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Acronyms and Initialisms Used in the CMA Standard Setting Report 
	CAPA
	California Alternate Performance Assessment

	CDE
	California Department of Education

	CMA
	California Modified Assessment

	CSEM
	conditional standard error of measurement

	CSTs
	California Standards Tests

	ELA
	English–language arts

	ETS
	Educational Testing Service

	IEP
	individualized education program

	IRT
	item response theory

	MC
	multiple choice

	NSLP
	National School Lunch Program

	OIB
	ordered item booklet

	SBE
	State Board of Education

	SEJ
	standard error of judgment


Introduction

The California Modified Assessment (CMA) is a new grade-level assessment for students who have an individualized education program (IEP), are receiving grade-level instruction, and, even with interventions, will not achieve grade-level proficiency within the year covered by the student’s IEP. The purpose of the CMA tests is to allow students with disabilities greater access to demonstrate their achievement of the California content standards in English–language arts (ELA), mathematics, and science. California Department of Education (CDE) guidelines specify that a student with an IEP may participate in the CMA if the student scored below basic or far below basic in a previous year on the California Standards Tests (CSTs) for any subject, whether or not they may have taken the CSTs with modifications, and are not eligible to take the California Alternate Performance Assessment (CAPA). The student’s IEP must specify which CMA test the student can take. For the 2008 administration, students in grades three through five took one or more of the CMA tests if they had an IEP that specifies that they take the CMA for one or more subjects. 
Educational Testing Service (ETS) conducted a standard-setting workshop in Sacramento, California, for grades three through five ELA from September 24 to September 26, 2008; and for mathematics grades three through five and science grade five from October 1 to October 3, 2008. The study was conducted using the Bookmark method applied to one form of each test. Seven panels of educators (one panel for each test) participated in the workshop. On September 26 and October 3, ETS met with representatives of the CDE to review the preliminary results and provide a copy of student data in an electronic file. An executive summary of the panel-recommended results, which contained a summary of the procedure and tables of recommended cut scores and impact data (Educational Testing Service, 2008), was provided to the CDE on October 10, 2008.
This document provides the following information: 
· The purpose of the standard-setting workshop and a discussion of the work conducted prior to the workshop to develop draft competencies lists for use at the standard setting
· The standard setting method employed (includes a discussion of the Bookmark method, materials used in this approach, and the process before and during the workshop)
· The results, which include summary data from the bookmark placements, and from evaluations by the panelists
Purpose of the Standard Setting Workshop

The purpose of the workshop was to collect recommendations for the placement of the CMA cut scores on the 2008 CMA tests for grades three through five ELA, grades three through five mathematics, and grade five science, and provide results to the CDE. The reported performance levels for the CMA are: far below basic, below basic, basic, proficient, and advanced. For each test, three cut scores were developed in order to report four levels; far below basic was determined based on chance performance. The final approval of cut scores was scheduled for the meeting of the State Board of Education (SBE) in November 2008. 

Development of Competencies Lists 

Prior to the standard-setting workshop, ETS facilitated a meeting of California educators during which lists of competencies were drafted. Three panels of educators were assembled to identify and discuss the competencies required of students in each grade for each level (below basic, basic, proficient, and advanced). Panels consisted of educators who have experience working with students in grades three through five in the content area assigned to that panel (CMA English–language arts, mathematics, and science). The lists were developed based on the California content standards and policy descriptions. At the conclusion of the meeting, the CDE reviewed the draft lists and delivered the final lists for use in standard setting. The purpose of this pre-work was to facilitate the discussion and construction of the target student definitions during the standard setting workshop. The process for constructing the target student definitions is described in the next section.

Method

This section includes a description of the Bookmark Method of standard setting; the panels; the materials used in the workshop; the process implemented before, during, and after the workshop; and the results from the workshop, which include the bookmark placement and student impact data as well as an evaluation of the process based on questionnaires completed by the panelists.

Bookmark Method

The Bookmark method (Lewis, et al., 1996 & Mitzel, et al. 2001) is an item mapping procedure in which panelists consider content covered by items in a specially constructed book where items are ordered from easiest to hardest, based on operational performance data from the spring 2008 administration. Panelists enter markers indicating their judgment on the placement of cut scores.

The CMA standard setting process employed the Bookmark method for the areas of grades three through five ELA and mathematics and for grade five science. Two workshops were held over two weeks. The first workshop resulted in recommendations for cut scores for ELA. The second workshop resulted in recommendations for cut scores for mathematics and science. The process applied in the two workshops was the same. 
In the Bookmark method, test items are ordered from easiest to most difficult based on actual student performance; the ordered items are presented in a booklet known as an ordered item booklet or OIB. The task of each panelist is to place a “bookmark” in the OIB that differentiates item content that a student with just enough content knowledge to be performing at a defined performance level would likely know from item content that he or she would not likely know. A “bookmark” is placed in the OIB for each defined at the border of each performance level. For each CMA test, three bookmarks were required: one to define the start of the basic performance level, one for the proficient performance level, and one for the advanced performance level. 

The Bookmark method has its basis in item response theory (IRT) analysis. IRT is used to estimate the item difficulties. These estimates are used to order items by student performance and to place item difficulty estimates on the score scale. One benefit of this is that once panelists make judgments in the OIB, the difficulty (theta) values associated with each item have a built-in relationship to scaled scores, a fact that allows results to be provided to policy makers in the familiar metric of the scaled score.

In deciding where in the OIB a bookmark should be placed, panelists review each item in the OIB in sequence and consider if the target basic student would most likely be able to answer the item correctly; a panelist places the basic bookmark on the first item encountered in the OIB that he or she believes the target basic student would most likely not be able to address, because items beyond that point are too difficult for that target student. For the target proficient student, the panelist continues from that point in the OIB and then stops at the item that the target proficient student would not likely be able to address. For the target advanced student, the panelist continues from that new point in the OIB and then stops at the item that likely exceeds the content understanding of the target advanced student. (In the Bookmark method, the definition of “most likely” is related to the IRT model. That is, panelists are instructed to think of “most likely” as having a two-thirds likelihood of answering a multiple-choice item correctly. In ordering the items in the OIB, a response probability of .67 is employed in the IRT model; thus the instructions to the panelists and the analytical model are aligned.
)

The Bookmark process is implemented in three rounds. Each test-specific panel is split up and seated in small groups to facilitate discussion. This table format provides an environment more conducive to panelists sharing their opinions and rationales, as some panelists may be less inclined to speak or have less opportunity to be heard in a large group. The table format also increases the independence of the cut-score recommendations, because each table of experts provides its own recommendations, which are then aggregated across the tables. 

Round One—After a general orientation to the Bookmark method, panelists are administered the test in its original format (that is, with the items in their original order) so that they may discuss the content demands of the test. Panelists then review and discuss the draft list of competencies for each level, which provides a basis for the development of target student definitions. After receiving training and practice in the Bookmark method, the panelists make independent judgments and place the first round of bookmarks. 
Round Two—Panelists are provided with feedback on other panelists’ bookmark judgments (high, low, and median bookmark for the table). Panelists discuss at the table the range of judgments and the rationales behind their judgments, and then panelists independently place their second bookmark judgments. 
Round Three—Panelists again receive feedback on other panelists’ judgments and are shown performance data from an actual test administration to students. More discussion occurs both at the table and room levels, after which panelists place their third and final round of bookmarks.

Specifics regarding the specific process implemented for the CMA standard setting follow.

Standard Setting Panels

A representative sample of applicants participated as panelists in the standard-setting sessions. In recruiting panelists, the goal was to include California educators with experience in the education of students who take the CMA, and who are familiar with the California content standards. Invited panelists included teachers, administrators, and/or curriculum specialists and were recruited from across the state to be representative of the educators of the CMA-eligible students. Community representatives were also invited to participate in the standard-setting activities. The final selection of panelists for the workshops was made by the CDE. The total number of panelists invited was 135.
The number of panelists who participated is broken down, by panel, in Table 1, on the next page. The final panels included primarily special education teachers and administrators; no community representatives attended. Panels were assembled into three (week 1) or four (week 2) panel rooms for much of the standard-setting work. Each panel was responsible for recommending cut scores for one grade: grade three, grade four, or grade five. Panelists were seated at two tables of six or seven panelists.
 All panelists indicated that they had experience with students in at least one of the three target grades (three, four, or five); most panelists indicated that they had experience working with students across multiple grades. Panels were configured such that all panels included members with cross-grade experience. This configuration allowed the standard-setting panel in each room to be knowledgeable about the standards and students in the other two grades. 

Soon after the final list of panelists was approved, one table leader for each table was selected at random. The responsibility of the table leaders was to help keep discussions on track at the table, to report interim discussions to the room, and to collect materials at the table. Table leader training was conducted by the lead facilitator on the first day of the workshop.

Table 1 Panel Sample

	September 24–26
	October 1–3

	Panel
	Number of Panelists
	Panel
	Number of Panelists

	ELA Grade 3
	14
	Math Grade 3
	14

	ELA Grade 4
	12
	Math Grade 4
	13

	ELA Grade 5
	12
	Math Grade 5
	14

	
	
	Science Grade 5
	7

	Total
	38
	Total
	48


Because standard setting is based on expert judgment—informed by performance data—it is important that panelists, collectively, reflect the diversity of the students who take the assessment. Special efforts were made to assemble panels that are representative in terms of the geographic and socioeconomic diversity of California in general and the CMA student population in particular. The resulting panels are described in Appendix 1.

Materials

Prior to the standard-setting workshop, panel members were provided with a letter describing the purpose and procedures of the standard setting workshop along with a pre-workshop assignment (see Attachment A), a note-taking form for the assignment (also in Attachment A) and a link to the California content standards for the CMA for the CMA test they would be reviewing. At the standard setting workshop, panelists received training materials, a set of practice materials, and a set of operational materials. Items were kept secure by assigning panelists an individual identification number and giving them material marked with the same number. Each panelist was required to sign a nondisclosure agreement, check the material out and in each day, and accept responsibility for controlling all documents labeled with his or her ID number. ETS staff monitored each room to ensure that no materials left the rooms and that no room was left unattended when unlocked. The set of operational materials included the subject test in the original format, the OIB, bookmark recording forms, and an item map. Panelists developed target student descriptions in the workshop for use in working with the operational test (see Attachment B). The item map and OIB are described more fully below. 

Item Map

The item map is a summary document displaying relevant information regarding each item. It shows the ordered item number, the original item number in the test, the correct answer for the multiple-choice items, a difficulty value of each item, and the content strand measured by each item. The item map is ordered by difficulty in the same manner as the OIB. The difficulty metric differs from the actual CMA scale to prevent panelists from setting the cut score at known targets of 300 (basic) and 350 (proficient). The correct answer has been deleted in the sample for security purposes. See Attachment C for sample item maps representing what was used for ELA, mathematics and science. 

Ordered Item Booklet (OIB)
The ordered item booklet contains the operational items that were included in the CMA tests taken by students in 2008, along with all the information about the items that panelists need to complete the bookmark task. For each multiple-choice (MC) item, the page of the OIB shows the item, along with any passage or graphic, and the possible responses. The panelists can find the key to each MC item on the item map as well as information on which content standard the item measures. 

Evaluation Forms

It is important to collect information from the panelists to document procedural validity (Cizek & Bunch, 2007; Hambleton & Pitoniak 2006). Panelists received evaluation forms at two points in the process to gauge their understanding and gather other information (see Attachment D for copies of the evaluation forms). Evaluations include questions about training, understanding the tasks, the influence of different aspects of the standard-setting process, and panelists’ beliefs about the final recommended cut scores. Because ETS was interested in knowing as soon as possible if panelists were not satisfied with the level of training they received, the first evaluation form was given to the panelists at the end of the training to gauge their current understanding of the process and their comfort level with the tasks they would be performing. The evaluation forms were analyzed immediately and responses were reviewed by the panel facilitator and lead facilitator so that facilitators could review with the panelists any tasks or materials that appeared to be unclear. At the end of this review and discussion, panelists were asked to indicate that they were comfortable with the process and ready to proceed (see Attachment E for the “Agreement to Proceed” form). An overview of the results obtained through the evaluation forms is included in the results section of this report.

Process

This section of the report describes what occurred prior to the standard setting workshop, and during the three-day workshop. Prior to the standard setting, a pre-workshop assignment, along with instructions, a note-taking form, and the link to the California content standards were sent to the panelists. During the workshop, panelists used their notes from the pre-work assignment and a draft list of competencies to develop target student descriptions; they had available the California policy descriptors and the content standards. They also took the test for which they were setting standards, received training (including practice), and placed bookmarks to indicate cut scores in an ordered item book over the course of three rounds of judgment, feedback and discussion. After the workshop, the results were shared with the CDE.

Training

Panelists were trained in various aspects of the process throughout the course of the workshop; training often was followed immediately by doing the task on which the training occurred. On the first day, a general orientation session was held for the entire group (that is, in week one, ELA grades three through five, and in week two, mathematics grades three through five and grade five science) where the need for cut scores was explained. John Boivin, the CDE’s STAR Program Administrator, welcomed the group and provided some orientation on the history of the CMA and the need for standard setting. Dr. Patricia Baron, ETS’s lead facilitator, introduced the Bookmark approach for setting cut scores and presented the agenda and expectations for panel members’ participation. The overview of test development, including item review and test assembly processes, was provided by ETS: Stephanie Herrera, ETS’s test development lead for the CMA, presented in week one; Mike Taylor, ETS’s test development director, presented week two. Dr. Baron then continued the general session with initial training on the Bookmark method, after which panelists moved into subject-specific groups, where the panel facilitators continued with training and guided the panelists through the rest of the standard setting activities, as described next. 

Note: Panelists were asked to respond to a nondisclosure agreement and complete a biographical information form prior to beginning the panel-room tasks (see Attachment E).

Content Familiarization
Panelists took the test that the CMA students took for the subject in which he or she was assigned. No key was provided until the panelists completed the test. The purpose of taking the test was to allow the panelists to familiarize themselves with the content and the difficulty of the items on the test. ETS and CDE content experts were available to respond to any concerns the panelists had with specific items. 

Once panelists completed the self-scoring of the test, they were asked to discuss, at their tables, the demands of each item and what content is measured by each item.

Target Student Descriptions
Panelists reviewed the draft list of competencies as a group and were asked to define the target students. The panelists started by describing the skills and knowledge required of a target proficient student. This work was done first at the table level, where panelists listed the major components that defined the target proficient students. One panelist at each table wrote down the list as the table discussed the target proficient student. The next step was that each table summarized their descriptions and a full room discussion occurred, to reach consensus on an agreed-upon definition for the proficient level. 
The next step was to define the target basic and target advanced students. Panelists again worked at the table level; they described and took notes on their description of both the target basic and advanced students. Finally, each table summarized their descriptions for the target basic student and conducted a full-room discussion of the target basic student and then did the same for the target advanced student. Consensus was thereby reached for all three target student descriptions. 

It was pointed out to the panelists that the documents provided were for their use during the process; perfect language was not necessary. Rather, the goal was to capture the essence of the skills and knowledge of each target student. Each room reached agreement on the description of the target students. The descriptions were used by the panels as working definitions in the standard-setting process. The target student descriptions are provided in Attachment B.

Table Leader Training
At lunchtime on Day 1, ETS trained the table leaders in a one-hour session. The training began with a description of a table leader’s role and responsibilities. The table leaders received instruction on the following tasks:

· Helping to control secure materials
· Notifying the facilitator of any difficulties during discussions 

· Leading the review of the OIB
· Ensuring panelists’ participation
· Collecting and checking all rating forms for completeness and accuracy

· Taking notes and presenting a summary of Round 1 table discussion

· Reviewing and presenting feedback data to the table
· Facilitating discussion in each round

Review of Ordered Items and Practice in Bookmark Placement

On Day 2, the first activity was to independently read the consensus target student descriptions. Panelists were then instructed to review the OIB and discuss with others at their table what makes each item more difficult than the previous item in the OIB. During this review, they were instructed to answer and discuss two questions:

1. What does this item measure?

2. What makes it more difficult than the previous item?
The table leaders facilitated this discussion; panel facilitators monitored each table. The purpose of this exercise was for the panelists to gain a common understanding about the knowledge and skills assessed by each item. This stage is considered essential to placing the first round of bookmarks. At this point, however, panelists were cautioned not to discuss the placement of the bookmark but only to focus on individual items.

Panelists were then asked to practice placing a bookmark, using the basic target student description and placing only the first bookmark. Because this was “practice,” they were told to place a bookmark for the basic cut score only. Panelists were reminded to place a bookmark on the first MC item that they thought the target student was not likely to answer correctly. (Note: “Not likely” was conceived of in terms of the “two-thirds rule” described previously.) They were further told to examine their bookmark placements holistically—when they considered the first item they encountered as “too hard” for the target student, they should look at the next one or two items to confirm their judgment about where the bookmark should be placed. 
The facilitator instructed the panelists to refer to the item map for data about item difficulty. The item map contains a column called “Scale Score” that indicates the difference in difficulty between two items. In addition, the original item order is on the item map, and this can be used to determine if an item was originally at the end of a section of the test. The location of an item on a test can affect the difficulty of the item and therefore affect the position in the OIB.
Facilitators were available during the practice task to answer questions. When the panelists were comfortable with the process, they returned their practice material and completed the first evaluation form. 

