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Acronyms and Initialisms Used in the CAPA Standard Setting Report 
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	California Alternate Performance Assessment
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	item response theory
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	National School Lunch Program
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Introduction

The California Alternate Performance Assessment (CAPA) assesses the performance of students with significant cognitive disabilities on sets of California’s content standards for English–language arts (ELA), mathematics (grades two through eleven), and science (grades five, eight, and ten). Students’ individualized education program (IEP) teams determined, on a student-by-student basis, whether each student would take the California Standards Tests (CSTs)/California Modified Assessment (CMA) or take the CAPA. 

The CAPA is composed entirely of performance tasks. Each content area includes eight performance tasks which are scored by a trained, certificated, or licensed school staff member on either a 4- or 5-point rubric, depending on the test level being assessed. For CAPA ELA and Mathematics, there are five test levels and eight tasks per level. For CAPA Science, there are four test levels and eight tasks per level. Performance scoring for Level I is based on a 5-point rubric while Levels II–V scoring is based on a 4-point rubric. On Level I, it is possible to obtain any raw score between 0 and 40; on the other test levels, raw scores range from 0 to 32. 

Educational Testing Service (ETS) conducted a standard-setting workshop in Sacramento, California, for CAPA Levels I–V ELA and Mathematics and Levels I, III–V Science from September 16 to September 18, 2008. The study was conducted using the Performance Profile Method applied to one form of each test. Four panels of educators (one panel for Level I across content areas and one panel each for the other levels of the three content areas) participated in the workshop. On September 18, ETS met with representatives of the California Department of Education (CDE) to review the preliminary results. An executive summary of the panels’ 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 description 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 Performance Profile Method, materials used in this approach, and the process before and during the workshop)

· The results, which include summary data from the panelists’ standard setting judgments, and from evaluations by the panelists. 

Purpose of the Standard Setting Workshop

The purpose of the standard-setting process is to collect recommendations for the placement of the CAPA cut scores for approval by the State Board of Education (SBE) and used by the CDE. The method employed for CAPA was the Performance Profile Method, a holistic judgment approach based on profiles of student test performance for the areas of ELA and mathematics at all five test levels, and for science at levels I, III, IV, and V.
 

Development of Draft Competencies Lists 

Prior to the standard-setting workshop, ETS facilitated a meeting of California educators during which lists of competencies were drafted. Four panels of educators were assembled to identify and discuss the competencies required of students in the CAPA levels and content areas for each performance level (below basic, basic, proficient, and advanced). Panels consisted of educators who have experience working with students who take the CAPA, and panelists were assigned to one of four panels (Level I, CAPA ELA, mathematics, and science) based on experience working with students and administering the CAPA. The lists were developed based on the California content standards and the California policy level descriptors. 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 Performance Profile 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 (results include the judgments and student impact data as well as an evaluation of the process based on questionnaires completed by the panelists).

Performance Profile Method

Due to the small number of items and the fact that all CAPA items are constructed response, ETS applied a procedure that combines the Policy Capturing Method (Plake & Hambleton, 2001; Jaeger, 1995a; Jaeger, 1995b) and the Dominant Profile Method (Plake & Hambleton, 2001; Plake, Hambleton, & Jaeger, 1997; Putnam, Pence, & Jaeger, 1995). Both of these methods are holistic methods in that they ask panelists to make decisions based on an examinee’s score profile or performance rather than on each separate item. 

The procedure implemented is a modification to the Performance Profile Method used for CAPA standard setting in 2003 (Morgan, 2003) .
 Panelists marked the raw score that corresponds to the performance profiles judged to be representing the competencies a student should have at each performance level (that is, basic, proficient, advanced). 

In the procedure, representative student profiles are presented at selected raw scores. Score profiles are presented in increasing order based on total raw score.
 For most raw score points, two to three profiles are presented; but in the portion of the score range where total scores are achieved by a large group of students as indicated by the operational data, up to five profiles are presented. For some total scores, one or more profiles may be more frequently observed; those frequently occurring profiles are presented. While it is recognized that any number of combinations of item ratings may result in the same total raw score, the intent in the Performance Profile Method is to set a cut score that is compensatory in nature. Therefore, profiles within the same total raw score are ordered randomly. Panelists are instructed that it is permissible to select total raw scores “between” the presented raw score profiles as their recommended cut score judgment for any level.

Specifics regarding the process implemented for the CAPA standard setting follow.

Standard Setting Panels

A representative sample of panelists was recruited to participate in the standard setting sessions. In recruiting panelists, the goal was to include California educators with experience administering the CAPA, who have direct experience in the education of students who take the CAPA and who are familiar with the California content standards. Panelists included teachers, administrators, curriculum specialists, and/or school psychologists. Panelists were recruited from across the state to be representative of the educators of students who take the CAPA. The goal for a final sample was 72 panelists, to be grouped into four panels of 18 as follows, such that the educators on each panel should have experience administering CAPA across the levels to which they will be assigned:

Group 1: CAPA Level I, ELA, Mathematics, and Science

Group 2: CAPA Levels II–V, ELA

Group 3: CAPA Levels II–V, Mathematics

Group 4: CAPA Levels III–V, Science

Replication Study

In response to a discussion at the Technical Advisory Group (TAG) meeting in April 2008, ETS proposed a plan for a replication study in which each panel of 18 would be split into two subgroups of nine each for a within-room replication. However, the number of panelists who actually participated was 42, too few to permit replication. The threshold used for executing the planned replication was no fewer than seven in each of two tables to permit replication. 

Although a total of 84 panelists applied, the number approved for invitation was 56, and of those invited 42 participated. The reason(s) for the lower-than-expected participant rate is not completely understood; however based on responses from the panelists who rejected the invitation and an informal inquiry of the panelists at the end of the workshop, some possibilities have been considered. Reasons given for the lack of participation and challenges in attending included difficulties associated with teacher’s absence from the classroom for three days, lack of availability of a substitute, the time of year, less than adequate notice for absence, and a lack of information among districts about the standard setting work. A number of panelists cancelled and a few did not provide any explanation; others simply did not arrive. CDE and the ETS will continue to have a goal of improving the participation rates for standard setting and other committee work. 

The number of panelists who participated in the CAPA standard setting is depicted in Table 1. The final panels included primarily special education teachers and administrators; although invited, no community representatives attended. The resulting panels are described further in Appendix 1.

Table 1 Number of Participants in CAPA Standard Setting

	Panel
	Number of Panelists

	Level I
	9

	ELA
	12

	Math
	9

	Science
	12

	Total
	42


Soon after the final list of panelists was approved by the CDE, 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 at lunch on the first day of the workshop, and is described below.

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 and a note-taking form for the assignment (see Attachment A), and a link to the California content standards for the CAPA test they would be reviewing. At the standard setting workshop, panelists received training materials and a set of operational materials. Materials 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 test in the original format, scoring rubrics, scoring flowchart (Level I only), the performance profiles, and the draft competencies list. Panelists developed target student descriptions in the workshop for use in working with the operational test (see Attachment B). Target student descriptions are the documents created by panelists defining the knowledge and skills needed for entrance into each performance level. When participants in standard setting are given adequate time to form a clear understanding of the target student(s), these key conceptualizations can be applied consistently in making standard setting judgments (2007, Cizek and Bunch). The performance profiles are described more fully below.

Performance Profiles

Profiles for Levels II–V were selected for use in standard setting using 2008 student performance data as empirical evidence of student performance at each total raw score. Profiles for Level I were informed by 2008 student performance data. Raw scores for Level I CAPA were generated by application of the 2008 Level I rubric at the 2008 CAPA test administration. Profiles for use in CAPA Level I standard setting were selected from the 2008 student data, and the reasonableness of the selected Level I profiles was verified by CAPA assessment experts, taking into account the changes in the Level I rubric. See Attachment C for a sample profile representing what was used for each test, for example, ELA Level I, ELA Level II, ELA Level III.

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 standard setting steps, the influence of different aspects of the standard-setting process and panelists’ acceptance of 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 the panel facilitator could review any standard setting steps 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

The Process section of this 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 out 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 reviewed the tests for which they were setting standards, received training (including practice), and made judgments to indicate cut scores over the course of three rounds of judgment, feedback, and discussion. The steps in the process were repeated by each panel for the tests assigned to the panel: review tasks and rubrics, develop target student descriptions, and three rounds of judgments, feedback, and discussion. (See Attachment F for an example of the Agenda.) After the workshop, the results were shared with the CDE.

Training

Panelists were trained in various aspects of the standard-setting 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 (Level I, ELA, mathematics, and science panelists), where the need for cut scores was explained. Dr. Eric Zilbert, CDE STAR Psychometrician, welcomed the group and provided some orientation on the history of the CAPA and the need for standard setting. Dr. Patricia Baron, ETS’s lead facilitator, introduced the Performance Profile Method 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 Jason Gonzalez, the ETS test development CAPA team lead. Dr. Baron then continued the general session with initial training on the Performance Profile Method. Panelists then moved into panel rooms, 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 G).

Familiarizing Panelists with Content

At the start of the process for each test, panelists were asked to review the CAPA tasks and scoring rubrics. The purpose of the task review was to allow the panelists to familiarize themselves with the content and the difficulty of the tasks on the test. ETS and CDE content experts were available to respond to any concerns the panelists had with specific tasks. Once panelists completed their review, they were asked to discuss, at their tables, the demands of each task and the content measured by each task.

Note about Standard-setting Process and Materials for CAPA Level I

The Level I scoring rubric was revised after the 2008 administration of the CAPA. In future administrations, the number of score points awarded based on the level of prompting by the test examiner administering the test will change (ETS K–12 Statistical Analysis Group, 2008). Due to the fact that the revised rubric would be used in 2009, and the new standards or cut scores would be applied to the scores from the 2009 administration, it was necessary to use the revised rubric for the standard setting and exclude 2008 student performance data from the Level I standard setting work.

