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The objective of this study was to conduct post hoc detections of local item dependence (LID) in polytomous data derived from CAT. As figured out by authors on page 128, LID typically leads to an overestimation of (1) item discrimination parameters, (2) the amount of information provided by the test, and (3) estimates of score accuracy. And more importantly, the imprecision of ability estimates will harm the efficiency of CAT. Considering that past researches mainly discussed the LID among dichotomous items but polytomous items are commonly applied in instruments, hence it is worthy to investigate the performances of fit indices for quantifying the magnitude of LID for polytomous items. 

A series of simulations were completed to address their research questions. Item pairs were created independent or dependent with surface local dependence. Totally three levels of dependence and a nil condition were included. Moreover, conventional administrations (with full data matrix) were also conducted to compare the results under CAT administrations. One hundred replications were made under each condition. After finishing an iteration of CAT, the expected value for each cell was computed through the point estimate of ability and an IRT function. Lastly two widely used indices, X2 and Q3, were computed as dependent variables to quantify LID. 
1. It seems to me that the ability calibration and item selection in the CAT were based on a wrong model disregarding the LID (because the system did not known whether selected items were independent between each other or not). 
2. In addition, once again the wrong model was implemented to calculate the expected values and residuals later. So the results for both X2 and Q3 were questionable except for the nil condition in which the assumption of local item independence was hold.
3. The blanks in the sparse data matrix of CAT should be imputed, or the two indices may not work. However, the details were not mentioned.
4. There is a trivial typo on page 137 that, the number 29 in 13th line should be revised as 30.