Ratings

Once the facilitator confirmed that all panelists were ready to begin the Bookmark task, panelists were asked to review the ordered item booklets independently and place all three bookmarks. They were reminded to “place a bookmark on the first item that the target student would not be able to answer about two-thirds of the time” for a multiple-choice item, starting with basic, moving on to proficient, and finishing with advanced, applying the instructions they received in practice. The panelists completed this bookmark task in three rounds.

Analysis

After completing each bookmark placement, the panelists recorded the item number on which they placed their bookmark. ETS then entered the item number into the analysis software tool, which calculated the median scale score related to these item placements and highlighted the highest and lowest recommended scores. This analysis was completed for each individual table after Rounds 1 and 2 and for the room as a whole after Rounds 2 and 3. The results of the ratings are presented for ELA, mathematics, and science in Appendix 2, which starts on page 33. These results include, for all three rounds, high, low, and median bookmark values and standard deviations at the table and room levels. The standard deviation is a measure of spread indicating the extent to which the bookmark placements of the panelists varied. 

Feedback and Discussion

Feedback was given to the panelists after each round, and they were given an opportunity to discuss the feedback in a group setting. After Round 1 judgments were analyzed, ETS facilitators provided feedback to each table on the lowest, highest, and median bookmark rating at that table. Panelists were then given an opportunity to share with others at the table why they placed their bookmarks where they did. 

After Round 2 judgments are analyzed, each table leader gave a three to five minute presentation on the types of considerations and concerns that were being discussed at their table. Panelists were shown the median of the table medians and the highest and lowest bookmark value in the room, which the whole room discussed. 

In addition, impact data based on the scores of students who took the CMA in spring 2008 were provided to the panelists. ETS facilitators showed the predicted percentage of students who would be categorized into each of the performance levels given the current median bookmarks (cut scores). The panelists were advised that these numbers were based on the Round 2 recommended cuts and that the SBE would include other information in making their final cut score decisions. 

The table leaders were then given table level feedback consisting of the lowest, highest, and median bookmark information at the table level from their Round 2 bookmark placements. The panelists were then told to discuss at their tables all the information they had heard. Once discussions were concluded and panelists were ready, they independently placed their third and final bookmarks. Results from the third iteration of the standard-setting process were presented to the panelists at the end of the three-day workshop, with instruction that these results are not official pending review by the CDE and adoption by the SBE.
Results

For each subject—ELA, mathematics, and science—ETS created tables of frequencies and percentages indicating the percent of students at the scale score value associated with each item in the OIB and the percent of students who would score at or above that scale score. The percent of students scoring at or above the score point was based on data from the spring 2008 CMA test administration. The scale score value was the score at or above the median difficulty (theta) value associated with each item, for all except the first ordered item.
 
The final recommended cut score was the median Round 3 cut score, calculated as the average of two table medians. For each subject test, the median bookmark and the standard error of judgment (SEJ) at each round are displayed in the tables that begin on the next page.
 The SEJ is calculated by multiplying 1.25 by the Round 3 standard error of the mean, which is a research-based estimate of the standard error of the median (see, for example, MacCann & Stanley, 2004). The SEJ is one way of estimating the reliability of the judgments. It indicates how close the median cut score is likely be to the current median cut score for other panels of educators similar in composition to the current panel and similarly trained in the same standard setting method. A comparable panel’s cut score would be within one SEJ of the current median cut score 68 percent of the time and within two SEJs 96 percent of the time.
 

In this section, data are presented for the ELA, mathematics, and science subject tests. For each test, five tables are included: 
1. Median cut scores by round
2. SEJs by round
3. Recommended scale score cuts after Round 3, along with the conditional standard errors (CSEM) associated with the scale scores
4. Projected distribution, shown as the percent, of students at each level based on the recommended cuts
5. Range of scores +/- 1 CSEM and +/- 2 CSEMs around the recommended cuts
Following these tables are summaries of the evaluations completed by the panelists. 

Distributions are included in Appendix 3 for the following groups: Male, Female, African American, White, Asian, Hispanic, and participates in National School Lunch Program (NSLP). 

English–Language Arts Results

Table 2, on the next page, displays the median bookmark cut scores for the room after each round for each grade (three through five) in ELA. The median was calculated first for each table, and then the average of the two table medians was taken as the room median. The table shows how panelists moved the bookmarks across rounds. Lower numbers represent bookmark placements earlier in the ordered item book, indicating a cut score on a less difficult item which translates to a lower cut score. Higher numbers translate to a higher cut score; a higher cut score means that more is required for a student to be included in the level.

Table 2 Median Cut Scores at the End of Each Round: ELA Grades Three to Five
	ELA

	
	Round

	Grade 3
	1
	2
	3

	Basic
	12.5
	12.5
	9.0

	Proficient
	25.5
	25.5
	24.5

	Advanced
	40.0
	41.5
	42.0

	
	Round

	Grade 4
	1
	2
	3

	Basic
	12.3
	12.3
	9.8

	Proficient
	27.3
	27.0
	26.8

	Advanced
	41.3
	40.8
	40.8

	
	Round

	Grade 5
	1
	2
	3

	Basic
	8.5
	9.0
	8.5

	Proficient
	19.3
	21.0
	21.3

	Advanced
	35.8
	38.5
	38.0


The numbers in Table 3 represent the standard errors of judgment for each round, by grade. Lower numbers from Round 1 to Round 3 indicate convergence over rounds. Ideally, the SEJ should decrease across each round, although occasionally, the introduction of impact data after Round 2 will result in the Round 3 SEJ increasing from Round 2, as panelists have different reactions to the normative data. The results seen in Table 3 are parallel to the trend seen in the Appendix 2, which displays standard deviations at the table and room levels for each panel. The trend across the three subjects was that the table variation and room variation decreased from Round 1 to Round 3. This is an indication of convergence of judgments and suggests that the panelists share a common understanding of the performance levels as measured by the tests.

Table 3 SEJs in Bookmark Placements by Round: ELA 
	ELA

	
	Round

	Grade 3
	1
	2
	3

	Basic
	3.1
	3.1
	 1.3

	Proficient
	0.6
	0.6
	 0.6

	Advanced
	0.0
	0.6
	 0.0

	
	Round

	Grade 4
	1
	2
	3

	Basic
	1.6
	0.9
	 3.4

	Proficient
	1.6
	0.6
	 2.8

	Advanced
	0.3
	0.9
	 2.2

	
	Round

	Grade 5
	1
	2
	3

	Basic
	0.6
	0.0
	 0.6

	Proficient
	0.3
	0.6
	 0.3

	Advanced
	2.2
	4.4
	 3.8


Table 4 presents, for ELA by grade, the cut score recommendations converted to rounded scale scores and the conditional standard errors of measurement at each recommended cut score. The CSEM is a way to take into consideration the reliability of test scores. More specifically, this statistic is an indication of the degree of uncertainty at each scale score.

Table 4 Recommended Scale Score Cut Scores and CSEM: ELA
	ELA

	Recommended Cut Scores

	Grade 3
	Scale Score
	CSEM

	Basic
	300
	34.6

	Proficient
	350
	36.3

	Advanced
	436
	41.9

	Grade 4
	Scale Score
	CSEM

	Basic
	300
	24.4

	Proficient
	350
	26.0

	Advanced
	388
	28.6

	Grade 5
	Scale Score
	CSEM

	Basic
	300
	20.8

	Proficient
	350
	21.9

	Advanced
	390
	24.3


Table 5 shows the projected percentage of students scoring at each level, based on the results of the 2008 test taker performance and the median cut scores given in Table 2. 

Table 5 Projected Distribution of 2008 Students Based on Round 3 Recommendations: ELA 
	ELA

	Performance Level
	Percentage

	Grade 3
	

	Below/Far Below Basic
	45.4

	Basic
	17.2

	Proficient
	20.9

	Advanced
	16.5

	Grade 4
	

	Performance Level
	Percentage

	Below/Far Below Basic
	60.6

	Basic
	20.5

	Proficient
	10.0

	Advanced
	9.0

	Grade 5
	

	Performance Level
	Percentage

	Below/Far Below Basic
	33.6

	Basic
	34.6

	Proficient
	18.9

	Advanced
	12.9


Percentages may not sum to 100% due to rounding

Table 6 displays the scale scores located one and two conditional standard errors above and below the recommended cut scores for each level for each grade (three through five) for English–language arts. Every test has error of measurement, and the CSEM is the error surrounding one particular score (in this case, the standard error at the recommended cut score reported in Table 4). The tables present the projected percentages for the total group. Projected percentages for subgroups (such as gender and ethnicity) can be found in Appendix 3.

In standard setting, policymakers sometimes wish to reduce the number of examinees who fall below the panel-recommended cut scores due to random error. In order to reduce the number of “false negatives,” they will decide to lower the cut score(s). On the other hand, they may desire to reduce the number of examinees who attain a score above the recommended cut score due to random error at each level in order to reduce the number or “false positives” and thus raise the cut score(s). 

Table 6 Projected Percentage of 2008 Students At and Above Recommended Cut Score, +/- 1 CSEM and +/-1 2 CSEM for Total Group: ELA
	ELA Grade 3 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Basic
	
	Proficient
	
	Advanced

	Cut Scores
	Scale Score
	Percent at and above
	
	Cut Scores
	Scale Score
	Percent at and above
	
	Cut Scores
	Scale Score
	Percent at and above

	-2 CSEM
	231
	77.9
	
	-2 CSEM
	277
	60.9
	
	-2 CSEM
	352
	33.9

	-1 CSEM
	265
	63.9
	
	-1 CSEM
	314
	51.6
	
	-1 CSEM
	394
	27.1

	Panel Recommended
	300
	54.6
	
	Panel Recommended
	350
	37.4
	
	Panel Recommended
	436
	16.5

	+1 CSEM
	335
	44.8
	
	+1 CSEM
	386
	27.1
	
	+1 CSEM
	478
	7.9

	+2 CSEM
	369
	33.9
	
	+2 CSEM
	423
	16.5
	
	+2 CSEM
	520
	4.0

	ELA Grade 4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Basic
	
	Proficient
	
	Advanced

	Cut Scores
	Scale Score
	Percent at and above
	
	Cut Scores
	Scale Score
	Percent at and above
	
	Cut Scores
	Scale Score
	Percent at and above

	+2 CSEM
	251
	71.6
	
	+2 CSEM
	298
	43.3
	
	+2 CSEM
	331
	24.9

	+1 CSEM
	276
	56.1
	
	+1 CSEM
	324
	28.4
	
	+1 CSEM
	359
	16.1

	Panel Recommended
	300
	39.4
	
	Panel Recommended
	350
	18.9
	
	Panel Recommended
	388
	9.0

	-1 CSEM
	324
	28.4
	
	-1 CSEM
	376
	11.1
	
	-1 CSEM
	417
	3.7

	-2 CSEM
	349
	18.9
	
	-2 CSEM
	402
	5.3
	
	-2 CSEM
	445
	1.6

	ELA Grade 5
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Basic
	
	Proficient
	
	Advanced

	Cut Scores
	Scale Score
	Percent at and above
	
	Cut Scores
	Scale Score
	Percent at and above
	
	Cut Scores
	Scale Score
	Percent at and above

	-2 CSEM
	258
	89.2
	
	-2 CSEM
	306
	62.0
	
	-2 CSEM
	341
	36.3

	-1 CSEM
	279
	79.1
	
	-1 CSEM
	328
	45.0
	
	-1 CSEM
	366
	23.6

	Panel Recommended
	300
	66.4
	
	Panel Recommended
	350
	31.8
	
	Panel Recommended
	390
	12.9

	+1 CSEM
	321
	49.3
	
	+1 CSEM
	372
	19.7
	
	+1 CSEM
	414
	5.6

	+2 CSEM
	342
	36.3
	
	+2 CSEM
	394
	10.3
	
	+2 CSEM
	439
	2.3


Mathematics Results

Table 7 displays the average of two table medians for the room after each round for each grade (three through five) in mathematics. The table shows how panelists moved the bookmarks across rounds. Data interpretations should be made in a similar fashion to Table 2. 

Table 7 Median Cut Scores at the End of Each Round: Mathematics
	Mathematics

	
	Round

	Grade 3
	1
	2
	3

	Basic
	6.5
	6.0
	6.0

	Proficient
	18.0
	20.0
	20.5

	Advanced
	42.0
	43.0
	45.0

	
	Round

	Grade 4
	1
	2
	3

	Basic
	13.5
	13.5
	11.5

	Proficient
	33.5
	33.0
	31.3

	Advanced
	42.5
	42.0
	40.0

	
	Round

	Grade 5
	1
	2
	3

	Basic
	12.0
	9.5
	8.0

	Proficient
	29.0
	27.0
	26.0

	Advanced
	40.5
	40.0
	41.5


The numbers in Table 8 represent the standard errors of judgment for each round. Data interpretations should be made in a similar fashion to Table 3. 

Table 8 SEJs in Bookmark Placements by Round: Mathematics
	Mathematics

	
	Round

	Grade 3
	1
	2
	3

	Basic
	0.6
	0.0
	0.0

	Proficient
	0.0
	2.5
	3.1

	Advanced
	3.8
	5.0
	3.8

	
	Round

	Grade 4
	1
	2
	3

	Basic
	4.4
	4.4
	1.9

	Proficient
	4.4
	5.0
	2.2

	Advanced
	3.1
	2.5
	0.0

	
	Round

	Grade 5
	1
	2
	3

	Basic
	2.5
	1.9
	2.5

	Proficient
	2.5
	0.0
	1.3

	Advanced
	0.6
	0.0
	1.9


Table 9 presents the cut score recommendations converted to rounded scale scores and the conditional standard errors of measurement at each recommended cut score.

Table 9 Recommended Scale Score Cut Scores and CSEM: Mathematics
	Mathematics

	Recommended Cut Scores

	Grade 3
	Scale Score
	CSEM

	Basic
	300
	31.1

	Proficient
	350
	32.2

	Advanced
	499
	43.9

	Grade 4
	Scale Score
	CSEM

	Basic
	300
	21.7

	Proficient
	350
	23.7

	Advanced
	378
	25.7

	Grade 5
	Scale Score
	CSEM

	Basic
	300
	23.5

	Proficient
	350
	25.0

	Advanced
	402
	28.3


Table 10 shows the projected percentage of students scoring at each level, based on the results of the 2008 test taker performance and the median cut scores given in Table 7.

Table 10 Projected Distribution of 2008 Students Based on Round 3 Recommendations: Mathematics
	Mathematics

	Performance Level
	Percentage

	Grade 3
	

	Below/Far Below Basic
	31.2

	Basic
	19.1

	Proficient
	38.8

	Advanced
	10.9

	Performance Level
	Percentage

	Grade 4
	

	Below/Far Below Basic
	59.0

	Basic
	28.1 

	Proficient
	6.8

	Advanced
	6.1

	Performance Level
	Percentage

	Grade 5
	

	Below/Far Below Basic
	39.7

	Basic
	33.3

	Proficient
	16.2

	Advanced
	10.8


Percentages may not sum to 100% due to rounding

Table 11 displays the scale scores located one and two conditional standard errors above and below the recommended cut scores for each level for each grade (three through five) for mathematics. Every test has error of measurement, and the CSEM is the error surrounding one particular score (in this case, the standard error at the recommended cut score reported in Table 9). The tables present the projected percentages for the total group. Projected percentages for subgroups (such as gender and ethnicity) can be found in Appendix 3.