The revised rubric was made available to the Level I panelists as part of the pre-work, and the training at standard setting included time for discussion and verification of understanding of the revisions to the rubric. The Level I panel facilitator explained to participants that, due to the change in the rubric after CAPA Level I scoring was complete, they would not receive impact data (that is, feedback indicating what percent of students are likely to fall into each performance level based on recommended cut scores). More explanation follows in the process section of this report. 

Target Student Descriptions

Panelists in each group independently reviewed the tasks and scoring rubric for the assigned tests, with the tasks presented in the same format as they are administered. Panelists discussed the competencies required to receive the range of rubric scores on the eight tasks and referred to the notes they made in their pre-work task. The draft list of competencies based on the content standards was made available for panelists to reference as an aid in developing target student definitions.
 

Panelists started by describing the skills and knowledge required of a target proficient student. This work was done first at the table level, where they listed the major components that defined the target proficient students. An educator 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; each of the two tables was assigned to develop either the basic or advanced target student description. They described and took notes on their description of either the target basic or target advanced student. 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. In subsequent iterations of the process (for the other tests assigned to the panel), table assignments alternated so that panelists had the opportunity to develop basic and advanced student descriptions over the course of the workshop.

It was pointed out to the panelists that these documents 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 and used them 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 

· Encouraging all panelists to participate

· Collecting and checking all rating forms for completeness and accuracy

· Taking notes and presenting summary of Round 1 table discussion

· Reviewing and presenting feedback data to the table

· Facilitating discussion in each round

Standard Setting Judgments

Once target student definitions were created, panelists were given an opportunity to practice making judgments. Panelists reviewed the profiles, starting with lowest total score and working toward the highest total. They located the total score most likely to be earned by the target basic student, recorded that total score on the recording form, and then continued reviewing until they found the next higher total score most likely to be earned by the target proficient student; they then recorded that score. The facilitators instructed the panelists to stop at the proficient level during the training phase. As part of the training, the facilitator asked a few panelists to discuss the rationale behind their judgment. The facilitator was able to monitor this discussion and provide clarity on the procedure as needed. Each panelist then completed an evaluation form indicating the extent to which the training in the procedure and materials has been clear, review and retraining occurred as needed. 

Once the facilitator confirmed that all panelists were ready to proceed, the process of making judgments in the Performance Profile Method began, and worked as follows: Beginning with the basic level, panelists reviewed the profiles, starting with lowest total score and working toward the highest total. They located the total score most likely to be earned by the target basic student and recorded this score on the rating form. They repeated the process for each cut score within that content area of that test level. Panelists made judgments in the following order: basic, proficient, and advanced.

Analysis

Data analysis was performed for each panel. After each round of the standard-setting process, the raw score selected by each panelist was recorded for each cut score, and the panelists’ rating forms were returned to them. When all panelists completed the round, the cut score judgments were presented to the room along with the frequency for that selection if more than one panelist chose the same cut score. This provided panelists a visual for the variation in cut scores within the group. (For an example, see Table 3 on page 11.)

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, ETS facilitators provided room-level feedback to the panelists on the distribution of cut scores and median cut score recommendation in the room. Beginning with the highest and lowest cut scores, panelists shared their cut score rationales. After discussion, a second iteration of judgments occurred, in which panelists were able to revisit and revise their judgments on any, none, or all of their first cut score recommendations. 

After the second iteration, the raw score selected by each panelist was again recorded for each cut score and displayed to the panel to facilitate discussion among panelists. ETS calculated the median of all judgments to find the interim recommended raw cut score for the panel. For Levels II–V, this raw score was then located on the cumulative frequency distributions for the spring 2008 operational administration and impact data indicating the percentage of students that would fall into each performance level based on the second iteration cuts was presented. 

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. This impact information was not provided to the Level I panelists because, due to the change in the rubric after the administration, no impact data were available.

The panelists were told to discuss with others in the room all the information they had received. They then independently recorded their third and final judgments when they were ready. 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 at each level—ELA and mathematics at Levels I–V, and science at Levels I and III–V—ETS created tables of frequencies and percentages indicating the percent of students at each total raw score. The final recommended cut score was the median Round 3 cut score, calculated as the median of the recommendations in the room. The median cut scores are displayed in Table 2, on the next page. 

Panelists’ recommendations were for three cut scores: basic, proficient, and advanced. The determination for below basic was made based on an evaluation of the data after the panelists’ final recommendations were available. On September 25, ETS presented the raw and scale score distribution for all CAPA tests to the CDE. The CDE determined that the below basic cut, differentiating students into the far below basic and below basic levels, would be set at a raw score of 4. A raw score of 4 is the score a student would receive if facing forward half the time for eight tasks. This rule was applied for CAPA Levels II–V ELA and Levels III–V science. For CAPA Levels II–V mathematics, because several additional raw scores received the same scale score, the raw score cut for mathematics was set to the highest raw score corresponding to that scale score. For more details on the scaling, refer to the ETS memo, “2009 Scaling of CAPA,” documenting CAPA 2009 scaling (currently under internal review).
In the results section, data are presented for the Level I test for ELA, Mathematics, and Science; Levels II–V for the ELA and mathematics tests, and Levels III–V for the science test. For Levels 
II–V, five tables are included: 

1. Median cut scores by round

2. Variability in judgments 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 cut scores

5. Range of scores +/- 1 CSEM and +/- 2 CSEM around the recommended cut scores 

For Level I, the first three tables are included; due to the Level I rubric change, no scale scores exist at this time for CAPA Level I. Following the Panel Results tables are summaries of the evaluations completed by the panelists. 

Distributions are included in Appendix 2 for the following groups: Male, Female, African American, White, Asian, Hispanic, and National School Lunch Program (NSLP). 

Level I Panel Results

Table 2 displays the median cut scores for the room after each round, for each content area (ELA, mathematics, and science). The median was calculated as the median of panelists’ judgments. The table shows that there was little change in the recommendations across rounds. 

Table 2 Median Cut Scores at the End of Each Round: Level I ELA, Mathematics, and Science

	Level I

	
	Round

	ELA
	1
	2
	3

	Basic
	10.0
	10.0
	10.0

	Proficient
	20.0
	20.0
	20.0

	Advanced
	29.0
	30.0
	31.0

	
	Round

	Mathematics
	1
	2
	3

	Basic
	8.0
	8.0
	8.0

	Proficient
	18.0
	19.0
	19.0

	Advanced
	27.0
	29.0
	29.0

	
	Round

	Science
	1
	2
	3

	Basic
	11.0
	11.0
	11.0

	Proficient
	20.0
	20.0
	20.0

	Advanced
	30.0
	30.0
	30.0


The numbers in Table 3, on the next page, represent the variability in recommendations for each round by content area for Level I. In general, panelists moved toward convergence over time. Ideally, the range of recommendations should decrease across each round, although occasionally, the introduction of impact data after Round 2 will result in variability increasing from Round 2, as panelists have different reactions to the normative data. A decrease in the range 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 Variability in Judgment of Cut Scores by Round: Level I ELA, Mathematics, and Science

	ELA Level I

	Round 1
	
	Round 2
	
	Round 3

	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced
	
	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced
	
	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced

	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count

	8
	3
	16
	1
	23
	1
	
	8
	1
	18
	2
	28
	1
	
	8
	2
	18
	1
	28
	1

	9
	2
	17
	1
	24
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	29
	1
	
	9
	1
	19
	1
	29
	1

	10
	2
	18
	3
	
	
	
	10
	9
	20
	7
	30
	6
	
	10
	8
	20
	7
	30
	4

	11
	1
	
	
	26
	1
	
	11
	1
	21
	2
	31
	2
	
	
	
	21
	2
	31
	2

	12
	4
	20
	4
	
	
	
	12
	1
	
	
	32
	3
	
	12
	1
	22
	1
	32
	5

	
	
	21
	2
	28
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	29
	1
	
	14
	1
	24
	1
	
	
	
	14
	1
	
	
	
	

	15
	1
	
	
	30
	2
	
	
	
	25
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	25
	1
	
	

	
	
	24
	1
	31
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	32
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	26
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Median
	10
	
	20
	
	29
	
	Median
	10
	
	20
	
	30
	
	Median
	10
	
	20
	
	31

	Mathematics Level I

	Round 1
	
	Round 2
	
	Round 3

	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced
	
	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced
	
	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced

	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count

	5
	1
	13
	2
	24
	2
	
	6
	2
	15
	2
	24
	1
	
	6
	1
	15
	1
	25
	1

	6
	1
	
	
	25
	1
	
	7
	2
	16
	3
	25
	1
	
	7
	3
	16
	3
	26
	1

	7
	2
	15
	3
	26
	2
	
	8
	5
	
	
	
	
	
	8
	4
	
	
	
	

	8
	3
	
	
	27
	3
	
	9
	1
	
	
	27
	1
	
	9
	2
	18
	1
	28
	2

	9
	3
	
	
	28
	1
	
	10
	1
	19
	2
	28
	3
	
	10
	1
	19
	4
	29
	3

	10
	1
	18
	2
	30
	1
	
	
	
	20
	3
	29
	1
	
	
	
	20
	2
	30
	3

	
	
	19
	1
	
	
	
	12
	2
	21
	2
	30
	3
	
	12
	2
	21
	1
	31
	2

	12
	2
	20
	2
	32
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	31
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	32
	1

	
	
	
	
	33
	1
	
	
	
	23
	1
	32
	2
	
	
	
	23
	1
	
	

	
	
	22
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	25
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Median
	8
	
	18
	
	27
	
	Median
	8
	
	19
	
	29
	
	Median
	8
	
	19
	
	29

	

	Science Level I

	Round 1
	
	Round 2
	
	Round 3

	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced
	
	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced
	
	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced

	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count

	8
	1
	19
	3
	27
	2
	
	9
	2
	19
	2
	27
	1
	
	9
	2
	19
	1
	27
	1

	9
	3
	20
	4
	
	
	
	10
	3
	20
	6
	28
	1
	
	10
	2
	20
	6
	28
	1

	10
	2
	21
	2
	
	
	
	11
	3
	21
	1
	29
	1
	
	11
	4
	21
	2
	29
	3

	11
	3
	22
	1
	30
	8
	
	12
	4
	22
	1
	30
	9
	
	12
	4
	22
	1
	30
	7

	12
	3
	23
	1
	31
	1
	
	13
	1
	23
	1
	31
	1
	
	13
	1
	23
	2
	31
	1

	13
	1
	24
	1
	32
	2
	
	
	
	24
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	24
	1
	
	

	
	 
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	 
	26
	1
	
	 
	
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 

	Median
	11
	 
	20
	 
	30
	
	Median
	11
	 
	20
	 
	30
	
	Median
	11
	 
	20
	 
	30


English–Language Arts Results

Table 4, below, displays the median cut scores for the room after each round for ELA for Levels II–V. The median was calculated as the median of panelists’ judgments. The table indicates that there was little change in the recommendations across rounds. 

