter certifying academic accommodation measures, an official document issued
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by UQAM’s Bureau de inclusion et de la réussite étudiante (BIRE). This document is obtained

after providing medical proof of a diagnosis of a disorder or disability.

Several issues were raised regarding this procedure, including the need to physically go in person
to complete the process, as well as the mental burden placed on the student to constantly have to
prove their disability, and the difficulty, in some cases, of obtaining a diagnosis. Therefore, there

is both a time factor and, at times, a financial factor to consider.

Finally, some people also experienced discomfort at the thought of having to disclose their

disability to receive accommodations.

The group formed by the CECL and BIRE members confirmed that the procedure is carried out in
person to facilitate standardization and to better assist people with disabilities who need to register

for an English test.

4.2.5 Ethical considerations and disclosure
First, it is important to highlight that students do not fully understand the distinction between a
modified test and an accommodation. Additionally, their responses tend to be less nuanced than

those of the expert group or the group composed of UQAM employees from BIRE or CECL.

Several interesting debates took place during the discussion sessions regarding the necessity of
disclosing when a test has been modified. Students were largely opposed to having their
accommodations disclosed to third parties, primarily fearing being labeled and discriminated
against due to their disability. For experts, disclosure should be required when the test construct is
modified, but not for accommodations. Additionally, the provided accommodations should be
adapted based on the significance of the issues related to the language test. Both experts and the
administrators pointed out that this decision is dictated by local privacy laws, such as Quebec Law
25 and Canada Personal Information Protection and Electronic Documents Act regarding the

storage and sharing of confidential data, rather than by testing centers.

Interestingly, some individuals believe that disclosing their disability can serve a greater purpose
by providing an opportunity to normalize disabilities, promote social acceptance, or advocate for
their rights in general. However, this must always be done with the explicit consent of the

individual.
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While some individuals felt ready to disclose their disability, others were strongly opposed to it.
The fear of potential negative repercussions, whether in the workplace or through being subjected
to prejudice, was very present. There was also concern about long-term stigma or the possibility

of personal medical information falling into the hands of malicious individuals.

The autonomy of choice is a cornerstone to consider when it comes to disclosing test modifications.
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