Table 11 Projected Percentage of 2008 Students At and Above Recommended Cut Score, +/- 1 CSEM and +/-1 2 CSEM for Total Group: Mathematics

	Mathematics Grade 3 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Basic
	
	Proficient
	
	Advanced

	Cut Scores
	Scale Score
	Percent at and above
	
	Cut Scores
	Scale Score
	Percent at and above
	
	Cut Scores
	Scale Score
	Percent at and above

	-2 CSEM
	238
	87.8
	
	-2 CSEM
	286
	72.2
	
	-2 CSEM
	411
	31.9

	-1 CSEM
	269
	78.5
	
	-1 CSEM
	318
	59.5
	
	-1 CSEM
	455
	17.1

	Panel Recommended
	300
	68.8
	
	Panel Recommended
	350
	49.8
	
	Panel Recommended
	499
	10.9

	+1 CSEM
	331
	56.2
	
	+1 CSEM
	382
	39.4
	
	+1 CSEM
	543
	3.7

	+2 CSEM
	362
	46.3
	
	+2 CSEM
	414
	28.0
	
	+2 CSEM
	587
	2.2

	Mathematics Grade 4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Basic
	
	Proficient
	
	Advanced

	Cut Scores
	Scale Score
	Percent at and above
	
	Cut Scores
	Scale Score
	Percent at and above
	
	Cut Scores
	Scale Score
	Percent at and above

	+2 CSEM
	257
	71.4
	
	+2 CSEM
	303
	36.0
	
	+2 CSEM
	327
	23.1

	+1 CSEM
	278
	56.4
	
	+1 CSEM
	326
	23.1
	
	+1 CSEM
	352
	10.4

	Panel Recommended
	300
	41.0
	
	Panel Recommended
	350
	12.9
	
	Panel Recommended
	378
	6.1

	-1 CSEM
	322
	27.1
	
	-1 CSEM
	374
	6.1
	
	-1 CSEM
	404
	2.0

	-2 CSEM
	343
	16.1
	
	-2 CSEM
	397
	3.1
	
	-2 CSEM
	429
	0.7

	Mathematics Grade 5
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Basic
	
	Proficient
	
	Advanced

	Cut Scores
	Scale Score
	Percent at and above
	
	Cut Scores
	Scale Score
	Percent at and above
	
	Cut Scores
	Scale Score
	Percent at and above

	-2 CSEM
	253
	85.6
	
	-2 CSEM
	300
	60.3
	
	-2 CSEM
	345
	30.8

	-1 CSEM
	276
	69.2
	
	-1 CSEM
	325
	43.1
	
	-1 CSEM
	374
	16.4

	Panel Recommended
	300
	60.3 
	
	Panel Recommended
	350
	27.0 
	
	Panel Recommended
	402
	10.8

	+1 CSEM
	324
	43.1
	
	+1 CSEM
	375
	16.4
	
	+1 CSEM
	430
	4.9

	+2 CSEM
	347
	30.8
	
	+2 CSEM
	400
	10.8
	
	+2 CSEM
	459
	2.5


Science Results

Table 12 displays the median bookmark cut scores for the room after each round. For all three cuts, the final recommendation from the panel was very close to the original (Round 1) bookmark placement. 

Table 12 Median Cut Scores at the End of Each Round: Science 
	Science

	
	Round

	
	1
	2
	3

	Grade 5
	
	
	

	Basic
	9.0
	9.0
	9.0

	Proficient
	21.0
	22.0
	22.0

	Advanced
	35.0
	35.0
	35.0


The numbers in Table 13 represent the standard errors of judgment for each round. In the science panel, judgments became somewhat less variable over rounds.

Table 13 SEJs in Bookmark Placements by Round: Science 

	Science

	
	Round

	
	1
	2
	3

	Grade 5
	
	
	

	Basic
	0.9
	0.3
	0.2

	Proficient
	2.2
	1.1
	0.5

	Advanced
	2.4
	0.8
	0.7


Table 14, on the next page, presents the cut score recommendations converted to scale scores and the conditional standard errors of measurement at each recommended cut score.

Table 14 Recommended Scale Score Cut Scores and CSEM: Science 

	Science

	Recommended Cut Scores

	Grade 5
	Scale Score
	CSEM

	Basic
	300
	21.4

	Proficient
	350
	22.2

	Advanced
	389
	24.3


Table 15 shows the projected percentage of students scoring at each level, based on the results of the 2008 test taker performance and the median cut scores given in Table 12. 

Table 15 Projected Distribution of 2008 Students Based on Round 3 Recommendations: Science 

	Science

	Performance Level
	Percentage

	Grade 5
	

	Below/Far Below Basic
	27.9

	Basic
	30.8 

	Proficient
	22.9

	Advanced
	18.4


Percentages may not sum to 100% due to rounding

Table 16 displays the scale scores located one and two conditional standard errors above and below the recommended cut scores for each level for each grade (three through five) for science. Every test has error of measurement, and the CSEM is the error surrounding one particular score (in this case, the standard error at the recommended cut score reported in Table 14). The tables present the projected percentages for the total group. Projected percentages for subgroups (such as gender and ethnicity) can be found in Appendix 3.

Table 16 Projected Percentage of 2008 Students At and Above Recommended Cut Score, +/- 1 CSEM and +/-1 2 CSEM for Total Group: Science 
	Science Grade 5
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Basic
	
	Proficient
	
	Advanced

	Cut Scores
	Scale Score
	Percent at and above
	
	Cut Scores
	Scale Score
	Percent at and above
	
	Cut Scores
	Scale Score
	Percent at and above

	-2 CSEM
	257
	93.7
	
	-2 CSEM
	306
	67.9
	
	-2 CSEM
	340
	45.9

	-1 CSEM
	279
	82.8
	
	-1 CSEM
	328
	55.2
	
	-1 CSEM
	365
	31.6

	Panel Recommended
	300
	72.1
	
	Panel Recommended
	350
	41.3
	
	Panel Recommended
	389
	18.4

	+1 CSEM
	321
	59.7
	
	+1 CSEM
	372
	27.0
	
	+1 CSEM
	413
	8.2

	+2 CSEM
	343
	45.9
	
	+2 CSEM
	394
	14.6
	
	+2 CSEM
	438
	3.7


Evaluation of the Bookmark Process

Panelists were asked at two points over the course of the workshop to rate (a) their understanding of the process; (b) the usefulness of different training exercises; and (c) the influence of various factors on their bookmark placement. Panelists’ ratings were collected using evaluation forms. The purpose of the first evaluation form, completed prior to placement of bookmarks, was to provide an early check on the level of panelist understanding and to identify any areas of confusion. Assessing the level of clarity prior to beginning the bookmark process is essential to validating the overall standard-setting process. The final evaluation form contained additional questions used to analyze the whole process, including training, placing bookmarks, impact data and panel discussions.

Results from the evaluation forms are panel-based and are specific to each panel. There was no cross-panel discussion during the process of the standard-setting workshop; therefore, any comparisons across panels should acknowledge the independence of the panels. 

Evaluation Results from the ELA Grades Three Through Five Panels
Panelists in the three ELA panels, grades three through five, indicated on the training evaluation forms that they agreed or strongly agreed that they understood the information in the training and were ready to make their bookmark placements. 

In the final evaluation, panelists indicated having a clear understanding of the bookmark process. For the grade three panel, three panelists indicated that the training packet did not contain all the information they needed to complete their assignment. For the grades four and five panels, all panelists strongly agreed or agreed that the training packet did contain all the necessary information. There was a comment from one grade five ELA panelist related to materials provided for the pre-workshop assignment, mailed to the panelists prior to the workshop:

“The blueprint standards should have been used to complete the homework; starting off with CST standards seemed to set my mind on the parallel between CMA and CST.”
Table 17 summarizes the panelists’ rating about the bookmark process and study materials for the three ELA panels.
Table 17 Number and Percent of ELA Panelists Indicating Each Possible Response Option to Final Evaluation Questions

	ELA

	
	 
	Strongly Agree
	 
	Agree
	 
	Disagree
	 
	Strongly Disagree

	Grade 3
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%

	I understood the purpose of this workshop
	
	13
	93%
	
	1
	7%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	The training packet contained all the information I needed to complete my assignment
	
	6
	43%
	
	5
	36%
	
	2
	14%
	
	1
	7%

	The training in the bookmark method was adequate to give me the information I needed to complete my assignment
	
	13
	93%
	
	1
	7%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	I understood how to use the item map
	
	11
	79%
	
	3
	21%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	I understood the ordered item booklet
	
	14
	100%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	I understood how to place the bookmark
	
	12
	86%
	
	2
	14%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	
	 
	Strongly Agree
	 
	Agree
	 
	Disagree
	 
	Strongly Disagree

	Grade 4
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%

	I understood the purpose of this workshop
	
	12
	100%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	The training packet contained all the information I needed to complete my assignment
	
	10
	83%
	
	2
	17%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	The training in the bookmark method was adequate to give me the information I needed to complete my assignment
	
	11
	92%
	
	1
	8%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	I understood how to use the item map
	
	12
	100%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	I understood the ordered item booklet
	
	12
	100%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	I understood how to place the bookmark
	
	12
	100%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	
	 
	Strongly Agree
	 
	Agree
	 
	Disagree
	 
	Strongly Disagree

	Grade 5
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%

	I understood the purpose of this workshop
	
	12
	100%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	The training packet contained all the information I needed to complete my assignment
	
	10
	83%
	
	2
	17%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	The training in the bookmark method was adequate to give me the information I needed to complete my assignment
	
	10
	83%
	
	2
	17%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	I understood how to use the item map
	
	11
	92%
	
	1
	8%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	I understood the ordered item booklet
	
	11
	92%
	
	1
	8%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	I understood how to place the bookmark
	
	10
	83%
	
	2
	17%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%


When asked what factors were influential in making a change to the bookmark from Round 2 to Round 3 judgments, most panelists who responded indicated that the table discussions were influential. Other influences cited were target student definitions and impact data. To illustrate some common themes, sample comments are included below.

Sample ELA grade three comments:

“I changed my basic back to where I originally began. After the discussion and reviewing the ‘target’ student descriptions and thinking about what they were testing not ‘the’ actual question it made sense to change it.”
“Referring to definitions of target student as well as ELA competencies. The discussion at the table also helped with my perception of items.” 

“Table discussion that was focused on standards and competencies rather than personal experiences or likely band placements was very helpful.”
Sample ELA grade four comments:

“Looking at the distribution curve and where the majority of BB would fall.”
“Looking at the target student descriptions and remembering this was dealing with 4th grade level standards.”
Sample ELA grade five comments:

“After looking at the final cut 2nd round I thought that the percentages into basic, proficient and advanced were not as realistic as I thought they should be.”
“Discussion clarified/modified understanding of how to base cut scores due to modified testing.”
Table 18 displays the responses of ELA panelists when asked about the influence of aspects of the bookmark standard setting process. 

Table 18 Number of ELA Panelists Grades Three to Five Indicating Influence of Each Component in Placing the Bookmarks

	ELA

	
	 
	Very Influential
	 
	Somewhat Influential
	 
	Not at All Influential

	Grade 3
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%

	Target Student Definitions
	
	13
	93%
	
	1
	7%
	
	0
	0%

	My perception of the difficulty of the tasks
	
	9
	64%
	
	5
	36%
	
	0
	0%

	My experiences with students
	
	6
	43%
	
	6
	43%
	
	2
	14%

	Table discussion
	
	13
	93%
	
	1
	7%
	
	0
	0%

	Room-level discussion
	
	9
	64%
	
	5
	36%
	
	0
	0%

	Bookmark placements of other panelists
	
	2
	14%
	
	9
	64%
	
	3
	21%

	Percent of students who probably will fall in each proficiency level
	
	0
	0%
	
	8
	57%
	
	6
	43%

	My sense of what students need to know to be proficient
	
	7
	50%
	
	6
	43%
	
	1
	7%

	
	 
	Very Influential
	 
	Somewhat Influential
	 
	Not at All Influential

	Grade 4
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%

	Target Student Definitions
	
	12
	100%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	My perception of the difficulty of the tasks
	
	9
	75%
	
	1
	8%
	
	2
	17%

	My experiences with students
	
	7
	58%
	
	5
	42%
	
	0
	0%

	Table discussion
	
	6
	50%
	
	6
	50%
	
	0
	0%

	Room-level discussion
	
	6
	50%
	
	5
	42%
	
	1
	8%

	Bookmark placements of other panelists
	
	2
	17%
	
	8
	67%
	
	2
	17%

	Percent of students who probably will fall in each proficiency level
	
	3
	25%
	
	6
	50%
	
	3
	25%

	My sense of what students need to know to be proficient
	
	10
	83%
	
	2
	17%
	
	0
	0%

	
	 
	Very Influential
	 
	Somewhat Influential
	 
	Not at All Influential

	Grade 5
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%

	Target Student Definitions
	
	9
	75%
	
	3
	25%
	
	0
	0%

	My perception of the difficulty of the tasks
	
	8
	67%
	
	4
	33%
	
	0
	0%

	My experiences with students
	
	9
	75%
	
	3
	25%
	
	0
	0%

	Table discussion
	
	10
	83%
	
	2
	17%
	
	0
	0%

	Room-level discussion *
	
	8
	67%
	
	3
	25%
	
	0
	0%

	Bookmark placements of other panelists
	
	2
	17%
	
	9
	75%
	
	1
	8%

	Percent of students who probably will fall in each proficiency level
	
	4
	33%
	
	7
	58%
	
	1
	8%

	My sense of what students need to know to be proficient
	
	9
	75%
	
	2
	17%
	
	1
	8%


* In grade five, one panelist did not respond regarding the influence of “room-level discussion.”

In the last question regarding the appropriateness of the final cut scores, all grade three and grade five panelists responded; one grade four panelist did not respond for any level. For all three panels, most panelists thought that the cut scores were “about right.” In the grade five panel, three panelists (out of 12) thought that the advanced cut score was too high. 

Table 19, on the next page, presents panelists’ ratings of the appropriateness of the three final cut scores for the performance levels for ELA for each of the three panels.  

Table 19 Number of ELA Panelists Indicating Beliefs About the Recommended Cut Scores for the Basic, Proficient, and Advanced Performance Levels on the ELA Test

	ELA

	
	 
	Too Low
	 
	About Right
	 
	Too High

	Grade 3
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%

	Basic
	
	0
	0%
	
	13
	93%
	
	1
	7%

	Proficient
	
	0
	0%
	
	13
	93%
	
	1
	7%

	Advanced
	 
	1
	7%
	 
	13
	93%
	 
	0
	0%

	
	 
	Too Low
	 
	About Right
	 
	Too High

	Grade 4 *
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%

	Basic
	
	1
	8%
	
	8
	67%
	
	2
	17%

	Proficient
	
	0
	0%
	
	10
	83%
	
	1
	8%

	Advanced
	 
	1
	8%
	 
	9
	75%
	 
	1
	8%

	
	 
	Too Low
	 
	About Right
	 
	Too High

	Grade 5
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%

	Basic
	
	0
	0%
	
	11
	92%
	
	1
	8%

	Proficient
	
	0
	0%
	
	11
	92%
	
	1
	8%

	Advanced
	 
	0
	0%
	 
	9
	75%
	 
	3
	25%


* Grade 4 had 1 NR for all three levels.

Evaluation Results from the Mathematics Grades Three Through Five Panels
There were no mathematics panelists on the grade three or grade five panels who indicated that additional training or review was needed. One panelist on the grade four panel indicated that she would like more training. After a one-on-one discussion with the panel facilitator, the panelist indicated that she was comfortable once she realized that there were three rounds in the process. In all three mathematics panels, panelists indicated that by Round 3, they had a clear understanding of the procedures. 

Table 20 summarizes the panelists’ rating about the bookmark process and study materials for the three math panels.

Table 20 Number and Percent of Mathematics Panelists Indicating Each Possible Response Option to Final Evaluation Questions

	Mathematics

	
	 
	Strongly Agree
	 
	Agree
	 
	Disagree
	 
	Strongly Disagree

	Grade 3
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%

	I understood the purpose of this workshop
	
	13
	93%
	
	1
	7%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	The training packet contained all the information I needed to complete my assignment
	
	13
	93%
	
	1
	7%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	The training in the bookmark method was adequate to give me the information I needed to complete my assignment
	
	13
	93%
	
	1
	7%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	I understood how to use the item map
	
	13
	93%
	
	1
	7%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	I understood the ordered item booklet
	
	13
	93%
	
	1
	7%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	I understood how to place the bookmark
	
	11
	79%
	
	3
	21%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	
	 
	Strongly Agree
	 
	Agree
	 
	Disagree
	 
	Strongly Disagree

	Grade 4
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%

	I understood the purpose of this workshop
	
	13
	100%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	The training packet contained all the information I needed to complete my assignment
	
	12
	92%
	
	1
	8%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	The training in the bookmark method was adequate to give me the information I needed to complete my assignment
	
	13
	100%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	I understood how to use the item map
	
	13
	100%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	I understood the ordered item booklet
	
	13
	100%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	I understood how to place the bookmark
	
	13
	100%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	
	 
	Strongly Agree
	 
	Agree
	 
	Disagree
	 
	Strongly Disagree

	Grade 5
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%

	I understood the purpose of this workshop
	
	14
	100%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	The training packet contained all the information I needed to complete my assignment
	
	14
	100%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	The training in the bookmark method was adequate to give me the information I needed to complete my assignment
	
	14
	100%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	I understood how to use the item map
	
	13
	93%
	
	1
	7%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	I understood the ordered item booklet
	
	13
	93%
	
	1
	7%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	I understood how to place the bookmark
	
	12
	86%
	
	2
	14%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%


When asked what factors were influential in making a change to the bookmark from Round 2 to Round 3 judgments, most panelists who responded indicated that the target students, table discussions, and room discussions were influential. Other influences cited were: impact data, the item map and item difficulty. To illustrate some common themes, sample comments are included below.