Table 4 Median Cut Scores at the End of Each Round: ELA Levels II–V

	ELA

	
	Round

	Level II
	1
	2
	3

	Basic
	10.0
	10.0
	10.0

	Proficient
	18.0
	18.0
	18.0

	Advanced
	25.0
	25.0
	25.0

	
	Round

	Level III
	1
	2
	3

	Basic
	10.0
	10.0
	10.5

	Proficient
	17.0
	17.0
	18.0

	Advanced
	24.5
	24.0
	26.0

	
	Round

	Level IV
	1
	2
	3

	Basic
	10.0
	10.0
	10.0

	Proficient
	17.0
	16.0
	16.0

	Advanced
	25.0
	25.0
	25.0

	
	Round

	Level V
	1
	2
	3

	Basic
	10.0
	9.5
	9.0

	Proficient
	16.5
	16.0
	16.0

	Advanced
	23.5
	23.0
	24.5


The numbers in Table 5, on the next page, represent the variability in recommendations for each round for ELA Levels II–V. In general, panelists moved toward convergence over time. Ideally, the range of recommendations should decrease across each round, although occasionally, the introduction of impact data after Round 2 will result in variability increasing from Round 2, as panelists have different reactions to the normative data. A decrease in the range 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 5 Variability in Judgment of Cut Scores by Round: ELA Levels II–V

	ELA Level II

	Round 1
	
	Round 2
	
	Round 3

	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced
	
	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced
	
	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced

	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count

	9
	3
	15
	2
	21
	1
	
	9
	1
	15
	2
	21
	1
	
	9
	3
	15
	2
	21
	1

	10
	6
	17
	3
	22
	2
	
	10
	8
	16
	0
	22
	1
	
	10
	6
	16
	1
	22
	1

	11
	2
	18
	4
	24
	1
	
	11
	2
	17
	3
	23
	0
	
	11
	2
	17
	1
	
	

	12
	1
	19
	1
	25
	3
	
	12
	1
	18
	6
	24
	3
	
	12
	1
	18
	8
	24
	1

	 
	
	20
	1
	26
	2
	
	 
	
	19
	1
	25
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	25
	5

	  
	
	22
	1
	27
	2
	
	 
	
	 
	 
	26
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	26
	3

	 
	 
	 
	 
	28
	1
	
	 
	
	 
	 
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	27
	1

	Median
	10
	 
	18
	 
	25
	
	Median
	10
	 
	18
	 
	25
	
	Median
	10
	
	18
	
	25

	

	ELA Level III

	Round 1
	
	Round 2
	
	Round 3

	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced
	
	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced
	
	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced

	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count

	8
	1
	15
	2
	20
	1
	
	8
	1
	15
	2
	21
	2
	
	8
	1
	15
	1
	22
	1

	9
	2
	16
	2
	21
	1
	
	9
	2
	16
	2
	22
	0
	
	9
	2
	16
	3
	
	 

	10
	7
	17
	3
	22
	1
	
	10
	7
	17
	3
	23
	1
	
	10
	3
	17
	1
	24
	3

	11
	1
	18
	5
	23
	2
	
	11
	1
	18
	5
	24
	5
	
	11
	3
	18
	6
	25
	1

	12
	1
	
	
	24
	1
	
	12
	1
	
	 
	25
	2
	
	12
	3
	19
	1
	26
	5

	
	
	
	
	25
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	26
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	27
	1

	
	
	
	
	26
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	28
	1

	
	
	
	
	27
	1
	
	
	
	
	 
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	Median
	10
	
	17
	
	24.5
	
	Median
	10
	 
	17
	
	24
	
	Median
	10.5
	
	18
	
	26

	ELA Level IV

	Round 1
	
	Round 2
	
	Round 3

	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced
	
	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced
	
	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced

	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count

	8
	1
	15
	1
	22
	2
	
	8
	2
	15
	1
	22
	2
	
	8
	2
	15
	1
	22
	2

	9
	2
	16
	5
	
	 
	
	9
	1
	16
	7
	
	 
	
	9
	1
	16
	7
	
	 

	10
	6
	
	 
	24
	2
	
	10
	9
	17
	2
	24
	3
	
	10
	9
	17
	2
	24
	3

	
	 
	18
	2
	25
	3
	
	
	 
	18
	1
	25
	5
	
	
	
	18
	1
	25
	4

	12
	1
	19
	2
	26
	2
	
	
	 
	19
	1
	26
	1
	
	
	
	19
	1
	26
	2

	13
	1
	20
	1
	27
	1
	
	
	 
	
	
	27
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	27
	1

	14
	1
	24
	1
	28
	1
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	32
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Median
	10
	
	17
	
	25
	
	Median
	10
	
	16
	
	25
	
	Median
	10
	
	16
	
	25

	

	ELA Level V

	Round 1
	
	Round 2
	
	Round 3

	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced
	
	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced
	
	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced

	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count

	8
	1
	15
	2
	22
	3
	
	8
	2
	16
	7
	22
	3
	
	8
	3
	15
	1
	22
	1

	9
	3
	16
	4
	23
	3
	
	9
	4
	17
	3
	23
	4
	
	9
	4
	16
	6
	23
	2

	10
	6
	17
	4
	24
	2
	
	10
	5
	18
	2
	24
	2
	
	10
	4
	17
	4
	24
	3

	
	
	18
	2
	25
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	25
	1
	
	
	
	18
	1
	25
	2

	12
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	12
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	12
	1
	
	
	26
	2

	
	
	
	
	27
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	27
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	27
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	28
	1

	Median
	10
	
	16.5
	
	23.5
	
	Median
	9.5
	
	16
	
	23
	
	Median
	9
	
	16
	
	24.5


Table 6 presents, for ELA Levels II–V, the cut score recommendations converted to rounded scale scores and the CSEM 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 6 Recommended Scale Score Cut Scores and CSEM: ELA Levels II–V

	Recommended Cut Scores

	Performance Level
	Level II
	Level III
	Level IV
	Level V

	
	Scale Score
	CSEM
	Scale Score
	CSEM
	Scale Score
	CSEM
	Scale Score
	CSEM

	Basic
	30
	1.5
	30
	2.0
	30
	2.4
	30
	2.1

	Proficient
	35
	1.4
	35
	1.7
	35
	1.8
	35
	1.4

	Advanced
	38
	1.3
	41
	2.2
	41
	1.9
	40
	1.7


Table 7 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 6. 

Table 7 Projected Distribution of 2008 Students Based on Round 3 Recommendations: ELA Levels II–V

	Performance Level
	Level II
	Level III
	Level IV
	Level V

	Below/Far Below Basic
	3.0
	5.2
	9.6
	6.6

	Basic
	15.6
	14.3
	19.4
	16.4

	Proficient
	32.6
	39.9
	40.6
	38.0

	Advanced
	48.8
	40.6
	30.4
	39.0

	Percentages may not sum to 100% due to rounding


Table 8, on the next page, displays the scale scores located one and two conditional standard errors above and below the recommended cut scores for each level. 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 6.). 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 numbers of “false negatives” and thus 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). 

The projected percentages are for the total group. Projected percentages for subgroups (for example, gender and ethnicity) can be found in Appendix 2. Some differences can be found between projected percentages on Table 8 and those presented in the executive summary due to the difference in the reporting metrics  As can be seen in Appendix 2, some scale scores map to more than one raw score. In those cases, percent at and above values are based on the lowest raw score converting to the same scale score.