Sample mathematics grade three comments:

“Discussion with other panel members. Reevaluation of competency being measured and how that compares to the target student definitions.”
“Table and room discussion, remembering the target students and test item difficulty.”
Sample mathematics grade four comments:

“The discussion between the rounds and revisiting the competencies, questions, etc.”
“Evaluating item numbers from a broader prospective and considering the descriptions of the target students in depth.”
Sample mathematics grade five comments:

“room discussion, adherence to definition of target student, knowledge of percentage statistics”
“The revision of the definition of the target student was influential in my final judgment. The table discussions as well as the final review of each item on the test were very useful.”
“Percentage of students to fall in basic and below basic was outside my expectations. It was a reality check and caused me to look at my original placement.”
Table 21 on the next page displays the responses of mathematics panelists when asked about the influence of aspects of the bookmark standard setting process. 

Table 21 Number of Mathematics Panelists Indicating Influence of Each Component in Placing the Bookmarks

	
	 
	Very Influential
	 
	Somewhat Influential
	 
	Not at All Influential

	Grade 3
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%

	Target Student Definitions
	
	13
	93%
	
	1
	7%
	
	0
	0%

	My perception of the difficulty of the tasks *
	
	7
	54%
	
	6
	46%
	
	0
	0%

	My experiences with students
	
	7
	50%
	
	6
	43%
	
	1
	7%

	Table discussion
	
	9
	64%
	
	5
	36%
	
	0
	0%

	Room-level discussion
	
	9
	64%
	
	5
	36%
	
	0
	0%

	Bookmark placements of other panelists
	
	3
	21%
	
	8
	57%
	
	3
	21%

	Percent of students who probably will fall in each proficiency level
	
	2
	14%
	
	10
	71%
	
	2
	14%

	My sense of what students need to know to be proficient
	
	8
	57%
	
	6
	43%
	
	0
	0%

	
	 
	Very Influential
	 
	Somewhat Influential
	 
	Not at All Influential

	Grade 4
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%

	Target Student Definitions
	
	13
	100%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	My perception of the difficulty of the tasks
	
	8
	62%
	
	5
	38%
	
	0
	0%

	My experiences with students
	
	11
	85%
	
	2
	15%
	
	0
	0%

	Table discussion
	
	11
	85%
	
	2
	15%
	
	0
	0%

	Room-level discussion
	
	7
	54%
	
	6
	46%
	
	0
	0%

	Bookmark placements of other panelists
	
	4
	31%
	
	8
	62%
	
	1
	8%

	Percent of students who probably will fall in each proficiency level
	
	6
	46%
	
	7
	54%
	
	0
	0%

	My sense of what students need to know to be proficient
	
	10
	77%
	
	3
	23%
	
	0
	0%

	
	 
	Very Influential
	 
	Somewhat Influential
	 
	Not at All Influential

	Grade 5
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%

	Target Student Definitions
	
	14
	100%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	My perception of the difficulty of the tasks
	
	9
	64%
	
	5
	36%
	
	0
	0%

	My experiences with students
	
	6
	43%
	
	8
	57%
	
	0
	0%

	Table discussion
	
	12
	86%
	
	2
	14%
	
	0
	0%

	Room-level discussion
	
	10
	71%
	
	4
	29%
	
	0
	0%

	Bookmark placements of other panelists *
	
	3
	23%
	
	9
	69%
	
	1
	8%

	Percent of students who probably will fall in each proficiency level
	
	4
	29%
	
	8
	57%
	
	2
	14%

	My sense of what students need to know to be proficient
	
	8
	57%
	
	6
	43%
	
	0
	0%


* One panelist did not respond.

In the final question regarding the appropriateness of the final cut scores, for all three panels, most panelists thought that the cut scores were “about right.” On all three panels, some panelists thought that the cut scores were too high and some thought the cut scores were too low for each level or cut score. 

Table 22 on the next page presents panelists’ ratings of the appropriateness of the three final cut scores for the performance levels for mathematics for each of the three panels.  

Table 22 Number of Mathematics Panelists Indicating Beliefs About the Recommended Cut Scores for the Basic, Proficient, and Advanced Performance Levels on the Mathematics Test

	
	
	Too Low
	 
	About Right
	 
	Too High

	Grade 3
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%

	Basic
	
	2
	14%
	
	12
	86%
	
	0
	0%

	Proficient
	
	0
	0%
	
	12
	86%
	
	2
	14%

	Advanced
	
	0
	0%
	 
	13
	93%
	 
	1
	7%

	
	
	Too Low
	 
	About Right
	 
	Too High

	Grade 4
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%

	Basic
	
	0
	0%
	
	10
	77%
	
	3
	23%

	Proficient
	
	2
	15%
	
	10
	77%
	
	1
	8%

	Advanced
	
	2
	15%
	 
	11
	85%
	 
	0
	0%

	
	
	Too Low
	 
	About Right
	 
	Too High

	Grade 5
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%

	Basic
	
	1
	7%
	
	12
	86%
	
	1
	7%

	Proficient
	
	1
	7%
	
	13
	93%
	
	0
	0%

	Advanced
	
	0
	0%
	 
	14
	100%
	 
	0
	0%


Evaluation Results from the Grade Five Science Panel
All panelists indicated on the training evaluation that they understood the materials and instructions provided. Panelists indicated similarly that by Round 3, they had a clear understanding of the procedures.

Table 23 summarizes the panelists’ rating about the bookmark process and study materials.

Table 23 Number and Percent of Science Panelists Indicating Each Possible Response Option to Final Evaluation Questions

	
	 
	Strongly Agree
	 
	Agree
	 
	Disagree
	 
	Strongly Disagree

	Grade 5
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%

	I understood the purpose of this workshop
	
	7
	100%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	The training packet contained all the information I needed to complete my assignment
	
	7
	100%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	The training in the bookmark method was adequate to give me the information I needed to complete my assignment
	
	6
	86%
	
	1
	14%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	I understood how to use the item map
	
	6
	86%
	
	1
	14%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	I understood the ordered item booklet
	
	6
	86%
	
	1
	14%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	I understood how to place the bookmark
	
	6
	86%
	
	1
	14%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%


When asked what factors were influential in making a change to the bookmark from Round 2 to Round 3 judgments, most panelists who responded indicated that the target students and table discussions were influential. To illustrate some common themes, sample comments are included below.

Sample science grade five comments:

“Discussion relating back to target student definition and representation of the standards.”
“Reflection upon target student definition and its relationship to the question—discussion at table about question vs. student definition.”
Table 24 displays the responses of science panelists when asked about the influence of aspects of the bookmark standard setting process. 

Table 24 Number of Science Panelists Indicating Influence of Each Component in Placing the Bookmarks

	
	 
	Very Influential
	 
	Somewhat Influential
	 
	Not at All Influential

	Grade 5 
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%

	Target Student Definitions
	
	7
	100%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	My perception of the difficulty of the tasks
	
	5
	71%
	
	2
	29%
	
	0
	0%

	My experiences with students
	
	2
	29%
	
	5
	71%
	
	0
	0%

	Table discussion
	
	4
	57%
	
	3
	43%
	
	0
	0%

	Room-level discussion
	
	4
	57%
	
	3
	43%
	
	0
	0%

	Bookmark placements of other panelists
	
	1
	14%
	
	4
	57%
	
	2
	29%

	Percent of students who probably will fall in each proficiency level
	
	1
	14%
	
	5
	71%
	
	1
	14%

	My sense of what students need to know to be proficient
	
	6
	86%
	
	1
	14%
	
	0
	0%


In the final question regarding the appropriateness of the final cut scores, most panelists thought that the cut scores were “about right.” For the advanced cut score, one panelist thought that the recommended cut score was too high and one thought the cut score was too low.

Table 25 presents panelists’ ratings of the appropriateness of the three final cut scores for the performance levels for science.  

Table 25 Number of Science Panelists Grade Five Indicating Beliefs about the Recommended Cut Scores for the Basic, Proficient and Advanced Performance Levels on the Science Subject Test
	
	 
	Too Low
	 
	About Right
	 
	Too High

	Grade 5 
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%

	Basic
	
	0
	0%
	
	7
	100%
	
	0
	0%

	Proficient
	
	0
	0%
	
	7
	100%
	
	0
	0%

	Advanced
	 
	1
	14%
	 
	5
	71%
	 
	1
	14%


Conclusion

At the request of the CDE, ETS conducted a standard-setting workshop in Sacramento, CA from September 24–26 and October 1–3, 2008. The standard setting method used was the Bookmark method, an item-mapping procedure that allows multiple cut scores to be set in an efficient manner. The process was implemented as planned: three rounds of judgments with feedback and discussion were completed, and evidence of internal procedural validity was collected via panelists’ evaluations. Results of the evaluations indicated that the panelists understood the process and the tasks they were asked to complete, found the instructions easy to follow and the training and materials sufficient and clear, had adequate time to complete the various tasks, and, overall, judged the final recommended cut scores to be reasonable overall (not too high or too low).

Immediately following the workshops, the results of the standard setting workshop were presented to the CDE in the form of recommended cut scores for each performance level in the content areas of ELA and mathematics for grades three through five and science for grade five. An executive summary was provided on November 10, 2008. This report, the final standard setting report, provides details about panelists, materials, and processes not included in the preliminary results tables or the executive summary.
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Appendix 1: Characteristics of the Panelists
Table A1.1 Characteristics of ELA Standard Setting Panelists
	
	Grade 3
	
	Grade 4
	
	Grade 5

	Total Number of Panelists
	14
	
	12
	
	12

	Group you are representing
	
	
	
	
	

	Teachers
	12
	
	7
	
	11

	Administrators
	1
	
	3
	
	1

	Other
	1
	
	2
	
	0

	Race
	
	
	
	
	

	African American or Black
	1
	
	0
	
	0

	Alaskan Native or American Indian
	0
	
	0
	
	0

	Asian or Asian American
	0
	
	0
	
	0

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	0
	
	1
	
	0

	White
	12
	
	10
	
	10

	Hispanic
	1
	
	0
	
	2

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	13
	
	10
	
	12

	Male
	1
	
	2
	
	0

	School setting
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	4
	
	3
	
	4

	Suburban
	8
	
	6
	
	6

	Rural
	1
	
	3
	
	2

	Other
	0
	
	0
	
	0

	No Response
	1
	
	0
	
	0

	Are you currently teaching?
	
	
	
	
	

	ELA Grade 3
	8
	
	3
	
	8

	ELA Grade 4
	7
	
	7
	
	7

	ELA Grade 5
	6
	
	6
	
	8

	Math Grade 3
	6
	
	2
	
	6

	Math Grade 4
	6
	
	5
	
	6

	Math Grade 5
	5
	
	6
	
	7

	Science Grade 3
	1
	
	0
	
	1

	Science Grade 4
	1
	
	2
	
	0

	Science Grade 5
	1
	
	2
	
	1


Table A1.2 Characteristics of Mathematics Standard Setting Panelists
	
	Grade 3
	
	Grade 4
	
	Grade 5

	Total Number of Panelists
	14
	
	13
	
	14

	Group you are representing
	
	
	
	
	

	Teachers
	10
	
	12
	
	13

	Administrators
	4
	
	1
	
	1

	Other
	0
	
	0
	
	0

	Race
	
	
	
	
	

	African American or Black
	1
	
	1
	
	1

	Alaskan Native or American Indian
	0
	
	0
	
	0

	Asian or Asian American
	1
	
	2
	
	3

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	0
	
	0
	
	0

	White
	10
	
	8
	
	9

	Hispanic
	2
	
	2
	
	1

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	13
	
	12
	
	14

	Male
	1
	
	1
	
	0

	School setting
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	4
	
	4
	
	2

	Suburban
	6
	
	4
	
	9

	Rural
	3
	
	5
	
	3

	Other
	0
	
	0
	
	0

	No Response
	1
	
	0
	
	0

	Are you currently teaching?
	
	
	
	
	

	ELA Grade 3
	8
	
	7
	
	6

	ELA Grade 4
	7
	
	8
	
	5

	ELA Grade 5
	7
	
	8
	
	6

	Math Grade 3
	9
	
	9
	
	7

	Math Grade 4
	7
	
	10
	
	6

	Math Grade 5
	7
	
	10
	
	5

	Science Grade 3
	2
	
	1
	
	2

	Science Grade 4
	1
	
	2
	
	1

	Science Grade 5
	1
	
	2
	
	2


Table A1.3 Characteristics of Science Standard Setting Panelists
	
	Grade 5

	Total Number of Panelists
	7

	Group you are representing
	

	Teachers
	5

	Administrators
	1

	Other
	1

	Race
	

	African American or Black
	0

	Alaskan Native or American Indian
	0

	Asian or Asian American
	0

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	0

	White
	4

	Hispanic
	3

	Gender
	

	Female
	7

	Male
	0

	School setting
	

	Urban
	2

	Suburban
	3

	Rural
	2

	Other
	0

	No Response
	0

	Are you currently teaching?
	

	ELA Grade 3
	1

	ELA Grade 4
	2

	ELA Grade 5
	2

	Math Grade 3
	1

	Math Grade 4
	2

	Math Grade 5
	2

	Science Grade 3
	0

	Science Grade 4
	1

	Science Grade 5
	1


Appendix 2: Table and Room Level Judgments by Round

Table A2.1 ELA Grade Three Table and Room Level Judgments by Round
	English–Language Arts Grade Three

	Round 1
	
	Round 2
	
	Round 3

	Basic
	
	Basic
	
	Basic

	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.

	Table
	
	
	
	
	
	Table
	
	
	
	
	
	Table
	
	
	
	

	1
	17
	7
	10
	4.1
	
	1
	18
	8
	10
	3.8
	
	1
	16
	8
	10
	2.7

	2
	19
	8
	15
	3.8
	
	2
	17
	10
	15
	2.1
	
	2
	10
	8
	8
	1

	Room
	19
	7
	12.5
	3.5
	
	Room
	18
	8
	12.5
	3.5
	
	Room
	16
	8
	9
	1.4

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	Proficient
	
	Proficient
	
	Proficient

	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.

	Table
	
	
	
	
	
	Table
	
	
	
	
	
	Table
	
	
	
	

	1
	30
	19
	25
	4
	
	1
	26
	19
	25
	2.5
	
	1
	25
	19
	24
	2.8

	2
	30
	25
	26
	1.8
	
	2
	28
	24
	26
	1.6
	
	2
	28
	24
	25
	1.5

	Room
	30
	19
	25.5
	0.7
	
	Room
	28
	19
	25.5
	0.7
	
	Room
	28
	19
	24.5
	0.7

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	Advanced
	
	Advanced
	
	Advanced

	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.

	Table
	
	
	
	
	
	Table
	
	
	
	
	
	Table
	
	
	
	

	1
	48
	28
	40
	6.6
	
	1
	45
	35
	41
	3
	
	1
	45
	40
	42
	2.1

	2
	45
	35
	40
	3.4
	
	2
	42
	40
	42
	1.1
	
	2
	43
	40
	42
	0.9

	Room
	48
	28
	40
	0
	
	Room
	45
	35
	41.5
	0.7
	
	Room
	45
	40
	42
	0


Table A2.2 ELA Grade Four Table and Room Level Judgments by Round
	English–Language Arts Grade Four

	Round 1
	
	Round 2
	
	Round 3

	Basic
	
	Basic
	
	Basic

	
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.

	Table
	
	
	
	
	
	Table
	
	
	
	
	
	Table
	
	
	
	

	1
	16
	7
	13.5
	3.7
	
	1
	17
	9
	13
	3.4
	
	1
	15
	9
	12.5
	2.3

	2
	14
	7
	11
	2.4
	
	2
	12
	10
	11.5
	1
	
	2
	11
	7
	7
	1.6

	Room
	16
	7
	12.3
	1.8
	
	Room
	17
	9
	12.3
	1.1
	
	Room
	15
	7
	9.8
	3.9

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	Proficient
	
	Proficient
	
	Proficient

	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.

	Table
	
	
	
	
	
	Table
	
	
	
	
	
	Table
	
	
	
	

	1
	38
	25
	28.5
	4.9
	
	1
	32
	27
	27.5
	2.1
	
	1
	32
	27
	29
	2.3

	2
	33
	24
	26
	3.2
	
	2
	30
	24
	26.5
	2.3
	
	2
	27
	21
	24.5
	2.3

	Room
	38
	24
	27.3
	1.8
	
	Room
	32
	24
	27
	0.7
	
	Room
	32
	21
	26.8
	3.2

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	Advanced
	
	Advanced
	
	Advanced

	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.

	Table
	
	
	
	
	
	Table
	
	
	
	
	
	Table
	
	
	
	

	1
	46
	34
	41.5
	5.2
	
	1
	45
	36
	41.5
	3.5
	
	1
	46
	36
	42.5
	4.4

	2
	46
	36
	41
	4.1
	
	2
	45
	37
	40
	2.9
	
	2
	45
	33
	39
	3.9

	Room
	46
	34
	41.3
	0.4
	
	Room
	45
	36
	40.8
	1.1
	
	Room
	46
	33
	40.8
	2.5


Table A2.3 ELA Grade Five Table and Room Level Judgments by Round
	English–Language Arts Grade Five

	Round 1
	
	Round 2
	
	Round 3

	Basic
	
	Basic
	
	Basic

	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.

	Table
	
	
	
	
	
	Table
	
	
	
	
	
	Table
	
	
	
	

	1
	9
	6
	8
	1.5
	
	1
	9
	6
	9
	1.2
	
	1
	9
	5
	9
	1.8

	2
	11
	6
	9
	1.7
	
	2
	11
	9
	9
	0.8
	
	2
	11
	6
	8
	2.1

	Room
	11
	6
	8.5
	0.7
	
	Room
	11
	6
	9
	0
	
	Room
	11
	5
	8.5
	0.7

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	Proficient
	
	Proficient
	
	Proficient

	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.

	Table
	
	
	
	
	
	Table
	
	
	
	
	
	Table
	
	
	
	

	1
	28
	18
	19
	3.8
	
	1
	22
	18
	21.5
	1.5
	
	1
	22
	18
	21
	1.9

	2
	27
	16
	19.5
	4.5
	
	2
	24
	16
	20.5
	3.2
	
	2
	24
	16
	21.5
	3.4

	Room
	28
	16
	19.3
	0.4
	
	Room
	24
	16
	21
	0.7
	
	Room
	24
	16
	21.3
	0.4

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	Advanced
	
	Advanced
	
	Advanced

	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.

	Table
	
	
	
	
	
	Table
	
	
	
	
	
	Table
	
	
	
	

	1
	44
	34
	37.5
	4.2
	
	1
	42
	42
	42
	0
	
	1
	42
	35
	41
	3.2

	2
	42
	22
	34
	8.7
	
	2
	36
	23
	35
	5.9
	
	2
	37
	23
	35
	5.2

	Room
	44
	22
	35.8
	2.5
	
	Room
	42
	23
	38.5
	4.9
	
	Room
	42
	23
	38
	4.2


Table A2.4 Mathematics Grade Three Table and Room Level Judgments by Round
	Mathematics Grade Three

	Round 1
	
	Round 2
	
	Round 3

	Basic
	
	Basic
	
	Basic

	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.

	Table
	
	
	
	
	
	Table
	
	
	
	
	
	Table
	
	
	
	

	1
	9
	6
	7
	1.5
	
	1
	9
	6
	6
	1.1
	
	1
	7
	6
	6
	0.4

	2
	9
	6
	6
	1.5
	
	2
	9
	6
	6
	1.1
	
	2
	9
	6
	6
	1.1

	Room
	9
	6
	6.5
	0.7
	
	Room
	9
	6
	6
	0
	
	Room
	9
	6
	6
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	Proficient
	
	Proficient
	
	Proficient

	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.

	Table
	
	
	
	
	
	Table
	
	
	
	
	
	Table
	
	
	
	

	1
	22
	17
	18
	1.6
	
	1
	20
	18
	18
	0.8
	
	1
	20
	18
	18
	0.8

	2
	25
	12
	18
	4.3
	
	2
	24
	18
	22
	2.4
	
	2
	24
	23
	23
	0.4

	Room
	25
	12
	18
	0
	
	Room
	24
	18
	20
	2.8
	
	Room
	24
	18
	20.5
	3.5

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	Advanced
	
	Advanced
	
	Advanced

	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.

	Table
	
	
	
	
	
	Table
	
	
	
	
	
	Table
	
	
	
	

	1
	46
	25
	39
	7.8
	
	1
	46
	37
	39
	3
	
	1
	45
	40
	42
	2.3

	2
	48
	35
	45
	5.3
	
	2
	48
	46
	47
	1
	
	2
	48
	43
	48
	1.8

	Room
	48
	25
	42
	4.2
	
	Room
	48
	37
	43
	5.7
	
	Room
	48
	40
	45
	4.2


Table A2.5 Mathematics Grade Four Table and Room Level Judgments by Round
	Mathematics Grade Four

	Round 1
	
	Round 2
	
	Round 3

	Basic
	
	Basic
	
	Basic

	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.

	Table
	
	
	
	
	
	Table
	
	
	
	
	
	Table
	
	
	
	

	1
	21
	9
	17
	3.7
	
	1
	18
	13
	17
	1.7
	
	1
	16
	9
	13
	2.7

	2
	10
	6
	10
	1.6
	
	2
	10
	6
	10
	1.6
	
	2
	10
	6
	10
	1.7

	Room
	21
	6
	13.5
	4.9
	
	Room
	18
	6
	13.5
	4.9
	
	Room
	16
	6
	11.5
	2.1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	Proficient
	
	Proficient
	
	Proficient

	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.

	Table
	
	
	
	
	
	Table
	
	
	
	
	
	Table
	
	
	
	

	1
	40
	29
	37
	4.1
	
	1
	40
	33
	37
	2.4
	
	1
	37
	29
	33
	2.9

	2
	38
	21
	30
	5.8
	
	2
	32
	27
	29
	2
	
	2
	32
	24
	29.5
	2.9

	Room
	40
	21
	33.5
	4.9
	
	Room
	40
	27
	33
	5.7
	
	Room
	37
	24
	31.3
	2.5

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	Advanced
	
	Advanced
	
	Advanced

	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.

	Table
	
	
	
	
	
	Table
	
	
	
	
	
	Table
	
	
	
	

	1
	48
	40
	45
	2.6
	
	1
	48
	40
	44
	2.6
	
	1
	48
	38
	40
	3.5

	2
	43
	40
	40
	1.2
	
	2
	40
	32
	40
	3.3
	
	2
	40
	31
	40
	3.8

	Room
	48
	40
	42.5
	3.5
	
	Room
	48
	32
	42
	2.8
	
	Room
	48
	31
	40
	0


Table A2.6 Mathematics Grade Five Table and Room Level Judgments by Round
	Mathematics Grade Five

	Round 1
	
	Round 2
	
	Round 3

	Basic
	
	Basic
	
	Basic

	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.

	Table
	
	
	
	
	
	Table
	
	
	
	
	
	Table
	
	
	
	

	1
	27
	10
	14
	7.7
	
	1
	14
	10
	11
	1.5
	
	1
	14
	8
	10
	2.1

	2
	20
	5
	10
	5
	
	2
	10
	6
	8
	1.8
	
	2
	10
	6
	6
	1.5

	Room
	27
	5
	12
	2.8
	
	Room
	14
	6
	9.5
	2.1
	
	Room
	14
	6
	8
	2.8

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	Proficient
	
	Proficient
	
	Proficient

	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.

	Table
	
	
	
	
	
	Table
	
	
	
	
	
	Table
	
	
	
	

	1
	37
	26
	31
	3.9
	
	1
	31
	19
	27
	3.9
	
	1
	27
	22
	25
	1.8

	2
	32
	12
	27
	6.6
	
	2
	29
	26
	27
	0.9
	
	2
	28
	27
	27
	0.4

	Room
	37
	12
	29
	2.8
	
	Room
	31
	19
	27
	0
	
	Room
	28
	22
	26
	1.4

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	Advanced
	
	Advanced
	
	Advanced

	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.

	Table
	
	
	
	
	
	Table
	
	
	
	
	
	Table
	
	
	
	

	1
	45
	37
	41
	2.9
	
	1
	45
	39
	40
	2.1
	
	1
	45
	36
	40
	2.6

	2
	47
	33
	40
	5.3
	
	2
	45
	37
	40
	3.1
	
	2
	45
	43
	43
	0.8

	Room
	47
	33
	40.5
	0.7
	
	Room
	45
	37
	40
	0
	
	Room
	45
	36
	41.5
	2.1


Due to a small number of panelists, all participants were seated at one table; therefore all results are at the room level.  

Table A2.7 Science Grade Five Room Level Judgments by Round
	Science Grade Five

	Round 1
	
	Round 2
	
	Round 3

	Basic
	
	Basic
	
	Basic

	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.

	
	13
	7
	9
	1.9
	
	
	10
	8
	9
	0.7
	
	
	9
	8
	9
	0.4

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	Proficient
	
	Proficient
	
	Proficient

	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.

	
	27
	16
	21
	4.6
	
	
	25
	20
	22
	2.4
	
	
	22
	20
	22
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	
	 

	Advanced
	
	Advanced
	
	Advanced

	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.
	
	 
	High
	Low
	Median
	S.D.

	
	44
	29
	35
	5.1
	
	
	37
	33
	35
	1.7
	
	
	37
	33
	35
	1.4


Appendix 3: Scale Score Distributions for CMA (Total Group and Subgroups)
Table A3.1 ELA Grade Three Percent At and Above Scale Score
	Scale Score
	Total
	Male
	Female
	African-American
	White
	Asian
	Hispanic
	NSLP

	150
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	152
	98
	98
	98
	98
	98
	99
	98
	98

	164
	96
	96
	97
	95
	97
	98
	96
	96

	176
	94
	94
	95
	93
	95
	95
	94
	94

	188
	91
	91
	92
	90
	94
	94
	91
	90

	199
	88
	88
	89
	87
	91
	93
	87
	87

	210
	85
	84
	87
	82
	89
	89
	84
	83

	221
	81
	80
	84
	78
	86
	88
	80
	79

	231
	78
	77
	80
	75
	84
	84
	76
	75

	242
	74
	73
	77
	71
	82
	84
	71
	71

	252
	71
	69
	74
	68
	79
	80
	67
	68

	262
	67
	66
	70
	65
	76
	78
	63
	64

	273
	64
	63
	67
	62
	74
	74
	59
	60

	283
	61
	60
	63
	59
	72
	72
	56
	57

	293
	58
	57
	61
	56
	70
	68
	53
	54

	300
	55
	54
	57
	52
	66
	66
	49
	50

	314
	52
	51
	54
	50
	63
	62
	46
	47

	325
	48
	47
	50
	46
	60
	59
	43
	44

	335
	45
	44
	47
	43
	57
	56
	40
	41

	346
	41
	40
	43
	38
	52
	49
	36
	37

	350
	37
	37
	39
	35
	49
	45
	32
	33

	369
	34
	33
	35
	31
	45
	38
	29
	30

	381
	31
	30
	32
	28
	41
	33
	26
	27

	394
	27
	27
	28
	25
	38
	28
	23
	23

	407
	24
	23
	25
	22
	33
	24
	20
	20

	421
	20
	19
	21
	18
	28
	22
	16
	17

	436
	17
	16
	18
	14
	24
	19
	14
	14

	452
	13
	13
	15
	12
	20
	14
	11
	11

	469
	11
	10
	11
	9
	16
	11
	8
	9

	488
	8
	8
	8
	7
	12
	8
	6
	6

	510
	6
	6
	6
	6
	9
	4
	5
	5

	534
	4
	4
	4
	3
	7
	3
	3
	3

	564
	2
	2
	2
	2
	4
	1
	2
	2

	600
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1
	1


Table A3.2 ELA Grade Four Percent At and Above Scale Score
	Scale Score
	Total
	Male
	Female
	African-American
	White
	Asian
	Hispanic
	NSLP

	150
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	158
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	169
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	99
	100

	180
	99
	99
	99
	99
	99
	100
	99
	99

	189
	98
	98
	98
	98
	99
	99
	98
	98

	198
	97
	97
	97
	96
	98
	98
	97
	97

	207
	95
	95
	96
	94
	97
	96
	95
	94

	216
	93
	92
	93
	92
	95
	94
	92
	92

	224
	89
	89
	90
	88
	92
	91
	88
	88

	232
	85
	85
	87
	84
	89
	88
	84
	83

	240
	81
	80
	83
	80
	85
	83
	79
	79

	247
	77
	76
	78
	75
	83
	79
	74
	74

	255
	72
	70
	74
	69
	79
	74
	69
	68

	262
	66
	65
	69
	63
	75
	68
	63
	63

	269
	61
	60
	64
	57
	71
	60
	58
	57

	276
	56
	55
	59
	53
	66
	56
	53
	52

	284
	52
	50
	55
	49
	61
	51
	48
	47

	291
	47
	46
	50
	45
	57
	48
	43
	43

	298
	43
	42
	46
	42
	53
	43
	39
	39

	300
	39
	38
	42
	38
	49
	37
	36
	35

	313
	36
	35
	38
	35
	46
	32
	32
	31

	320
	32
	31
	35
	31
	42
	29
	29
	28

	328
	28
	27
	30
	27
	39
	26
	25
	24

	336
	25
	24
	27
	24
	34
	23
	22
	21

	343
	22
	21
	23
	21
	31
	19
	19
	18

	350
	19
	19
	20
	18
	28
	17
	16
	16

	360
	16
	16
	17
	16
	24
	15
	13
	13

	369
	13
	13
	14
	13
	21
	12
	11
	11

	378
	11
	11
	11
	11
	18
	10
	9
	9

	388
	9
	9
	10
	9
	14
	8
	7
	7

	398
	7
	7
	7
	8
	12
	6
	5
	5

	409
	5
	5
	5
	6
	9
	4
	4
	4

	422
	4
	4
	4
	4
	6
	3
	3
	3

	435
	3
	3
	2
	3
	4
	2
	2
	2

	450
	2
	2
	1
	2
	3
	1
	1
	1

	467
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	0
	1
	1

	488
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0

	513
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	548
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	600
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


Table A3.3 ELA Grade Five Percent At and Above Scale Score
	Scale Score
	Total
	Male
	Female
	African-American
	White
	Asian
	Hispanic
	NSLP

	150
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	153
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	166
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	177
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	188
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	198
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	207
	99
	99
	100
	99
	100
	100
	99
	100

	216
	99
	99
	99
	99
	99
	100
	99
	99

	224
	98
	98
	99
	98
	99
	99
	98
	98

	232
	98
	97
	98
	97
	98
	98
	97
	97

	239
	96
	96
	97
	96
	97
	97
	96
	96

	247
	94
	94
	95
	94
	96
	96
	94
	94

	254
	92
	91
	93
	91
	94
	93
	91
	91

	260
	89
	89
	91
	88
	91
	89
	88
	88

	267
	86
	86
	88
	85
	89
	87
	85
	85

	274
	83
	82
	84
	81
	86
	84
	82
	81

	280
	79
	78
	81
	77
	83
	81
	78
	78

	287
	75
	74
	78
	73
	81
	77
	74
	73

	293
	71
	70
	74
	68
	78
	70
	69
	69

	300
	66
	65
	70
	64
	75
	66
	64
	64

	306
	62
	61
	65
	58
	71
	61
	59
	59

	312
	58
	56
	61
	55
	67
	58
	55
	55

	319
	54
	52
	57
	51
	64
	55
	50
	51

	325
	49
	48
	53
	47
	60
	50
	46
	46

	332
	45
	43
	48
	43
	56
	46
	41
	42

	338
	41
	39
	44
	39
	51
	41
	37
	37

	345
	36
	35
	39
	35
	47
	35
	33
	33

	350
	32
	30
	35
	30
	42
	30
	29
	29

	359
	28
	26
	30
	25
	38
	26
	25
	25

	366
	24
	23
	26
	21
	34
	23
	21
	21

	374
	20
	19
	21
	17
	29
	19
	17
	17

	382
	16
	15
	18
	14
	24
	15
	14
	14

	390
	13
	12
	14
	11
	20
	11
	11
	11

	399
	10
	10
	11
	9
	16
	9
	9
	9

	409
	8
	8
	8
	7
	13
	7
	6
	7

	419
	6
	5
	6
	5
	9
	4
	5
	5

	430
	4
	4
	4
	4
	6
	2
	3
	3

	443
	2
	2
	2
	2
	4
	2
	2
	2

	458
	1
	1
	1
	1
	3
	2
	1
	1

	475
	1
	1
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	0

	497
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	527
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	576
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	600
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


Table A3.4 Mathematics Grade Three Percent At and Above Scale Score
	Scale Score
	Total
	Male
	Female
	African-American
	White
	Asian
	Hispanic
	NSLP