Table 8 Projected Percentage of 2008 Students At and Above Recommended Cut Score, +/- 1 CSEM and +/-1 2 CSEM for Total Group: ELA Levels II–V

	ELA Level II
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	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
	27
	98.9
	
	-2 CSEM
	32
	94.4
	
	-2 CSEM
	35
	81.4

	-1 CSEM
	28
	98.4
	
	-1 CSEM
	34
	88.9
	
	-1 CSEM
	37
	66.2

	Panel Recommended
	30
	97.0
	
	Panel Recommended
	35
	81.4
	
	Panel Recommended
	38
	48.8

	+1 CSEM
	32
	94.4
	
	+1 CSEM
	36
	77.0
	
	+1 CSEM
	39
	37.8

	+2 CSEM
	33
	92.8
	
	+2 CSEM
	38
	48.8
	
	+2 CSEM
	41
	21.3

	ELA Level III
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	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
	26
	97.9
	
	+2 CSEM
	32
	92.5
	
	+2 CSEM
	37
	67.4

	+1 CSEM
	28
	96.4
	
	+1 CSEM
	33
	89.0
	
	+1 CSEM
	39
	52.3

	Panel Recommended
	30
	94.8
	
	Panel Recommended
	35
	80.5
	
	Panel Recommended
	41
	40.6

	-1 CSEM
	32
	92.5
	
	-1 CSEM
	37
	67.4
	
	-1 CSEM
	43
	27.4

	-2 CSEM
	34
	86.7
	
	-2 CSEM
	38
	57.4
	
	-2 CSEM
	45
	20.8

	ELA Level IV
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	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
	25
	95.8
	
	-2 CSEM
	31
	87.5
	
	-2 CSEM
	37
	58.8

	-1 CSEM
	28
	92.9
	
	-1 CSEM
	33
	81.0
	
	-1 CSEM
	39
	45.1

	Panel Recommended
	30
	90.5
	
	Panel Recommended
	35
	71.0
	
	Panel Recommended
	41
	30.4

	+1 CSEM
	32
	84.3
	
	+1 CSEM
	37
	58.8
	
	+1 CSEM
	43
	20.2

	+2 CSEM
	35
	71.0
	
	+2 CSEM
	39
	45.1
	
	+2 CSEM
	45
	11.0

	ELA Level V
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	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
	26
	96.8
	
	-2 CSEM
	32
	90.0
	
	-2 CSEM
	37
	66.7

	-1 CSEM
	28
	95.4
	
	-1 CSEM
	34
	82.6
	
	-1 CSEM
	38
	58.5

	Panel Recommended
	30
	93.4
	
	Panel Recommended
	35
	77.1
	
	Panel Recommended
	40
	39.0

	+1 CSEM
	32
	90.0
	
	+1 CSEM
	36
	73.9
	
	+1 CSEM
	42
	27.4

	+2 CSEM
	34
	82.6
	
	+2 CSEM
	38
	58.5
	
	+2 CSEM
	43
	15.8


Mathematics Results

Table 9 displays the median cut scores for the room after each round, for mathematics for Levels II–V. The median was calculated as the median of panelists’ judgments. The table indicates that there was little change in the recommendations across rounds. 

Table 9 Median Cut Scores at the End of Each Round: Mathematics Levels II–V

	Mathematics

	
	Round

	Level II
	1
	2
	3

	Basic
	15.0
	15.0
	15.0

	Proficient
	21.0
	20.0
	20.0

	Advanced
	27.0
	27.0
	27.0

	
	Round

	Level III
	1
	2
	3

	Basic
	12.0
	12.0
	12.0

	Proficient
	20.0
	20.0
	20.0

	Advanced
	27.0
	27.0
	27.0

	
	Round

	Level IV
	1
	2
	3

	Basic
	13.0
	13.0
	13.0

	Proficient
	20.0
	20.0
	20.0

	Advanced
	26.5
	26.5
	27.0

	
	Round

	Level V
	1
	2
	3

	Basic
	13.0
	13.0
	13.0

	Proficient
	19.0
	19.0
	19.0

	Advanced
	27.0
	26.0
	26.0


The numbers in Table 10, on the next page, represent the variability in recommendations for each round for mathematics Levels II–V. In general, panelists moved toward convergence over time or remained the same. Ideally, the range of recommendations should decrease across each round, although occasionally, the introduction of impact data after Round 2 will result in variability increasing from Round 2, as panelists have different reactions to the normative data. A decrease in the range 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 10 Variability in Judgment of Cut Scores by Round: Mathematics Levels II–V

	Mathematics Level II

	Round 1
	
	Round 2
	
	Round 3

	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced
	
	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced
	
	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced

	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count

	10
	1
	16
	1
	22
	1
	
	12
	1
	19
	2
	26
	1
	
	14
	4
	19
	1
	27
	8

	11
	0
	17
	0
	23
	0
	
	
	
	20
	4
	27
	6
	
	15
	4
	20
	7
	28
	1

	12
	0
	18
	0
	24
	0
	
	14
	3
	21
	3
	28
	2
	
	16
	1
	21
	1
	
	

	13
	1
	19
	1
	25
	1
	
	15
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	14
	2
	20
	1
	26
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	15
	5
	21
	5
	27
	6
	
	17
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	22
	0
	28
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	23
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	24
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Median
	15
	
	21
	
	27
	
	Median
	15
	
	20
	
	27
	
	Median
	15
	
	20
	
	27

	

	Mathematics Level III

	Round 1
	
	Round 2
	
	Round 3

	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced
	
	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced
	
	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced

	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count

	10
	1
	18
	2
	23
	1
	
	12
	6
	19
	2
	25
	2
	
	11
	1
	19
	2
	25
	1

	
	
	19
	1
	
	
	
	13
	2
	20
	7
	26
	1
	
	12
	5
	20
	7
	26
	2

	12
	5
	20
	3
	25
	1
	
	14
	1
	
	
	27
	5
	
	13
	2
	
	
	27
	5

	13
	2
	21
	2
	26
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	28
	1
	
	14
	1
	
	
	28
	1

	
	
	22
	1
	27
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	15
	1
	
	
	28
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Median
	12
	
	20
	
	27
	
	Median
	12
	
	20
	
	27
	
	Median
	12
	
	20
	
	27

	Mathematics Level IV

	Round 1
	
	Round 2
	
	Round 3

	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced
	
	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced
	
	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced

	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count

	10
	1
	16
	1
	25
	2
	
	13
	6
	19
	1
	25
	2
	
	13
	6
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	26
	2
	
	14
	1
	20
	7
	26
	2
	
	14
	1
	
	
	
	

	12
	1
	
	
	27
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	27
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	13
	3
	19
	2
	28
	1
	
	16
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	16
	1
	
	
	
	

	
	
	20
	3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	21
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	16
	3
	22
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Median
	13
	
	20
	
	26.5
	
	Median
	13
	
	20
	
	26.5
	
	Median
	13
	
	
	
	

	

	Mathematics Level V

	Round 1
	
	Round 2
	
	Round 3

	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced
	
	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced
	
	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced

	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count

	10
	1
	16
	1
	25
	2
	
	13
	6
	18
	1
	24
	1
	
	13
	9
	19
	8
	25
	1

	
	
	17
	1
	26
	1
	
	14
	3
	19
	6
	25
	1
	
	
	
	20
	1
	26
	6

	12
	3
	18
	1
	27
	4
	
	
	
	20
	1
	26
	4
	
	
	
	
	
	27
	2

	13
	1
	19
	3
	28
	2
	
	
	
	21
	1
	27
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	14
	3
	20
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	28
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	21
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	16
	1
	22
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Median
	13
	
	19
	
	27
	
	Median
	13
	
	19
	
	26
	
	Median
	13
	
	19
	
	26


Table 11 presents, for mathematics Levels II–V, the cut score recommendations converted to rounded scale scores and the CSEM 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 11 Recommended Scale Score Cut Scores and CSEM: Mathematics Levels II–V

	Mathematics Recommended Cut Scores

	
	Level II
	Level III
	Level IV
	Level V

	Performance 
Level
	Scale Score
	CSEM
	Scale Score
	CSEM
	Scale Score
	CSEM
	Scale Score
	CSEM

	Basic
	30
	3.1
	30
	2.0
	30
	2.3
	30
	3.0

	Proficient
	35
	2.9
	35
	1.7
	35
	1.9
	35
	2.5

	Advanced
	42
	3.4
	40
	2.3
	40
	2.3
	41
	3.0


Table 12 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 11. 

Table 12 Projected Distribution of 2008 Students Based on Round 3 Recommendations: Mathematics Levels II–V

	Mathematics

	Performance Level
	Level II
	Level III
	Level IV
	Level V

	Below/Far Below Basic
	23.4
	12.5
	25.7
	18.6

	Basic
	19.9
	26.0
	29.3
	15.1

	Proficient
	28.5
	33.0
	25.1
	29.6

	Advanced
	28.2
	28.6
	19.9
	36.7


Percentages may not sum to 100% due to rounding

Table 13 displays the scale scores located one and two conditional standard errors above and below the recommended cut scores for mathematics Levels II–V. Use and interpretation of these data are provided prior to Table 8.

Table 13 Projected Percentage of 2008 Students At and Above Recommended Cut Score, +/- 1 CSEM and +/-1 2 CSEM for Total Group: Mathematics Levels II–V

	Mathematics Level II
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	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
	24
	90.1
	
	-2 CSEM
	29
	80.6
	
	-2 CSEM
	35
	56.7

	-1 CSEM
	27
	83.7
	
	-1 CSEM
	32
	68.4
	
	-1 CSEM
	39
	41.1

	Panel Recommended
	30
	76.6
	
	Panel Recommended
	35
	56.7
	
	Panel Recommended
	42
	28.2

	+1 CSEM
	33
	64.7
	
	+1 CSEM
	38
	45.4
	
	+1 CSEM
	45
	19.1

	+2 CSEM
	36
	53.0
	
	+2 CSEM
	41
	32.4
	
	+2 CSEM
	49
	10.3

	Mathematics Level III
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	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
	26
	94.4
	
	+2 CSEM
	32
	77.9
	
	+2 CSEM
	35
	61.5

	+1 CSEM
	28
	92.3
	
	+1 CSEM
	33
	74.5
	
	+1 CSEM
	38
	39.1

	Panel Recommended
	30
	87.5
	
	Panel Recommended
	35
	61.5
	
	Panel Recommended
	40
	28.6

	-1 CSEM
	32
	77.9
	
	-1 CSEM
	37
	48.9
	
	-1 CSEM
	42
	16.4

	-2 CSEM
	34
	68.6
	
	-2 CSEM
	38
	39.1
	
	-2 CSEM
	45
	4.8

	Mathematics Level IV
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	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
	25
	91.9
	