	150
	100
	100
	100
	99
	100
	100
	100
	100

	163
	99
	99
	100
	99
	100
	99
	99
	99

	176
	99
	99
	99
	99
	99
	99
	99
	99

	188
	98
	98
	98
	97
	98
	99
	98
	98

	199
	97
	97
	96
	96
	97
	99
	97
	97

	210
	95
	96
	95
	93
	97
	97
	95
	95

	220
	93
	94
	93
	90
	95
	95
	93
	93

	231
	91
	91
	90
	87
	93
	93
	91
	90

	241
	88
	88
	88
	84
	90
	90
	87
	87

	251
	85
	84
	85
	80
	88
	87
	84
	83

	260
	82
	81
	82
	76
	86
	85
	81
	80

	270
	78
	78
	79
	73
	83
	82
	78
	77

	279
	75
	75
	76
	69
	80
	79
	74
	73

	289
	72
	72
	73
	66
	77
	77
	71
	70

	300
	69
	69
	69
	62
	75
	76
	67
	67

	308
	66
	66
	66
	58
	72
	74
	65
	64

	317
	63
	63
	63
	55
	69
	71
	61
	61

	327
	60
	60
	59
	51
	66
	69
	58
	57

	336
	56
	56
	56
	47
	63
	65
	54
	54

	346
	53
	53
	53
	45
	60
	60
	51
	51

	350
	50
	50
	50
	42
	57
	56
	48
	48

	366
	46
	46
	46
	37
	53
	52
	45
	44

	377
	43
	43
	43
	34
	51
	49
	41
	40

	388
	39
	39
	39
	31
	47
	47
	37
	37

	399
	36
	36
	35
	28
	43
	43
	34
	33

	411
	32
	32
	31
	25
	39
	41
	30
	30

	423
	28
	29
	27
	22
	34
	39
	26
	26

	436
	24
	25
	23
	19
	30
	35
	23
	23

	450
	21
	22
	20
	16
	25
	29
	20
	19

	465
	17
	18
	16
	12
	21
	25
	16
	16

	481
	14
	14
	12
	10
	17
	19
	13
	13

	499
	11
	11
	10
	7
	13
	17
	10
	10

	519
	8
	8
	7
	6
	9
	11
	7
	7

	542
	6
	6
	5
	4
	7
	9
	5
	5

	570
	4
	4
	3
	3
	5
	6
	3
	3

	600
	2
	2
	2
	1
	3
	4
	2
	2


Table A3.5 Mathematics Grade Four Percent At and Above Scale Score
	Scale Score
	Total
	Male
	Female
	African-American
	White
	Asian
	Hispanic
	NSLP

	150
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	160
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	170
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	180
	100
	99
	100
	99
	100
	100
	99
	99

	189
	99
	99
	99
	99
	99
	98
	99
	99

	197
	98
	98
	98
	97
	98
	97
	98
	98

	205
	97
	97
	97
	96
	97
	97
	97
	97

	213
	96
	96
	96
	94
	96
	95
	96
	96

	221
	94
	94
	94
	91
	95
	93
	94
	93

	228
	91
	91
	91
	88
	93
	90
	91
	91

	235
	88
	88
	89
	83
	90
	88
	89
	88

	242
	85
	84
	86
	80
	86
	85
	85
	84

	249
	80
	80
	81
	75
	81
	81
	81
	79

	256
	76
	76
	77
	70
	78
	76
	76
	75

	263
	71
	71
	73
	66
	74
	72
	71
	70

	269
	67
	66
	68
	60
	71
	68
	66
	65

	276
	61
	61
	62
	55
	66
	63
	60
	59

	282
	56
	56
	57
	50
	61
	60
	55
	54

	289
	51
	51
	52
	44
	57
	54
	50
	49

	296
	46
	46
	47
	40
	53
	48
	44
	43

	300
	41
	41
	41
	35
	47
	44
	40
	38

	309
	36
	36
	36
	31
	42
	39
	34
	33

	316
	32
	31
	32
	27
	38
	36
	30
	29

	323
	27
	27
	27
	23
	32
	33
	25
	25

	330
	23
	23
	23
	20
	28
	29
	21
	21

	337
	20
	20
	19
	16
	25
	23
	18
	17

	345
	16
	16
	16
	14
	21
	16
	15
	14

	350
	13
	13
	13
	11
	17
	14
	12
	11

	361
	10
	11
	10
	9
	14
	10
	9
	9

	369
	8
	8
	8
	7
	11
	9
	7
	7

	378
	6
	6
	6
	5
	9
	8
	5
	5

	388
	4
	5
	4
	4
	6
	6
	4
	4

	399
	3
	3
	3
	2
	5
	4
	3
	3

	410
	2
	2
	1
	1
	3
	2
	2
	2

	423
	1
	2
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1
	1

	438
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	456
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	479
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	509
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	560
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	600
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


Table A3.6 Mathematics Grade Five Percent At and Above Scale Score
	Scale Score
	Total
	Male
	Female
	African-American
	White
	Asian
	Hispanic
	NSLP

	150
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	162
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	174
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	184
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	194
	99
	99
	99
	99
	99
	100
	99
	99

	204
	99
	99
	99
	98
	99
	100
	99
	99

	213
	98
	98
	98
	97
	98
	99
	98
	98

	221
	96
	96
	97
	95
	97
	97
	96
	96

	230
	95
	94
	95
	93
	95
	96
	95
	94

	238
	92
	92
	93
	90
	93
	94
	92
	92

	245
	89
	88
	90
	86
	90
	90
	89
	89

	253
	86
	85
	87
	82
	87
	88
	86
	85

	261
	82
	81
	84
	77
	84
	85
	82
	81

	268
	78
	77
	80
	72
	80
	81
	78
	77

	275
	73
	72
	75
	67
	77
	75
	73
	72

	282
	69
	68
	72
	62
	73
	69
	69
	68

	290
	65
	63
	67
	57
	69
	65
	65
	63

	300
	60
	59
	63
	52
	66
	60
	60
	59

	304
	56
	54
	58
	48
	61
	55
	55
	54

	311
	51
	50
	54
	45
	57
	53
	51
	50

	318
	47
	46
	50
	41
	53
	51
	46
	46

	326
	43
	42
	46
	37
	48
	48
	42
	41

	333
	39
	38
	41
	33
	44
	45
	38
	37

	341
	35
	34
	37
	29
	40
	40
	34
	33

	348
	31
	30
	32
	24
	36
	36
	30
	29

	350
	27
	27
	28
	22
	32
	31
	26
	25

	365
	23
	23
	24
	19
	28
	29
	22
	21

	373
	20
	19
	20
	16
	23
	24
	19
	18

	382
	16
	16
	17
	13
	20
	22
	15
	15

	392
	13
	13
	14
	11
	17
	17
	12
	12

	402
	11
	11
	11
	9
	14
	15
	10
	10

	413
	9
	8
	9
	7
	11
	11
	8
	8

	424
	6
	7
	6
	5
	9
	7
	6
	6

	437
	5
	5
	5
	4
	6
	7
	5
	5

	452
	4
	3
	4
	2
	5
	5
	3
	3

	468
	3
	3
	3
	2
	4
	4
	2
	2

	488
	2
	2
	1
	1
	2
	3
	1
	1

	512
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1
	1

	546
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0

	600
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


Table A3.7 Science Grade Five Percent At and Above Scale Score
	Scale Score
	Total
	Male
	Female
	African-American
	White
	Asian
	Hispanic
	NSLP

	150
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	154
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	167
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	179
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	190
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	200
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	210
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100
	100

	218
	99
	99
	99
	99
	100
	100
	99
	99

	227
	99
	99
	99
	99
	99
	100
	99
	99

	235
	98
	98
	98
	98
	99
	98
	98
	98

	242
	97
	97
	97
	96
	98
	97
	97
	97

	250
	96
	96
	96
	94
	97
	96
	95
	95

	257
	94
	94
	93
	91
	96
	95
	93
	93

	264
	92
	92
	91
	88
	94
	92
	91
	91

	271
	89
	89
	88
	85
	93
	90
	88
	88

	278
	86
	87
	85
	82
	91
	88
	85
	85

	285
	83
	83
	82
	78
	89
	85
	81
	81

	291
	79
	80
	78
	74
	86
	79
	78
	77

	298
	76
	76
	74
	70
	83
	76
	74
	73

	300
	72
	73
	71
	66
	80
	70
	70
	70

	311
	68
	69
	65
	62
	77
	66
	66
	65

	317
	64
	65
	61
	57
	74
	62
	61
	61

	324
	60
	61
	57
	52
	71
	57
	57
	57

	331
	55
	57
	52
	47
	67
	52
	52
	52

	337
	50
	53
	46
	43
	64
	47
	47
	47

	344
	46
	48
	41
	38
	60
	43
	42
	42

	350
	41
	44
	36
	32
	56
	38
	38
	38

	358
	36
	39
	32
	28
	51
	31
	32
	32

	365
	32
	34
	27
	24
	46
	25
	28
	28

	373
	27
	29
	23
	20
	41
	21
	23
	23

	381
	22
	25
	18
	17
	36
	18
	19
	19

	389
	18
	20
	14
	13
	31
	16
	15
	16

	398
	15
	16
	11
	10
	25
	13
	12
	12

	407
	11
	13
	8
	8
	20
	11
	9
	9

	417
	8
	9
	6
	5
	16
	6
	6
	7

	427
	6
	6
	4
	4
	12
	4
	4
	4

	439
	4
	5
	2
	2
	8
	2
	2
	3

	452
	2
	3
	1
	1
	5
	2
	1
	2

	467
	1
	1
	1
	1
	3
	1
	1
	1

	485
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1

	507
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	538
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	589
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	600
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


Appendix 4: Attachments

Attachment A: Panelist Invitation to Participate, and Pre-Workshop Assignment
Invitation
California Modified Assessment (CMA)

Panelist Preparation for Standard Setting Workshop

September 24–26, 2008

Thank you once again for agreeing to serve as a member of a panel to recommend cut scores for the California Modified Assessment (CMA). You have been selected because you have the appropriate expertise to make the necessary recommendations, you know the test content and the California content standards, you are familiar with the CMA, and you know the students.

During the standard-setting workshop, you will participate in training and practice in the procedure that we will use to develop recommendations of cut scores, or the minimum test scores that define performance levels—below basic, basic, proficient, and advanced. You will work with your fellow panelists to describe the knowledge and skills necessary for students at these levels. Educational Testing Service (ETS) facilitators, including standard-setting, testing, and content specialists, will guide you through the process. Representatives of the California Department of Education (CDE) will be present to answer any policy questions you may have. The results of the workshop will be presented to the CDE as your recommendations. After a period of public comment, the CDE and the State Board of Education will make the final decision as to the cut scores.

To prepare for the workshop, please review the California content standards for the CMA for English–Language Arts for Grades 3–5 to get a picture of the student at each performance level within each grade. The standards can be found on the CDE’s Web site, at http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/st/ss/documents/finalelaccssstandards.pdf. Consider these questions for students taking CMA for English–language Arts for Grades 3–5 and use the attached form for taking notes. Ask yourself the following:

1. If I consider a student who just barely meets the requirements for the basic level, what does that student know and what can that student do relative to the content standards? What might the student not be able to do?  How would I distinguish that student from the highest-performing below basic student?

2. When I consider a student who just barely meets the requirements for proficient, what does that student know and what can that student do relative to the content standards? What might the student not be able to do?  How would I distinguish that student from the highest-performing basic student?

3. When I consider a student who just barely meets the requirements for advanced, what does that student know and what can that student do relative to the content standards? What might the student not be able to do?  How would I distinguish that student from the highest-performing proficient student?

Please take notes as you review the content standards and consider these questions. Bring the notes with you to the Standard Setting workshop. As a part of the standard-setting process, we will look at the items and tasks in the test and consider what the student has to know and be able to do to answer each item correctly.
Assignment
	CMA Pre-Workshop Notes

CMA for Grade 3
   

	For a student who just barely meets the requirements for Basic:

	1. What does that student know and what can that student do relative to the content standards?    


	

	2. What might the student not be able to do?


	

	3. How would I distinguish that student from the highest-performing below basic student?


	

	 
	 

	For a student who just barely meets the requirements for Proficient:

	1. What does that student know and what can that student do relative to the content standards?    


	

	2. What might the student not be able to do?


	

	3. How would I distinguish that student from the highest-performing basic student?
	

	 
	 

	For a student who just barely meets the requirements for Advanced:

	1. What does that student know and what can that student do relative to the content standards?    


	

	2. What might the student not be able to do?


	

	3. How would I distinguish that student from the highest-performing proficient student?
	


Attachment B: Target Student Descriptions 
ELA Grade Three
Target Basic Student
· Can identify and spell some high-frequency words correctly.
· Has limited ability to identify and use simple rules of punctuation.
· Has limited ability to identify a simple sentence.
· Can identify some major points and explicit problems or solutions.
· Has some ability to read and understand grade-level text with picture clues.

Target Proficient Student
· Will sometimes differentiate between main idea and supporting details, and can identify a simple sequence of events.

· Has a developing ability to encode and decode affixes and simple word families—can sometimes use but not describe.

· Has an emerging ability to identify and use grade-level writing conventions, such as subject-verb agreement and punctuation/capitalization.

· Connects and uses a limited prior knowledge to increase comprehension of grade-level text.

· Reads and follows 2- or 3-step written directions.

Target Advanced Student
· Uses strategies to make, but may not be able to modify, simple predictions. 

· Determines character traits based on author’s direct statements.

· Begins to demonstrate the ability to determine the theme.

· Identifies a purpose and central idea for writing.

· Usually uses correct writing conventions, including spelling of grade-level words.

9/24/08
ELA Grade Four
Target Basic Student

· Partial knowledge of emergent grade-level vocabulary including synonyms and antonyms.

· Makes a limited number of connections that are explicitly stated in the text.

· Sometimes finds answers to questions specifically stated in the text. 

· Early knowledge in use of writing conventions and can identify simple sentences.

· Limited ability to read and understand grade-level text.

Target Proficient Student

· General knowledge of grade-level vocabulary including multi-meaning words.

· Emerging ability to analyze grade-level text. For example, inferences, making comparisons, cause & effect, and fact & opinion.

· Is able to identify some categories of sentences, i.e., topic, supporting details, and concluding.

· Demonstrates understanding of main idea/main events in a passage or story (narrative).

· Can demonstrate skills of basic standard English-language conventions, including spelling grade-level words with some consistency.

Target Advanced Student

· Beginning to analyze the structure of writing to determine relevant and irrelevant information.

· Demonstrates a command of writing conventions and revision strategies.

· Starting to successfully use critical thinking skills to analyze multiple genres.

· Can consistently apply strategies to read grade-level text.

9/24/08
ELA Grade Five
Target Basic Student

· Demonstrates limited ability to read and/or understand grade level text and find answers explicitly stated in text, using key words.

· Identify and use basic antonyms (hot/cold), prefixes (un/re/mis).

· Preliminary knowledge and use of basic organizational structures and limited knowledge of writing conventions (as in capitalization at the beginning of sentences and appropriate ending punctuation), including parts of speech (nouns and verbs), sentence structure, and revision strategies. 

· Can identify characters and main events, some text features, such as headings and charts, and can distinguish between fiction and non-fiction.

Target Proficient Student

· Determine word meaning using frequently used prefixes, suffixes, some roots, synonyms, and antonyms. 

· Generally identify main ideas or concepts within the text, and sometimes draw conclusions based on text, sometimes distinguish fact and opinion and supported inferences within text; sometimes identify plot. 

· Identify and use conjunctions, compound sentences, pronouns, capitalization, and basic punctuation; spelling some grade-level words.

· Has a general conceptual understanding and comprehension of grade-level text and various forms of literature. 

· Has basic knowledge and partial use of writing strategies by identifying sequence of events and chronological order in text.

Target Advanced Student

· Discern relevant from irrelevant information within text.

· Comprehend grade-level text by beginning to apply critical thinking skills to evaluate, respond to, and analyze various forms of literature.

· Have an understanding and use of advanced sentence structure and emerging use of revision strategies. 

· Identify components of multi-paragraph compositions, including character traits, plot, setting and resolution. 

· Has knowledge of Greek and Latin roots, affixes, and apply to find meaning of words.

9/24/08
Mathematics Grade Three 

Target Basic Student

· If already set up, adds (+) with regrouping in one place, subtracts (–) without regrouping, and multiplies (x) single-digit numbers with graphic representation.

· Identifies fractions with graphic representation.

· Understands place value to 100 and compares up to 2-digit numbers.

· Identifies common shapes and solid figures.

· Reads bar graphs.

Target Proficient Student

· Solves and checks addition, subtraction, and multiplication problems that are already set up with regrouping and without zeros in the top number.

· Understands place value to 1,000 and compares up to 3-digit numbers.

· Identifies polygons and right angles.

· Interprets the correct graphic representation of numeric data.

· Extends simple linear patterns.

Target Advanced Student

· Divides a multi-digit number by a single digit without a remainder.

· Solves two-step addition (+) and subtraction (–) problems.

· Understands that $0.25, $0.50, and $0.75 can be represented as fractions of a dollar.

· Determines the perimeter and area of simple two-dimensional shapes.

· Converts U.S. measurement units if information is given (e.g., 1 foot = 12 inches).

10/1/08

Mathematics Grade Four
Target Basic Student

· Beginning to apply one strategy to solve a problem and limited application of given formulas.

· Perform basic addition/subtraction, multi-digit with some regrouping. Limited knowledge of multiplication and division facts.

· Identify geometric shapes, simple algebraic formats, simple data analysis (visual representation).