	-2 CSEM
	31
	70.0
	
	-2 CSEM
	35
	45.0

	-1 CSEM
	28
	84.5
	
	-1 CSEM
	33
	57.1
	
	-1 CSEM
	38
	30.4

	Panel Recommended
	30
	74.3
	
	Panel Recommended
	35
	45.0
	
	Panel Recommended
	40
	19.9

	+1 CSEM
	32
	65.6
	
	+1 CSEM
	37
	33.8
	
	+1 CSEM
	42
	12.8

	+2 CSEM
	35
	45.0
	
	+2 CSEM
	39
	23.5
	
	+2 CSEM
	45
	6.6

	Mathematics Level V
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	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
	24
	89.4
	
	-2 CSEM
	30
	81.4
	
	-2 CSEM
	35
	66.3

	-1 CSEM
	27
	86.9
	
	-1 CSEM
	33
	74.3
	
	-1 CSEM
	38
	51.6

	Panel Recommended
	30
	81.4
	
	Panel Recommended
	35
	66.3
	
	Panel Recommended
	41
	36.7

	+1 CSEM
	33
	74.3
	
	+1 CSEM
	37
	55.7
	
	+1 CSEM
	44
	20.5

	+2 CSEM
	36
	63.3
	
	+2 CSEM
	40
	41.8
	
	+2 CSEM
	47
	14.6


Science Results

Table 14 displays the median cut scores for the room after each round for science for Levels III–V. The median was calculated as the median of panelists’ judgments. The table indicates that there was little change in the recommendations across rounds. 

Table 14 Median Cut Scores at the End of Each Round: Science Levels III–V

	Science

	
	Round

	Level III
	1
	2
	3

	Basic
	10.5
	10.5
	10.5

	Proficient
	18.0
	18.0
	18.0

	Advanced
	24.0
	27.0
	27.0

	
	Round

	Level IV
	1
	2
	3

	Basic
	12.5
	12.5
	12.5

	Proficient
	19.5
	20.0
	20.0

	Advanced
	27.0
	27.0
	27.0

	
	Round

	Level V
	1
	2
	3

	Basic
	11.5
	12.0
	12.0

	Proficient
	20.0
	20.0
	20.0

	Advanced
	27.0
	27.0
	27.0


The numbers in Table 15, on the next page, represent the variability in recommendations for each round for science Levels III–V. In general, panelists moved toward convergence over time. Ideally, the range of recommendations should decrease across each round, although occasionally, the introduction of impact data after Round 2 will result in variability increasing from Round 2, as panelists have different reactions to the normative data. A decrease in the range 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 15 Variability in Judgment of Cut Scores by Round: Science Levels III–V

	Science Level III

	Round 1
	
	Round 2
	
	Round 3

	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced
	
	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced
	
	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced

	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count

	6
	1
	14
	1
	23
	1
	
	9
	1
	16
	1
	24
	2
	
	8
	2
	16
	2
	25
	2

	7
	0
	15
	1
	24
	7
	
	10
	5
	17
	1
	25
	3
	
	
	 
	
	 
	26
	2

	8
	2
	16
	1
	25
	1
	
	11
	1
	18
	6
	
	 
	
	10
	4
	18
	5
	27
	5

	9
	1
	17
	0
	26
	1
	
	12
	5
	19
	3
	27
	5
	
	11
	5
	19
	3
	28
	2

	10
	2
	18
	6
	27
	1
	
	
	 
	20
	1
	28
	2
	
	
	 
	20
	1
	29
	1

	11
	1
	19
	1
	28
	1
	
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	13
	1
	
	 
	
	 

	12
	4
	20
	1
	
	 
	
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	
	 
	22
	1
	
	 

	13
	1
	21
	1
	
	 
	
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 
	
	
	 
	
	 
	
	 

	Median
	10.5
	 
	18
	 
	24
	
	Median
	10.5
	 
	18
	 
	27
	
	Median
	10.5
	 
	18
	 
	27

	

	Science Level IV

	Round 1
	
	Round 2
	
	Round 3

	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced
	
	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced
	
	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced

	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count

	9
	1
	17
	1
	23
	1
	
	10
	1
	17
	1
	25
	1
	
	10
	2
	15
	1
	26
	1

	10
	3
	18
	4
	24
	1
	
	11
	1
	18
	2
	26
	
	
	11
	2
	
	
	27
	10

	
	
	19
	1
	
	
	
	12
	4
	19
	
	27
	11
	
	12
	2
	
	
	28
	1

	12
	2
	20
	3
	
	
	
	13
	1
	20
	6
	
	
	
	13
	2
	18
	2
	
	

	13
	2
	21
	2
	27
	10
	
	14
	3
	21
	2
	
	
	
	14
	1
	
	
	
	

	14
	2
	22
	1
	
	
	
	15
	2
	22
	1
	
	
	
	15
	3
	20
	8
	
	

	15
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	22
	1
	
	

	Median
	12.5
	
	19.5
	
	27
	
	Median
	12.5
	
	20
	
	27
	
	Median
	12.5
	
	20
	
	27

	Science Level V

	Round 1
	
	Round 2
	
	Round 3

	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced
	
	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced
	
	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced

	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count
	Raw Score
	Count

	10
	4
	17
	1
	24
	1
	
	10
	3
	17
	2
	24
	1
	
	10
	3
	17
	1
	26
	3

	11
	2
	18
	3
	25
	1
	
	11
	2
	18
	1
	25
	1
	
	11
	2
	18
	1
	27
	7

	12
	2
	19
	1
	
	
	
	12
	3
	19
	1
	26
	2
	
	12
	3
	19
	2
	28
	2

	13
	1
	20
	4
	27
	8
	
	13
	2
	20
	5
	27
	5
	
	13
	2
	20
	5
	
	

	14
	1
	21
	1
	28
	1
	
	14
	1
	
	
	28
	3
	
	14
	1
	
	
	
	

	15
	2
	22
	1
	29
	1
	
	15
	1
	22
	1
	
	
	
	15
	1
	22
	1
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	24
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Median
	11.5
	 
	20
	 
	27
	
	Median
	12
	 
	20
	 
	27
	
	Median
	12
	 
	20
	 
	27


Table 16 presents, for science Levels III–V, the cut score recommendations converted to rounded scale scores and the CSEM 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 16 Recommended Scale Score Cut Scores and CSEM: Science Levels III–V

	Recommended Cut Scores

	Performance Level
	Level III
	Level IV
	Level V

	
	Scale Score
	CSEM
	Scale Score
	CSEM
	Scale Score
	CSEM

	Basic
	30
	2.1
	30
	2.1
	30
	1.7

	Proficient
	35
	1.6
	35
	1.8
	35
	1.5

	Advanced
	41
	2.1
	41
	2.5
	40
	1.9


Table 17 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 16. 

Table 17 Projected Distribution of 2008 Students Based on Round 3 Recommendations: Science Levels III–V

	Science

	Performance Level
	Level III
	Level IV
	Level V

	Below/Far Below Basic
	7.5
	13.7
	12.9

	Basic
	21.2
	33.9
	34.2

	Proficient
	47.1
	36.6
	39.8

	Advanced
	24.2
	15.9
	13.3


Percentages may not sum to 100% due to rounding

Table 18 displays the scale scores located one and two conditional standard errors above and below the recommended cut scores for Science Levels III–V. Interpretation of the data should be similar to that made in Table 8.

Table 18 Projected Percentage of 2008 Students At and Above Recommended Cut Score, +/- 1 CSEM and +/-1 2 CSEM for Total Group: Science Levels III–V

	Science Level III
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	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
	26
	96.4
	
	-2 CSEM
	32
	88.6
	
	-2 CSEM
	37
	56.2

	-1 CSEM
	28
	95.1
	
	-1 CSEM
	33
	83.1
	
	-1 CSEM
	39
	40.1

	Panel Recommended
	30
	92.5
	
	Panel Recommended
	35
	71.3
	
	Panel Recommended
	41
	24.2

	+1 CSEM
	32
	88.6
	
	+1 CSEM
	37
	56.2
	
	+1 CSEM
	43
	13.9

	+2 CSEM
	34
	79.9
	
	+2 CSEM
	38
	45.3
	
	+2 CSEM
	45
	9.6

	Science Level IV
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	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
	26
	93.1
	
	+2 CSEM
	31
	82.9
	
	+2 CSEM
	36
	47.1

	+1 CSEM
	28
	91.2
	
	+1 CSEM
	33
	69.8
	
	+1 CSEM
	38
	31.1

	Panel Recommended
	30
	86.4
	
	Panel Recommended
	35
	52.5
	
	Panel Recommended
	41
	15.9

	-1 CSEM
	32
	79.3
	
	-1 CSEM
	37
	36.1
	
	-1 CSEM
	44
	5.3

	-2 CSEM
	34
	64.5
	
	-2 CSEM
	39
	26.0
	
	-2 CSEM
	46
	5.3

	Science Level V
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	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
	27
	92.8
	
	-2 CSEM
	32
	78.8
	
	-2 CSEM
	36
	46.0

	-1 CSEM
	28
	91.0
	
	-1 CSEM
	34
	64.4
	
	-1 CSEM
	38
	22.0

	Panel Recommended
	30
	87.1
	
	Panel Recommended
	35
	53.0
	
	Panel Recommended
	40
	13.3

	+1 CSEM
	32
	78.8
	
	+1 CSEM
	36
	46.0
	
	+1 CSEM
	42
	6.4

	+2 CSEM
	33
	74.9
	
	+2 CSEM
	38
	22.0
	
	+2 CSEM
	44
	4.4


Evaluation of the Performance Profile Method

Panelists were asked at two points in the process to complete an evaluation form rating their understanding of the process, the usefulness of different training exercises and the influence of various factors on their standard setting judgments; two evaluation forms were completed over the course of the workshop. The purpose of the first evaluation form was to provide an early check on the level of panelist understanding and to identify any areas of confusion. Assessing the level of clarity is essential to validating the process. The final evaluation form contained additional questions used to analyze the whole process.