· Compare, identify, and write whole numbers and place value up to 10,000 (0 – 9,999).
· Limited understanding of core vocabulary.
Target Proficient Student

· Beginning to understand concept of probability.
· Often can apply at least one alternative strategy to solve a problem.
· Perform basic operations with multi-digit numbers and decimals to the hundredths.
· Sometimes able to solve problems when given formulas for algebraic expressions, geometric properties, and data analysis.
· Typically compare, round, and write whole numbers up to 100,000, fractions, decimals to the hundredths, and integers.
· Adequate understanding of key vocabulary related to number sense, algebra, measurement, geometry, statistics, data analysis, and probability, and math reasoning.
Target Advanced Student

· Analyze problems using some higher-order reasoning skills and begin to generalize results to other situations.

· Understand and apply key vocabulary related to number sense, algebra, measurement, geometry, statistics, data analysis, probability, and mathematical reasoning to clearly communicate mathematic ideas. 

· Use and interpret variables and mathematical symbols to solve algebraic problems, geometric properties problems, statistics, data analysis, and probability most of the time. 

· Consistently uses multiple strategies to solve multi-step problems (mathematics reasoning).
10/01/08

Mathematics Grade Five
Target Basic Student

· Referencing information given, shows ability to use strategies in solving simple problems.

· Consistently reads and identifies plots on a graph (positive quadrants) and reads simple graphs.

· Identifies angles and simple geometric figures and demonstrates minimal understanding of measurement skills. 

· Demonstrates partial understanding of basic operations of whole numbers and inconsistent understanding of fractions, decimals, percents, and positive/negative integers.

· Using appropriate formulas and visual representations, students can solve simple equations.

Target Proficient Student

· Developing the ability to use a letter to represent an unknown number and solve in a simple algebraic expression. Substitutes letter(s) in a formula and solves. 

· Reads and identifies common equivalents for decimals, fractions, and percentages. 

· Demonstrates a firm foundation of basic operations and initial understanding of fractions, decimals, percents, and negative/positive integers.

· Can identify angles, lines, and triangles, and begins to use triangle and quadrilateral angle sums to solve problems given appropriate visual information. 

· Shows an initial understanding of data analysis by beginning to identify ordered pairs on a graph in all 4 quadrants of a coordinate plane and reads and understands simple graphs.

· Shows some ability to generalize strategies in order to solve more complex problems.

Target Advanced Student

· Consistently generalizes skills to solve multi-step problems.

· Consistently demonstrates an understanding of knowledge, skills, and processes which include: number sense; algebra and functions; measurement and geometry; statistics; data analysis and probability; and math reasoning.

· Has emerging math reasoning skills. 

· Consistently competent in all operations of rational numbers, including computation of percentages of whole numbers and equivalent representations of fractions, decimals, and percents. 

· Analyzes and interprets data using graphs, including ordered pairs in all quadrants on a coordinate plane.

10/01/08

Science Grade Five
Target Basic Student

· Can classify objects by one characteristic; can sometimes select the tools appropriate for measurement; can sometimes measure weight, length, and liquid volume.

· Can identify one product of electrical energy (heat, light, or motion).

· Can identify examples of solids, liquids, and gases.

· Knows magnets attract and repel.

· Can identify parts of a cycle or system (i.e. ecosystem, rock cycle, water cycle, solar system).

Target Proficient Student

· Knows animals have structures and sometimes knows the processes.

· Knows how to build simple series (not parallel) circuits and a simple compass.

· Knows there is a relationship between some elements on the periodic table of the elements.

· Can identify that living organisms have different roles in an ecosystem. 

· Describe some states in the water cycle and knows that there are processes that shape the surface of Earth.

· Can identify a weather map and recognize some of the symbols on a weather map.

· Can sometimes use data and observations to draw conclusions.

Target Advanced Student

· Knows animals and plants have structures; knows the processes and sometimes knows that they have different rates of survival.

· Begins to formulate predictions.

· When given a list of properties, can distinguish between physical and chemical properties.

· Can interpret weather using a weather map.

· Can explain some processes in a cycle and some relationships within a system (i.e. ecosystem, rock cycle, water cycle, solar system).

10/01/08

Attachment C: Item Maps
The answer key and the passage title (ELA items) were deleted to protect the security of the CMA tests. The difficulty scale represents relative item difficulty and is not the CMA score scale.

Table A4.1 ELA Grade Three Item Map
	Ordered Item Number
	Original Item Number
	Key
	Passage
	Strand
	Difficulty Scale

	1
	4
	 
	stand alone
	Word Anal., Fluency, and Syst. Vocab. Dev.
	557

	2
	56
	 
	stand alone
	Word Anal., Fluency, and Syst. Vocab. Dev.
	568

	3
	45
	 
	stand alone
	Writing Strategies
	577

	4
	17
	 
	passage related
	Reading Comprehension
	579

	5
	9
	 
	passage related
	Word Anal., Fluency, and Syst. Vocab. Dev.
	586

	6
	14
	 
	passage related
	Literary Response and Analysis
	587

	7
	38
	 
	passage related
	Written and Oral English Lang. Conv. 
	589

	8
	16
	 
	passage related
	Reading Comprehension
	593

	9
	2
	 
	stand alone
	Word Anal., Fluency, and Syst. Vocab. Dev.
	595

	10
	19
	 
	passage related
	Word Anal., Fluency, and Syst. Vocab. Dev.
	599

	11
	15
	 
	passage related
	Word Anal., Fluency, and Syst. Vocab. Dev.
	599

	12
	54
	 
	stand alone
	Word Anal., Fluency, and Syst. Vocab. Dev.
	599

	13
	27
	 
	passage related
	Reading Comprehension
	599

	14
	8
	 
	passage related
	Word Anal., Fluency, and Syst. Vocab. Dev.
	599

	15
	21
	 
	passage related
	Reading Comprehension
	600

	16
	36
	 
	passage related
	Written and Oral English Lang. Conv.
	604

	17
	1
	 
	stand alone
	Word Anal., Fluency, and Syst. Vocab. Dev.
	604

	18
	49
	 
	stand alone
	Written and Oral English Lang. Conv.
	605

	19
	13
	 
	passage related
	Literary Response and Analysis
	609

	20
	24
	 
	passage related
	Literary Response and Analysis
	611

	21
	20
	 
	passage related
	Reading Comprehension
	611

	22
	35
	 
	passage related
	Written and Oral English Lang. Conv.
	611

	23
	3
	 
	stand alone
	Word Anal., Fluency, and Syst. Vocab. Dev.
	612

	24
	57
	 
	stand alone
	Word Anal., Fluency, and Syst. Vocab. Dev.
	615

	25
	12
	 
	passage related
	Literary Response and Analysis
	616

	26
	22
	 
	passage related
	Reading Comprehension
	619

	27
	48
	 
	stand alone
	Written and Oral English Lang. Conv.
	620

	28
	29
	 
	passage related
	Literary Response and Analysis
	620

	29
	55
	 
	stand alone
	Word Anal., Fluency, and Syst. Vocab. Dev.
	623

	30
	40
	 
	passage related
	Writing Strategies
	624

	31
	47
	 
	stand alone
	Writing Strategies
	631

	32
	51
	 
	stand alone
	Writing Strategies
	631

	33
	39
	 
	passage related
	Written and Oral English Lang. Conv.
	633

	34
	41
	 
	passage related
	Written and Oral English Lang. Conv.
	634

	35
	26
	 
	passage related
	Reading Comprehension
	634

	36
	5
	 
	stand alone
	Word Anal., Fluency, and Syst. Vocab. Dev.
	636

	37
	25
	 
	passage related
	Reading Comprehension
	639

	38
	18
	 
	passage related
	Reading Comprehension
	639

	39
	50
	 
	stand alone
	Written and Oral English Lang. Conv.
	641

	40
	37
	 
	passage related
	Writing Strategies
	643

	41
	46
	 
	stand alone
	Written and Oral English Lang. Conv.
	648

	42
	28
	 
	passage related
	Reading Comprehension
	650

	43
	10
	 
	passage related
	Word Anal., Fluency, and Syst. Vocab. Dev.
	655

	44
	42
	 
	passage related
	Written and Oral English Lang. Conv.
	655

	45
	11
	 
	passage related
	Literary Response and Analysis
	655

	46
	43
	 
	passage related
	Written and Oral English Lang. Conv.
	656

	47
	44
	 
	passage related
	Writing Strategies
	660

	48
	23
	 
	passage related
	Literary Response and Analysis
	710


Table A4.2 ELA Grade Four Item Map
	Ordered Item Number
	Original Item Number
	Key
	Passage
	Strand
	Difficulty Scale

	1
	6
	 
	stand alone
	Word Anal., Fluency, and Syst. Vocab. Dev.
	579

	2
	39
	 
	passage related
	Written and Oral English Lang. Conv.
	587

	3
	16
	 
	passage related
	Word Anal., Fluency, and Syst. Vocab. Dev.
	590

	4
	36
	 
	passage related
	Written and Oral English Lang. Conv.
	596

	5
	1
	 
	stand alone
	Word Anal., Fluency, and Syst. Vocab. Dev.
	601

	6
	24
	 
	passage related
	Word Anal., Fluency, and Syst. Vocab. Dev.
	601

	7
	3
	 
	stand alone
	Word Anal., Fluency, and Syst. Vocab. Dev.
	602

	8
	38
	 
	passage related
	Written and Oral English Lang. Conv.
	604

	9
	15
	 
	passage related
	Literary Response and Analysis
	605

	10
	43
	 
	passage related
	Written and Oral English Lang. Conv.
	606

	11
	54
	 
	stand alone
	Written and Oral English Lang. Conv.
	610

	12
	4
	 
	stand alone
	Word Anal., Fluency, and Syst. Vocab. Dev.
	611

	13
	18
	 
	passage related
	Reading Comprehension
	611

	14
	35
	 
	passage related
	Writing Strategies
	612

	15
	28
	 
	passage related
	Reading Comprehension
	614

	16
	9
	 
	passage related
	Word Anal., Fluency, and Syst. Vocab. Dev.
	622

	17
	17
	 
	passage related
	Reading Comprehension
	622

	18
	53
	 
	stand alone
	Writing Strategies
	623

	19
	25
	 
	passage related
	Reading Comprehension
	625

	20
	57
	 
	stand alone
	Word Anal., Fluency, and Syst. Vocab. Dev.
	626

	21
	40
	 
	passage related
	Writing Strategies
	627

	22
	2
	 
	stand alone
	Word Anal., Fluency, and Syst. Vocab. Dev.
	629

	23
	19
	 
	passage related
	Word Anal., Fluency, and Syst. Vocab. Dev.
	630

	24
	11
	 
	passage related
	Literary Response and Analysis
	631

	25
	45
	 
	passage related
	Writing Strategies
	633

	26
	5
	 
	stand alone
	Word Anal., Fluency, and Syst. Vocab. Dev.
	634

	27
	14
	 
	passage related
	Literary Response and Analysis
	637

	28
	41
	 
	passage related
	Written and Oral English Lang. Conv.
	640

	29
	10
	 
	passage related
	Literary Response and Analysis
	641

	30
	50
	 
	passage related
	Writing Strategies
	642

	31
	37
	 
	passage related
	Writing Strategies
	642

	32
	26
	 
	passage related
	Reading Comprehension
	642

	33
	21
	 
	passage related
	Reading Comprehension
	643

	34
	23
	 
	passage related
	Reading Comprehension
	644

	35
	48
	 
	passage related
	Written and Oral English Lang. Conv.
	644

	36
	47
	 
	passage related
	Written and Oral English Lang. Conv.
	644

	37
	42
	 
	passage related
	Written and Oral English Lang. Conv.
	646

	38
	34
	 
	passage related
	Writing Strategies
	646

	39
	49
	 
	passage related
	Writing Strategies
	655

	40
	52
	 
	stand alone
	Written and Oral English Lang. Conv.
	656

	41
	46
	 
	passage related
	Writing Strategies
	659

	42
	51
	 
	stand alone
	Writing Strategies
	664

	43
	22
	 
	passage related
	Reading Comprehension
	665

	44
	20
	 
	passage related
	Reading Comprehension
	666

	45
	27
	 
	passage related
	Reading Comprehension
	671

	46
	12
	 
	passage related
	Literary Response and Analysis
	675

	47
	44
	 
	passage related
	Written and Oral English Lang. Conv.
	677

	48
	13
	 
	passage related
	Literary Response and Analysis
	691


Table A4.3 ELA Grade Five Item Map
	Ordered Item Number
	Original Item Number
	Key
	Passage
	Strand
	Difficulty Scale

	1
	39
	 
	stand alone
	Written and Oral English Lang. Conv.
	535

	2
	44
	 
	stand alone
	Written and Oral English Lang. Conv.
	537

	3
	1
	 
	stand alone
	Word Anal., Fluency, and Syst. Vocab. Dev.
	544

	4
	2
	 
	stand alone
	Word Anal., Fluency, and Syst. Vocab. Dev.
	563

	5
	46
	 
	stand alone
	Written and Oral English Lang. Conv.
	567

	6
	54
	 
	stand alone
	Written and Oral English Lang. Conv.
	571

	7
	36
	 
	passage related
	Written and Oral English Lang. Conv.
	575

	8
	18
	 
	passage related
	Word Anal., Fluency, and Syst. Vocab. Dev.
	582

	9
	43
	 
	stand alone
	Writing Strategies
	585

	10
	34
	 
	passage related
	Written and Oral English Lang. Conv.
	586

	11
	48
	 
	stand alone
	Writing Strategies
	591

	12
	4
	 
	stand alone
	Word Anal., Fluency, and Syst. Vocab. Dev.
	593

	13
	33
	 
	passage related
	Written and Oral English Lang. Cone.
	599

	14
	24
	 
	passage related
	Reading Comprehension
	599

	15
	38
	 
	stand alone
	Written and Oral English Lang. Conv.
	600

	16
	5
	 
	stand alone
	Word Anal., Fluency, and Syst. Vocab. Dev.
	605

	17
	42
	 
	stand alone
	Written and Oral English Lang. Conv.
	606

	18
	49
	 
	stand alone
	Writing Strategies
	618

	19
	22
	 
	passage related
	Literary Response and Analysis
	620

	20
	17
	 
	passage related
	Literary Response and Analysis
	621

	21
	15
	 
	passage related
	Reading Comprehension
	621

	22
	9
	 
	passage related
	Literary Response and Analysis
	622

	23
	57
	 
	stand alone
	Written and Oral English Lang. Conv.
	623

	24
	16
	 
	passage related
	Reading Comprehension
	625

	25
	56
	 
	stand alone
	Word Anal., Fluency, and Syst. Vocab. Dev.
	626

	26
	45
	 
	stand alone
	Writing Strategies
	628

	27
	51
	 
	stand alone
	Writing Strategies
	629

	28
	10
	 
	passage related
	Literary Response and Analysis
	629

	29
	11
	 
	passage related
	Literary Response and Analysis
	632

	30
	13
	 
	passage related
	Reading Comprehension
	634

	31
	23
	 
	passage related
	Reading Comprehension
	635

	32
	35
	 
	passage related
	Writing Strategies
	635

	33
	37
	 
	passage related
	Writing Strategies
	637

	34
	27
	 
	passage related
	Reading Comprehension
	638

	35
	8
	 
	passage related
	Word Anal., Fluency, and Syst. Vocab. Dev.
	644

	36
	53
	 
	stand alone
	Writing Strategies
	644

	37
	3
	 
	stand alone
	Word Anal., Fluency, and Syst. Vocab. Dev.
	649

	38
	12
	 
	passage related
	Reading Comprehension
	649

	39
	47
	 
	stand alone
	Writing Strategies
	650

	40
	25
	 
	passage related
	Reading Comprehension
	652

	41
	14
	 
	passage related
	Reading Comprehension
	657

	42
	55
	 
	stand alone
	Writing Strategies
	657

	43
	52
	 
	stand alone
	Written and Oral English Lang. Conv.
	659

	44
	20
	 
	passage related
	Literary Response and Analysis
	659

	45
	26
	 
	passage related
	Reading Comprehension
	660

	46
	50
	 
	stand alone
	Writing Strategies
	665

	47
	21
	 
	passage related
	Literary Response and Analysis
	669

	48
	19
	 
	passage related
	Literary Response and Analysis
	689


Table A4.4 Mathematics Grade Three Item Map
	Ordered Item Number
	Original Item Number
	Key
	Strand
	Difficulty Scale