Evaluation Results from the Level I Panel

All panelists indicated on the training evaluation that the instructions provided were very clear or mostly clear. Overall, by Round 3, panelists had a clear understanding of the procedures. Table 19 summarizes the responses to the questions about the judgment task and materials that were asked at the end of the process for Level I.

Table 19 Number and Percent of Level I Panelists Indicating Each Possible Response Option to Final Evaluation Questions

	
	 
	Strongly Agree
	 
	Agree
	 
	Disagree
	 
	Strongly Disagree

	
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%

	I understood the purpose of this workshop
	
	12
	92%
	
	1
	8%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	The training packet contained all the information I needed to complete my assignment
	
	9
	1
	
	4
	31%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	The training in the performance profile method was adequate to give me the information I needed to complete my assignment
	
	12
	1
	
	1
	8%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	I understood the information in the profiles
	
	12
	1
	
	1
	8%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	I understood the scoring rubric
	
	12
	1
	
	1
	8%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	I understood how to make my judgments
	
	12
	1
	
	1
	8%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%


Table 20 displays the responses of Level I panelists when asked about the influence of each component of the standard-setting process. Almost all panelists indicated that target student definitions, group discussion, and their own experiences with students were very influential. Because Level I panelists did not review impact data, they were instructed to skip the item in the questionnaire that asked how influential was the percent of students projected to fall into each proficiency level.

In the open-ended question on the evaluation form, when asked what was most influential in making a change to the standard setting judgment from Round 2 to Round 3, most panelists who responded indicated that the group discussions were influential. 

“Listening to the group discussion and again going back to who the target student was.”

Table 20 Number of Level I Panelists Indicating Influence of Each Component in Making Cut Score Judgments

	
	 
	Very Influential
	 
	Somewhat Influential
	 
	Not at All Influential

	
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%

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

	My perception of the difficulty of the tasks
	
	6
	46%
	
	6
	46%
	
	1
	8%

	My experiences with students
	
	12
	92%
	
	1
	8%
	
	0
	0%

	Group discussion
	
	10
	77%
	
	3
	23%
	
	0
	0%

	Judgments of other panelists
	
	3
	23%
	
	10
	77%
	
	0
	0%

	My sense of what students need to know to be successful
	
	6
	50%
	
	5
	42%
	
	1
	8%


In the final question regarding the appropriateness of the final cut scores, all 13 panelists responded that the cut scores were “about right.” Table 21 displays panelists’ beliefs about the appropriateness of the three final cut scores for the performance levels for CAPA Level I. 

Table 21 Number of Level I Indicating Beliefs about the Recommended Cut Scores for the Basic, Proficient and Advanced Performance Levels on the Level I Subject Test

	
	 
	Too Low
	 
	About Right
	 
	Too High

	
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%

	Basic
	
	0
	0%
	
	13
	100%
	
	0
	0%

	Proficient
	
	0
	0%
	
	13
	100%
	
	0
	0%

	Advanced
	 
	0
	0%
	 
	13
	100%
	 
	0
	0%


Evaluation Results from the ELA Panel

All but one panelist indicated on the training evaluation that the instructions provided were very clear or mostly clear. One panelist indicated that the training was not adequate to provide information needed to complete the standard-setting assignment. The facilitator spoke with the panelist and asked what would help to make things clearer; it was discovered that the panelist had a misconception about the purpose of the meeting. Once it was clarified that the purpose was to recommend a location on the score scale for cut scores for each level based on the existing standards, and not to develop the meaning of each level, the panelist felt ready to proceed. 

Overall, by Round 3, panelists had a clear understanding of the procedures. Table 22 summarizes the responses to the questions about the judgment task and materials that were asked at the end of the process for ELA Levels II–V.

Table 22 Number and Percent of ELA Panelists Indicating Each Possible Response Option to Final Evaluation Questions

	
	 
	Strongly Agree
	 
	Agree
	 
	Disagree
	 
	Strongly Disagree

	
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%

	I understood the purpose of this workshop
	
	10
	83%
	
	2
	17%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	The training packet contained all the information I needed to complete my assignment
	
	7
	1
	
	5
	42%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	The training in the performance profile method was adequate to give me the information I needed to complete my assignment
	
	7
	1
	
	5
	42%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	I understood the information in the profiles
	
	8
	1
	
	4
	33%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	I understood the scoring rubric
	
	11
	1
	
	1
	8%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	I understood how to make my judgments
	
	9
	1
	
	3
	25%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%


Table 23 displays the responses of ELA panelists when asked about the influence of each component of the standard-setting process. Almost all panelists indicated that target students and group discussion were very influential.

When asked what was most influential in making a change to their standard setting judgment from Round 2 to Round 3, most respondents provided statements about three components: group discussions, targets students, and impact data. 

“Group discussion that prompted me to go over the data (descriptors/test items) to once again re-evaluate my previous conclusions.”

“Reconsidered the position of the target students and the competencies.”

Table 23 Number of ELA Panelists Indicating Influence of Each Component in Making Cut Score Judgments

	
	 
	Very Influential
	 
	Somewhat Influential
	 
	Not at All Influential

	
	
	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%

	Group discussion
	
	13
	93%
	
	1
	7%
	
	0
	0%

	Judgments of other panelists
	
	9
	64%
	
	5
	36%
	
	0
	0%

	Percent of students who probably will fall in each proficiency level
	
	2
	14%
	
	9
	64%
	
	3
	21%

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


In the final question regarding the appropriateness of the final cut scores, all 12 panelists thought that the cut scores were “about right” for the basic and proficient level cut scores. For the advanced cut score, most of the panelists—nine—thought the recommendation was about right, two panelists thought that the recommendation was too low, and one panelist thought the advanced level recommendation was too high. 

Table 24, on the next page, displays panelists’ beliefs about the appropriateness of the three final cut scores for the performance levels for CAPA ELA Levels II–V. 

Table 24 Number of ELA Panelists Indicating Beliefs About the Recommended Cut Scores for the Basic, Proficient, and Advanced Performance Levels on the ELA Test

	 
	 
	Too Low
	 
	About Right
	 
	Too High

	
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%

	Basic
	
	0
	0%
	
	12
	100%
	
	0
	0%

	Proficient
	
	0
	0%
	
	12
	100%
	
	0
	0%

	Advanced
	 
	2
	17%
	 
	9
	75%
	 
	1
	8%


Evaluation Results from Mathematics Panel

There were no mathematics panelists who indicated that they needed additional training or review. Panelists indicated that by Round 3, they had a clear understanding of the procedures. Table 25 summarizes the responses to the questions about the judgment task and materials that were asked at the end of the process for mathematics. Overall, panelists understood the purpose, information and material used during the workshop for the standard-setting process. One panelist responded that the training packet did not contain all information needed to complete his or her assignment. 

When asked what was most influential in making a change to their standard setting judgment from Round 2 to Round 3, most panelists who responded wrote that the table discussions and impact data were most influential. 

“The discussion as a room, the percentage of students who would fall in each band level. Level 5 distribution allowed a lot in Proficient and Advanced which was a concern with test items.”

“Hearing rationale for other numbers. Impact info”

Table 25 Number and Percent of Mathematics Panelists Indicating Each Possible Response Option to Final Evaluation Questions

	
	 
	Strongly Agree
	 
	Agree
	 
	Disagree
	 
	Strongly Disagree

	
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%

	I understood the purpose of this workshop
	
	9
	100%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	The training packet contained all the information I needed to complete my assignment
	
	7
	1
	
	1
	11%
	
	1
	11%
	
	0
	0%

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

	I understood the information in the profiles
	
	7
	1
	
	2
	22%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	I understood the scoring rubric
	
	8
	1
	
	1
	11%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	I understood how to make my judgments
	
	8
	1
	
	1
	11%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%


Table 26 displays the responses of mathematics panelists when asked about the influence of each component of the standard-setting process. 

Table 26 Number of Mathematics Panelists Indicating Influence of Each Component in Standard Setting Judgments

	
	 
	Very Influential
	 
	Somewhat Influential
	 
	Not at All Influential

	
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%

	Target Student Definitions
	
	9
	100%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	My perception of the difficulty of the tasks
	
	7
	78%
	
	2
	22%
	
	0
	0%

	My experiences with students
	
	9
	100%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	Group discussion
	
	6
	67%
	
	2
	22%
	
	1
	11%

	Judgments of other panelists
	
	3
	38%
	
	4
	50%
	
	1
	13%

	Percent of students who probably will fall in each proficiency level
	
	2
	22%
	
	7
	78%
	
	0
	0%

	My sense of what students need to know to be successful
	
	5
	56%
	
	4
	44%
	
	0
	0%


In the final question regarding the appropriateness of the final cut scores, most panelists thought that the cut scores were “about right.” However, one panelist thought that the recommended cuts for proficient and advanced were too high. One panelist did not respond to this question. Table 27 displays panelists’ beliefs about the appropriateness of the three final cut scores for the performance levels for CAPA Mathematics Levels II–V. 

Table 27 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

	
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%

	Basic
	
	0
	0%
	
	8
	89%
	
	0
	0%

	Proficient
	
	0
	0%
	
	7
	78%
	
	1
	11%

	Advanced
	 
	0
	0%
	 
	7
	78%
	 
	1
	11%


Note: One panelist did not respond to Basic, Proficient, or Advanced.