	1
	1
	 
	Number Sense
	552

	2
	30
	 
	Algebra and Functions
	568

	3
	39
	 
	Measurement and Geometry
	569

	4
	40
	 
	Measurement and Geometry
	574

	5
	26
	 
	Number Sense
	574

	6
	4
	 
	Number Sense
	577

	7
	29
	 
	Algebra and Functions
	580

	8
	49
	 
	Measurement and Geometry
	580

	9
	3
	 
	Number Sense
	581

	10
	48
	 
	Measurement and Geometry
	581

	11
	57
	 
	Statistics, Data Analysis, and Probability
	584

	12
	34
	 
	Algebra and Functions
	585

	13
	47
	 
	Measurement and Geometry
	587

	14
	36
	 
	Algebra and Functions
	588

	15
	42
	 
	Measurement and Geometry
	589

	16
	54
	 
	Statistics, Data Analysis, and Probability
	591

	17
	53
	 
	Statistics, Data Analysis, and Probability
	594

	18
	41
	 
	Measurement and Geometry
	595

	19
	9
	 
	Number Sense
	598

	20
	31
	 
	Algebra and Functions
	599

	21
	7
	 
	Number Sense
	601

	22
	46
	 
	Measurement and Geometry
	602

	23
	35
	 
	Algebra and Functions
	604

	24
	21
	 
	Number Sense
	604

	25
	6
	 
	Number Sense
	605

	26
	43
	 
	Measurement and Geometry
	608

	27
	23
	 
	Number Sense
	608

	28
	25
	 
	Number Sense
	613

	29
	24
	 
	Number Sense
	617

	30
	19
	 
	Number Sense
	617

	31
	17
	 
	Number Sense
	622

	32
	5
	 
	Number Sense
	622

	33
	56
	 
	Statistics, Data Analysis, and Probability
	623

	34
	2
	 
	Number Sense
	624

	35
	22
	 
	Number Sense
	627

	36
	20
	 
	Number Sense
	630

	37
	45
	 
	Measurement and Geometry
	632

	38
	10
	 
	Number Sense
	633

	39
	15
	 
	Number Sense
	634

	40
	11
	 
	Number Sense
	646

	41
	8
	 
	Number Sense
	651

	42
	55
	 
	Statistics, Data Analysis, and Probability
	653

	43
	32
	 
	Algebra and Functions
	664

	44
	16
	 
	Number Sense
	665

	45
	44
	 
	Measurement and Geometry
	669

	46
	33
	 
	Algebra and Functions
	672

	47
	14
	 
	Number Sense
	675

	48
	18
	 
	Number Sense
	746


Table A4.5 Mathematics Grade Four Item Map
	Ordered Item Number
	Original Item Number
	Key
	Strand
	Difficulty Scale

	1
	1
	 
	Number Sense
	514

	2
	40
	 
	Measurement and Geometry
	547

	3
	24
	 
	Number Sense
	556

	4
	3
	 
	Number Sense
	565

	5
	23
	 
	Number Sense
	565

	6
	2
	 
	Number Sense
	567

	7
	5
	 
	Number Sense
	568

	8
	4
	 
	Number Sense
	576

	9
	21
	 
	Number Sense
	593

	10
	22
	 
	Number Sense
	604

	11
	49
	 
	Measurement and Geometry
	608

	12
	25
	 
	Number Sense
	608

	13
	37
	 
	Algebra and Functions
	612

	14
	41
	 
	Measurement and Geometry
	612

	15
	35
	 
	Algebra and Functions
	616

	16
	57
	 
	Statistics, Data Analysis, and Probability
	617

	17
	6
	 
	Number Sense
	619

	18
	42
	 
	Measurement and Geometry
	620

	19
	7
	 
	Number Sense
	621

	20
	20
	 
	Number Sense
	621

	21
	30
	 
	Algebra and Functions
	622

	22
	15
	 
	Number Sense
	627

	23
	8
	 
	Number Sense
	627

	24
	29
	 
	Algebra and Functions
	627

	25
	48
	 
	Measurement and Geometry
	634

	26
	19
	 
	Number Sense
	634

	27
	55
	 
	Statistics, Data Analysis, and Probability
	634

	28
	18
	 
	Number Sense
	636

	29
	53
	 
	Statistics, Data Analysis, and Probability
	636

	30
	56
	 
	Statistics, Data Analysis, and Probability
	642

	31
	9
	 
	Number Sense
	643

	32
	31
	 
	Algebra and Functions
	644

	33
	28
	 
	Algebra and Functions
	650

	34
	47
	 
	Measurement and Geometry
	651

	35
	34
	 
	Algebra and Functions
	652

	36
	17
	 
	Number Sense
	653

	37
	43
	 
	Measurement and Geometry
	654

	38
	44
	 
	Measurement and Geometry
	655

	39
	33
	 
	Algebra and Functions
	656

	40
	54
	 
	Statistics, Data Analysis, and Probability
	662

	41
	10
	 
	Number Sense
	663

	42
	11
	 
	Number Sense
	664

	43
	12
	 
	Number Sense
	665

	44
	16
	 
	Number Sense
	666

	45
	36
	 
	Algebra and Functions
	666

	46
	46
	 
	Measurement and Geometry
	667

	47
	45
	 
	Measurement and Geometry
	675

	48
	32
	 
	Algebra and Functions
	682


Table A4.6 Mathematics Grade Five Item Map
	Ordered Item Number
	Original Item Number
	Key
	Strand
	Difficulty Scale

	1
	1
	 
	Number Sense
	484

	2
	6
	 
	Number Sense
	506

	3
	23
	 
	Number Sense
	559

	4
	2
	 
	Number Sense
	569

	5
	28
	 
	Algebra and Functions
	573

	6
	21
	 
	Number Sense
	585

	7
	3
	 
	Number Sense
	587

	8
	36
	 
	Algebra and Functions
	592

	9
	4
	 
	Number Sense
	593

	10
	26
	 
	Algebra and Functions
	594

	11
	53
	 
	Statistics, Data Analysis, and Probability
	598

	12
	27
	 
	Algebra and Functions
	599

	13
	34
	 
	Algebra and Functions
	603

	14
	56
	 
	Statistics, Data Analysis, and Probability
	606

	15
	48
	 
	Measurement and Geometry
	606

	16
	47
	 
	Measurement and Geometry
	606

	17
	40
	 
	Measurement and Geometry
	608

	18
	5
	 
	Number Sense
	608

	19
	22
	 
	Number Sense
	611

	20
	16
	 
	Number Sense
	612

	21
	30
	 
	Algebra and Functions
	612

	22
	7
	 
	Number Sense
	619

	23
	19
	 
	Number Sense
	619

	24
	10
	 
	Number Sense
	621

	25
	14
	 
	Number Sense
	624

	26
	33
	 
	Algebra and Functions
	624

	27
	18
	 
	Number Sense
	626

	28
	8
	 
	Number Sense
	630

	29
	55
	 
	Statistics, Data Analysis, and Probability
	633

	30
	42
	 
	Measurement and Geometry
	635

	31
	35
	 
	Algebra and Functions
	636

	32
	20
	 
	Number Sense
	641

	33
	32
	 
	Algebra and Functions
	643

	34
	46
	 
	Measurement and Geometry
	644

	35
	29
	 
	Algebra and Functions
	644

	36
	54
	 
	Statistics, Data Analysis, and Probability
	647

	37
	45
	 
	Measurement and Geometry
	648

	38
	17
	 
	Number Sense
	649

	39
	41
	 
	Measurement and Geometry
	649

	40
	37
	 
	Algebra and Functions
	652

	41
	13
	 
	Number Sense
	653

	42
	15
	 
	Number Sense
	654

	43
	57
	 
	Statistics, Data Analysis, and Probability
	654

	44
	44
	 
	Measurement and Geometry
	658

	45
	9
	 
	Number Sense
	662

	46
	49
	 
	Measurement and Geometry
	665

	47
	43
	 
	Measurement and Geometry
	674

	48
	31
	 
	Algebra and Functions
	692


Table A4.7 Science Grade Five Item Map
	Ordered Item Number
	Original Item Number
	Key
	Strand
	Difficulty Scale

	1
	11
	 
	Physical Science
	534

	2
	1
	 
	Physical Science
	548

	3
	26
	 
	Life Science
	551

	4
	28
	 
	Invest. & Exper.
	557

	5
	16
	 
	Physical Science
	564

	6
	10
	 
	Physical Science
	565

	7
	4
	 
	Physical Science
	566

	8
	36
	 
	Life Science
	577

	9
	53
	 
	Earth Science
	577

	10
	55
	 
	Earth Science
	582

	11
	25
	 
	Life Science
	584

	12
	7
	 
	Physical Science
	590

	13
	21
	 
	Life Science
	594

	14
	49
	 
	Invest. & Exper.
	598

	15
	22
	 
	Life Science
	598

	16
	57
	 
	Earth Science
	599

	17
	2
	 
	Physical Science
	602

	18
	29
	 
	Invest. & Exper.
	608

	19
	42
	 
	Earth Science
	610

	20
	32
	 
	Life Science
	610

	21
	27
	 
	Life Science
	611

	22
	15
	 
	Physical Science
	613

	23
	48
	 
	Earth Science
	615

	24
	8
	 
	Invest. & Exper.
	616

	25
	14
	 
	Physical Science
	622

	26
	34
	 
	Life Science
	623

	27
	54
	 
	Earth Science
	626

	28
	43
	 
	Earth Science
	628

	29
	45
	 
	Earth Science
	629

	30
	31
	 
	Life Science
	630

	31
	35
	 
	Life Science
	630

	32
	47
	 
	Earth Science
	635

	33
	52
	 
	Earth Science
	637

	34
	46
	 
	Earth Science
	637

	35
	44
	 
	Earth Science
	641

	36
	23
	 
	Life Science
	642

	37
	5
	 
	Physical Science
	645

	38
	56
	 
	Earth Science
	648

	39
	9
	 
	Invest. & Exper.
	649

	40
	33
	 
	Life Science
	651

	41
	13
	 
	Physical Science
	653

	42
	12
	 
	Physical Science
	654

	43
	3
	 
	Physical Science
	654

	44
	24
	 
	Life Science
	656

	45
	30
	 
	Life Science
	659

	46
	51
	 
	Earth Science
	661

	47
	6
	 
	Physical Science
	666

	48
	50
	 
	Invest. & Exper.
	670


Attachment D: Evaluation Forms

Initial Evaluation of the Training on the Bookmark Procedure

The purpose of this evaluation form is to obtain your feedback about the training you have received so far on the Bookmark process. Your feedback will provide a basis for determining what to review before we begin the actual Bookmark process. 

ID # _____
1. Please indicate the degree to which you agree with each statement using the scale given (Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree, Strongly Disagree). Place a check mark (() or X under only one category in the scale to indicate your answer.


Strongly


Strongly


Agree
Agree
Disagree
Disagree

I understand the purpose of this workshop.
(
(
(
(
The large-group facilitator explained things clearly.
(
(
(
(
The panel facilitator explained things clearly.
(
(
(
(
I understand what is meant by the Target Student. 
(
(
(
(
I understand what the ordered item booklet is.
(
(
(
(
I understand the information presented in the item map.
(
(
(
(
The training in the Bookmark method seems adequate

to give me the information I need to complete

my assignment.
(
(
(
(
I understand how to make the standard setting 

judgments.
(
(
(
(
I am ready to place my first bookmark for the test. 
(
(
(
(
If you checked “Disagree” or “Strongly Disagree” for any of the above statements, please tell us what we need to do to complete the preparation for placing the first bookmark.

2. Have you participated in a Bookmark or other standard-setting workshop before today?

 
( No 
 ( Yes

By signing this form, I state that I am ready to proceed with the process.

__________________________________________

 ___________


Signature


Date

Final Evaluation of the Bookmark Procedure 
ID # _____

The purpose of this final evaluation form is to obtain your feedback about the bookmark process overall. Your feedback will provide a basis for evaluating the training, methods, and materials in the bookmark process. Please complete the information below by choosing only one response for each statement. 

1. Please read each of the following statements carefully and indicate the degree to which you agree with each statement.


Strongly


Strongly


Agree
Agree
Disagree
Disagree

I understood the purpose of this workshop.
(
(
(
(
The training packet contained all the information

 I needed to complete my assignment.
(
(
(
(
The training in the bookmark method was adequate

to give me the information I needed to complete

my assignment.
(
(
(
(
I understood how to use the item map.
(
(
(
(
I understood the ordered item booklet.
(
(
(
(
I understood how to place the bookmark.
(
(
(
(
2. Please rate the clarity of the following instructions provided in the bookmark workshop.


Very
Mostly
Mostly
Very

Clear
Clear
Unclear
Unclear

Instructions provided in the training material
(
(
(
(
Instructions provided by the lead (large-group) facilitator
(
(
(
(
Instructions provided by my panel facilitator
(
(
(
(
3. How useful was each of the following materials or procedures in completing the Bookmark process?


Very
Somewhat    Not At All

Useful
Useful
Useful
Taking the test before placing a bookmark
(
(
(
Reviewing the organization of the ordered item booklet
(
(
(
Defining the Target Student
(
(
(
Information in the item map
(
(
(
Practicing the procedure
(
(
(
Table discussion
(
(
(
Large-group discussion
(
(
(
Impact information (% of students in each performance level)
(
(
(
4. How influential was each of the following in placing your bookmark?


Very
Somewhat
Not At All

Influential
Influential
Influential
Target Student Definitions
(
(
(
My perception of the difficulty of the items
(
(
(
My experiences with students
(
(
(
Table discussion
(
(
(
Room-level discussion
(
(
(
Bookmark placements of other panelists
(
(
(
Percent of students who probably will fall in each

proficiency level


(
(
(
My sense of what students need to know to be

proficient
(
(
(
5. If you changed your bookmark between your 2nd and 3rd judgment, what was most influential in your making that change?

6. How appropriate was the amount of time you were given to complete the different components of the bookmark process?


Too Much
About       Too Little

Time
Right
Time
Training in the procedure
(
(
(
Reviewing the test
(
(
(
Reviewing the ordered items
(
(
(
Group discussion after the first actual bookmark round
(
(
(
Group discussion after the second actual bookmark round
(
(
(
7. Do you believe that the final recommended cut score for each of the performance levels is too low, about right, or too high? 



Too Low
About Right
Too High

Basic

(
(
(
Proficient

(
(
(
Advanced

(
(
(
THANK YOU
Attachment E: Nondisclosure Agreement and Biographical Information Form
Nondisclosure Agreement
Test security is of the utmost importance, and it is the ETS’s obligation to ensure the security of all test materials. The nature and content of any test, test item, proposed or draft test item, or other secure assessment material, including but not limited to the specific language or the subject of test items or proposed or draft test items and any art such as drawings, graphs, tables and sketches, must not be divulged.

In addition, the information you receive on cut scores for the assessments or on student performance on the items is confidential as are all data on student scores. 

By signing below, you acknowledge and agree that the test materials are highly secure and that the unauthorized disclosure of any test materials associated with ETS could result in substantial monetary and non-monetary costs to replace the test and materials. You agree that your access to test items and other test materials is only for the purpose of review. You agree not to reproduce the tests or any questions within them, directly or indirectly, and not to reveal the nature or content of the test or test items to any other person other than those participating in this workshop.

You further acknowledge and agree that these materials are being provided only for use at this workshop, and you agree to return these materials to ETS prior to leaving the premises.

Signature

Print Name

School/District

Date

ID #  ________
Biographical Information Form

Grade you are working on at this workshop (Choose one.)

( Grade 3
( Grade 4
( Grade 5

Subject you are working on at this workshop (Choose one.)

( ELA
( Math
( Science

Group you are representing (Choose one.)

( Teachers
( Administrators

Race (Choose one.)


( African American or Black
( Alaskan Native or American Indian 


( Asian or Asian American
( Hispanic 

( Native Hawaiian or 

( White                

Other Pacific Islander

Gender


( Male
( Female

School Setting (Choose one.)


( Urban
( Suburban
( Rural

Are you currently teaching: (Mark all that apply)  



Grade 3

Grade 4

Grade 5

ELA
( 
(
(
Math
( 
(
(
Science
( 
(
(
Attachment F: Agreement to Proceed

Agreement to Proceed
Please circle the grade and test you are working on at this workshop.

Grade:
Grade 3
Grade 4
Grade 5

Test:
English–language arts
Mathematics
Science

This is to verify that I understand that I am to consider the knowledge and skills defined by the target student descriptions, then to review the items in the ordered item booklet in sequence, and then to place a bookmark on the first item in the booklet where the competencies measured by that item exceed the competencies of a student who just meets the target student description. . I understand that I am to follow this approach for three performance levels (Basic, Proficient, Advanced), such that I will place three bookmarks in the ordered item booklet.

By signing this form, I state that I am ready to proceed with the process.

______________________________
________________
________________

Signature
Date
Panelist ID Number

� In several applications of the Bookmark method, a target probability of two-thirds is used to define “most likely.” See, for example, Mitzel, Lewis, Patz & Green (2001).


� In the science panel, all seven panelists were seated at one table.


� Ordered item number 1 is associated with the scale score of that item, not a median. No bookmarks were placed on ordered item .


� The SEJ assumes that panelists were selected at random from a population of panelists. In most instances, including the current study, this is not likely to be true. Therefore, the SEJ should be interpreted as an approximation of each cut score’s replicability.


� Probabilities assume normality of the sample; sampling theory suggests that, as the size of the group increases, the distribution gets closer to normal.


� A similar letter was sent to the mathematics and science panelists, with directions and the appropriate link to review the mathematics and science content standards.


� Each panelist was mailed a three-page form, one page for each grade (Grade 3, Grade 4, Grade 5).





i