Evaluation results from the Science Panel

All panelists indicated on the training evaluation that the instructions provided at the standard setting were very clear or mostly clear. All panelists signed the form indicating that they understood the task and were ready to proceed prior to making any judgments. (See Attachment E in Appendix 3.) In the final evaluation, one panelist responded that the training packet did not contain all information needed to complete his or her assignment. Table 28 summarizes the responses to the questions about the judgment task and materials that were asked at the end of the process for science.
Table 28 Number and Percent of Science Panelists Indicating Each Possible Response Option to Final Evaluation Questions

	
	 
	Strongly Agree
	 
	Agree
	 
	Disagree
	 
	Strongly Disagree

	
	
	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
	
	7
	1
	
	5
	42%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	The training in the performance profile method was adequate to give me the information I needed to complete my assignment
	
	6
	1
	
	5
	42%
	
	1
	8%
	
	0
	0%

	I understood the information in the profiles
	
	7
	1
	
	4
	33%
	
	1
	8%
	
	0
	0%

	I understood the scoring rubric
	
	10
	1
	
	2
	17%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%

	I understood how to make my judgments
	
	8
	1
	
	4
	33%
	
	0
	0%
	
	0
	0%


When asked about the influence of components of standard setting, almost all panelists indicated three aspects of the process: my experience with students, target student definitions, and group discussions. Table 29 displays the responses of science panelists when asked about the influence of each component of the standard-setting process. 

Panelists were then asked what factor was most influential in making a change to their standard setting judgment from Round 2 to Round 3. Most panelists described reviewing data, either the performance profiles or impact data or tasks. 

“Reviewing the performance Profile & reevaluating it against competencies of Target Students at each level.”

“I looked back at the test questions and scores.”

“The student performance data often had an effect on my final numbers.”

Table 29 Number of Science Panelists Indicating Influence of Each Component in Standard Setting Judgments

	
	 
	Very Influential
	 
	Somewhat Influential
	 
	Not at All Influential

	
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%

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

	My perception of the difficulty of the tasks
	
	7
	58%
	
	4
	33%
	
	1
	8%

	My experiences with students
	
	11
	92%
	
	1
	8%
	
	0
	0%

	Group discussion
	
	10
	83%
	
	2
	17%
	
	0
	0%

	Judgments of other panelists
	
	7
	58%
	
	3
	25%
	
	2
	17%

	Percent of students who probably will fall in each proficiency level
	
	6
	50%
	
	6
	50%
	
	0
	0%

	My sense of what students need to know to be successful
	
	7
	58%
	
	4
	33%
	
	1
	8%


In the final question regarding the appropriateness of the final cut scores, most panelists thought that the cut scores were “about right.” However one panelist thought that the recommended cuts for all three levels were too high, and one panelist did thought that only the recommended cut score for basic was too high. Table 30 displays panelists’ beliefs about the appropriateness of the three final cut scores for the performance levels for CAPA Science Levels III–V. 

Table 30 Number of Science Panelists Indicating Beliefs about the Recommended Cut Scores for the Basic, Proficient, and Advanced Performance Levels on the Science Test

	
	 
	Too Low
	 
	About Right
	 
	Too High

	
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%
	
	N
	%

	Basic
	
	0
	0%
	
	10
	83%
	
	2
	17%

	Proficient
	
	0
	0%
	
	11
	92%
	
	1
	8%

	Advanced
	 
	0
	0%
	 
	11
	92%
	 
	1
	8%


Conclusion

At the request of the CDE, ETS conducted a standard-setting workshop in Sacramento, California, from September 16 to 18, 2008. The standard setting method was the Performance Profile Method, a holistic procedure that asks panelists to make decisions based on an examinee’s score profile rather than on each separate item. The process was implemented as planned: three rounds of judgments with feedback and discussion were accomplished, 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 judged the final recommended cut scores to be reasonable overall (not too high or too low).

The results of the standard-setting workshop were presented to the CDE in the form of recommended cut scores for each level for ELA and mathematics Levels I–V and science Levels I, III–V, immediately following the workshops. An executive summary was provided on November 10, 2008. This report, the final standard setting report, provides details about panelists, materials and process 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 the Panelists

	
	Level I
	
	ELA
	
	Mathematics
	
	Science

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total Number of Panelists
	13
	
	12
	
	9
	
	12

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Group you are representing
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Teachers
	9
	
	11
	
	7
	
	9

	Program Specialists
	3
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0

	School Psychologists
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0

	Coordinators or Administrators
	1
	
	1
	
	2
	
	3

	Other
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Race
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	African American or Black
	0
	
	2
	
	0
	
	0

	Alaskan Native or American Indian
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0

	Asian or Asian American
	0
	
	2
	
	1
	
	0

	Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0

	White
	12
	
	7
	
	7
	
	11

	Hispanic
	1
	
	1
	
	1
	
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Female
	11
	
	8
	
	5
	
	12

	Male
	2
	
	4
	
	4
	
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	School Setting
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Urban
	3
	
	3
	
	3
	
	3

	Suburban
	8
	
	8
	
	5
	
	9

	Rural
	2
	
	0
	
	1
	
	0

	Other
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0

	No Response
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Are you currently teaching:
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ELA Level I
	8
	
	7
	
	4
	
	3

	ELA Level II
	2
	
	4
	
	3
	
	4

	ELA Level III
	0
	
	3
	
	1
	
	4

	ELA Level IV
	2
	
	4
	
	2
	
	2

	ELA Level V
	2
	
	2
	
	1
	
	0

	Mathematics Level I
	8
	
	8
	
	4
	
	3

	Mathematics Level II
	2
	
	4
	
	3
	
	4

	Mathematics Level III
	0
	
	3
	
	1
	
	4

	Mathematics Level IV
	2
	
	4
	
	2
	
	2

	Mathematics Level V
	3
	
	2
	
	1
	
	0

	Science Level I
	7
	
	5
	
	2
	
	3

	Science Level II
	1
	
	2
	
	1
	
	1

	Science Level III
	0
	
	3
	
	0
	
	4

	Science Level IV
	1
	
	4
	
	2
	
	1

	Science Level V
	2
	
	2
	
	1
	
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Years experience administering CAPA
	
	
	
	
	
	

	None
	0
	
	0
	
	0
	
	1

	1–2
	2
	
	1
	
	2
	
	2

	3–5
	6
	
	4
	
	5
	
	7

	6 or more
	4
	
	7
	
	2
	
	2

	No Response
	1
	
	0
	
	0
	
	0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	What Level CAPA have you administered
	
	
	
	
	
	

	I
	11
	
	8
	
	5
	
	7

	II
	4
	
	7
	
	5
	
	8

	III
	3
	
	5
	
	5
	
	8

	IV
	8
	
	5
	
	3
	
	4

	V
	3
	
	2
	
	1
	
	2

	ALL
	1
	
	1
	
	0
	
	0

	None
	0
	 
	0
	 
	0
	 
	2


Appendix 2. Scale Score Distributions for CAPA (Total Group and Subgroups)

Table A2.1 CAPA Level II ELA Percent At and Above Scale Score

	Scale Score
	Raw Score
	Total
	Male
	Female
	African-American
	White
	Hispanic
	NSLP

	15
	0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	18
	1
	99.7
	99.8
	99.7
	99.7
	99.8
	99.7
	99.8

	21
	2
	99.7
	99.7
	99.6
	99.7
	99.7
	99.6
	99.8

	23
	3
	99.6
	99.7
	99.4
	99.2
	99.6
	99.6
	99.7

	24
	4
	99.4
	99.5
	99.3
	99.2
	99.3
	99.6
	99.6

	26
	5
	99.1
	99.1
	99.1
	99.1
	98.9
	99.3
	99.5

	27
	6
	98.9
	98.9
	99.0
	98.8
	98.5
	99.2
	99.3

	28
	7
	98.4
	98.3
	98.7
	98.6
	97.9
	99.0
	99.1

	29
	8
	98.2
	97.9
	98.7
	98.6
	97.5
	98.8
	98.8

	29
	9
	97.6
	97.3
	98.3
	98.3
	97.0
	98.2
	98.2

	30
	10
	97.0
	96.7
	97.7
	98.3
	96.0
	97.7
	97.8

	31
	11
	96.3
	96.0
	97.1
	98.0
	95.4
	97.0
	97.4

	31
	12
	95.4
	95.0
	96.2
	97.4
	94.6
	96.2
	96.7

	32
	13
	94.4
	93.9
	95.3
	96.9
	93.2
	95.4
	95.8

	33
	14
	92.8
	92.2
	94.2
	95.7
	91.8
	94.1
	94.6

	33
	15
	91.1
	90.3
	92.7
	93.8
	90.5
	92.2
	93.1

	34
	16
	88.9
	88.1
	90.5
	91.6
	88.4
	90.0
	91.1

	34
	17
	85.4
	84.8
	86.8
	87.8
	85.2
	86.7
	87.9

	35
	18
	81.4
	80.9
	82.3
	84.5
	81.9
	82.3
	83.9

	36
	19
	77.0
	77.1
	76.9
	80.2
	77.2
	78.1
	79.6

	36
	20
	71.5
	72.1
	70.5
	75.5
	72.7
	72.2
	73.9

	37
	21
	66.2
	66.9
	64.9
	71.1
	67.9
	66.8
	68.6

	37
	22
	60.4
	61.1
	58.9
	65.2
	61.9
	61.3
	62.8

	37
	23
	54.5
	55.1
	53.3
	57.6
	56.6
	55.1
	56.8

	38
	24
	48.8
	49.5
	47.5
	51.9
	49.7
	50.0
	51.6

	38
	25
	43.6
	44.9
	41.1
	47.1
	44.0
	44.9
	46.4

	39
	26
	37.8
	39.5
	34.6
	41.8
	39.0
	38.5
	40.3

	40
	27
	32.3
	33.6
	29.5
	36.1
	33.2
	32.8
	34.8

	40
	28
	26.9
	28.3
	24.2
	30.5
	27.5
	27.5
	29.3

	41
	29
	21.3
	22.4
	19.1
	23.5
	22.2
	21.8
	23.4

	43
	30
	15.8
	16.8
	13.9
	18.0
	17.1
	15.9
	17.2

	45
	31
	10.4
	11.2
	8.7
	10.8
	11.6
	10.3
	11.1

	60
	32
	5.4
	6.0
	3.9
	5.1
	6.5
	5.1
	5.7


Table A2.2 CAPA Level III ELA Percent At and Above Scale Score

	Scale Score
	Raw Score
	Total
	Male
	Female
	African-American
	White
	Hispanic
	NSLP

	15
	0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	15
	1
	99.7
	99.6
	99.7
	100.0
	99.4
	99.7
	99.8

	17
	2
	99.5
	99.5
	99.4
	99.7
	99.2
	99.6
	99.6

	19
	3
	99.2
	99.2
	99.2
	99.7
	99.0
	99.3
	99.3

	21
	4
	98.9
	98.8
	99.0
	99.7
	98.5
	99.0
	99.2

	23
	5
	98.6
	98.5
	98.7
	99.7
	98.2
	98.8
	99.1

	25
	6
	98.3
	98.1
	98.5
	99.6
	97.9
	98.5
	98.9

	26
	7
	97.9
	97.7
	98.2
	99.0
	97.6
	98.2
	98.4

	27
	8
	97.4
	97.1
	97.9
	98.6
	96.9
	97.8
	98.1

	28
	9
	96.4
	96.1
	97.0
	97.6
	96.0
	96.9
	97.3

	29
	10
	95.6
	95.1
	96.5
	97.0
	95.2
	96.2
	96.8

	30
	11
	94.8
	94.2
	96.0
	96.6
	94.4
	95.6
	96.3

	31
	12
	93.6
	92.8
	95.1
	95.1
	93.2
	94.5
	95.1

	32
	13
	92.5
	91.5
	94.5
	94.1
	92.1
	93.5
	94.3

	32
	14
	90.9
	89.8
	93.0
	92.6
	90.9
	91.9
	92.8

	33
	15
	89.0
	88.0
	91.0
	91.1
	89.2
	90.1
	91.1

	34
	16
	86.7
	85.7
	88.7
	88.9
	86.7
	87.6
	89.1

	34
	17
	83.8
	82.9
	85.6
	87.0
	83.9
	84.7
	86.5

	35
	18
	80.5
	79.9
	81.8
	83.3
	80.6
	81.3
	83.3

	36
	19
	76.8
	76.3
	77.7
	80.9
	76.7
	77.5
	79.5

	36
	20
	72.2
	72.0
	72.6
	77.0
	72.3
	72.8
	74.9

	37
	21
	67.4
	67.5
	67.3
	71.9
	68.0
	68.1
	70.0

	37
	22
	62.6
	63.1
	61.7
	65.9
	63.9
	63.0
	65.3

	38
	23
	57.4
	58.1
	55.8
	60.7
	58.8
	57.6
	59.5

	39
	24
	52.3
	53.0
	50.9
	55.4
	53.9
	52.4
	54.4

	40
	25
	47.0
	47.9
	45.1
	49.7
	48.9
	46.9
	48.8

	41
	26
	40.6
	41.5
	38.9
	43.7
	43.1
	40.2
	42.2

	42
	27
	34.3
	34.9
	33.0
	36.4
	37.0
	33.9
	36.1

	43
	28
	27.4
	27.9
	26.6
	30.1
	29.3
	27.6
	29.3

	45
	29
	20.8
	21.0
	20.2
	22.9
	21.2
	21.5
	22.3

	47
	30
	13.4
	13.6
	13.0
	13.4
	14.1
	13.9
	14.4

	51
	31
	7.1
	7.5
	6.2
	7.6
	7.1
	7.3
	7.6

	60
	32
	2.9
	3.2
	2.3
	2.4
	2.5
	3.1
	3.1


Table A2.3 CAPA Level IV ELA Percent At and Above Scale Score

	Scale Score
	Raw Score
	Total
	Male
	Female
	African-American
	White
	Hispanic
	NSLP

	15
	0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	15
	1
	99.5
	99.5
	99.5
	99.6
	99.6
	99.5
	99.5

	15
	2
	99.2
	99.1
	99.2
	99.3
	99.1
	99.3
	99.3

	17
	3
	98.6
	98.5
	98.7
	98.4
	98.6
	98.9
	98.9

	19
	4
	98.0
	97.8
	98.4
	97.6
	98.0
	98.4
	98.3

	22
	5
	97.3
	97.1
	97.8
	96.8
	97.4
	97.7
	97.6

	24
	6
	96.6
	96.4
	97.0
	96.2
	96.7
	96.9
	97.0

	26
	7
	95.8
	95.5
	96.3
	95.5
	96.0
	96.0
	96.2

	27
	8
	95.0
	94.7
	95.6
	95.0
	95.4
	95.1
	95.5

	29
	9
	92.9
	92.6
	93.4
	94.1
	93.4
	92.7
	93.4

	30
	10
	90.5
	90.4
	90.4
	92.1
	91.5
	89.9
	90.8

	31
	11
	87.5
	87.6
	87.3
	89.7
	88.7
	86.8
	87.7

	32
	12
	84.3
	84.2
	84.4
	87.1
	85.7
	83.2
	84.3

	33
	13
	81.0
	81.2
	80.8
	85.0
	83.2
	79.5
	81.0

	34
	14
	78.0
	78.1
	77.6
	81.9
	80.3
	76.5
	77.9

	34
	15
	74.6
	74.8
	74.2
	78.8
	76.6
	73.1
	74.7

	35
	16
	71.0
	71.3
	70.5
	75.6
	73.0
	69.6
	71.3

	36
	17
	66.9
	67.2
	66.4
	71.5
	68.9
	65.4
	67.3

	36
	18
	63.2
	63.4
	62.8
	68.5
	65.2
	61.6
	63.6

	37
	19
	58.8
	59.1
	58.2
	63.6
	61.3
	57.2
	59.2

	38
	20
	54.6
	54.9
	53.9
	60.0
	56.5
	53.2
	55.0

	38
	21
	49.9
	50.1
	49.4
	55.5
	51.8
	48.4
	50.4

	39
	22
	45.1
	45.2
	44.8
	51.4
	47.3
	43.3
	45.6

	40
	23
	40.3
	40.5
	39.8
	45.6
	42.9
	38.7
	40.7

	40
	24
	35.1
	35.1
	35.1
	41.0
	37.8
	33.6
	35.5

	41
	25
	30.4
	30.4
	30.3
	36.3
	32.9
	28.9
	30.5

	42
	26
	25.2
	25.2
	25.1
	29.6
	27.4
	24.3
	25.5

	43
	27
	20.2
	20.4
	19.7
	23.6
	22.8
	19.2
	20.6

	44
	28
	15.0
	15.1
	14.7
	17.9
	17.5
	13.9
	15.1

	45
	29
	11.0
	11.1
	10.8
	12.9
	12.8
	10.3
	11.2

	47
	30
	7.4
	7.5
	7.2
	9.1
	8.2
	6.9
	7.5

	50
	31
	4.3
	4.5
	4.0
	5.1
	5.0
	4.1
	4.4

	60
	32
	1.8
	1.8
	2.0
	2.3
	2.2
	1.7
	2.1


Table A2.4 CAPA Level V ELA Percent At and Above Scale Score

	Scale Score
	Raw Score
	Total
	Male
	Female
	African-American
	White
	Hispanic
	NSLP

	15
	0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	15
	1
	99.2
	99.2
	99.2
	98.9
	99.4
	99.2
	99.3

	19
	2
	98.8
	98.8
	98.9
	98.5
	99.1
	98.9
	98.9

	21
	3
	98.4
	98.3
	98.6
	98.3
	98.8
	98.5
	98.6

	23
	4
	98.1
	97.9
	98.3
	98.2
	98.2
	98.2
	98.3

	24
	5
	97.5
	97.2
	97.9
	97.9
	97.6
	97.6
	97.7

	26
	6
	96.8
	96.6
	97.2
	97.4
	96.8
	96.9
	97.1

	27
	7
	96.2
	95.9
	96.6
	96.7
	96.2
	96.6
	96.6

	29
	8
	95.4
	95.1
	96.0
	95.9
	95.4
	95.9
	95.8

	30
	9
	93.4
	93.1
	94.0
	93.7
	93.7
	93.9
	93.9

	31
	10
	91.9
	91.6
	92.4
	92.0
	92.5
	92.4
	92.3

	32
	11
	90.0
	89.7
	90.6
	90.7
	90.9
	90.4
	90.3

	33
	12
	87.6
	87.1
	88.5
	89.1
	88.9
	87.8
	87.6

	33
	13
	85.0
	84.6
	85.8
	87.2
	86.6
	84.9
	85.0

	34
	14
	82.6
	82.4
	83.1
	85.3
	84.3
	82.4
	82.7

	34
	15
	79.9
	79.7
	80.3
	82.3
	81.9
	79.7
	80.0

	35
	16
	77.1
	76.8
	77.5
	80.1
	79.2
	76.6
	77.3

	36
	17
	73.9
	73.3
	74.8
	77.4
	76.1
	73.1
	73.9

	36
	18
	70.2
	69.8
	70.8
	74.0
	72.8
	69.1
	69.6

	37
	19
	66.7
	66.5
	66.9
	70.3
	70.2
	65.0
	65.6

	37
	20
	62.9
	62.6
	63.3
	66.3
	66.9
	60.8
	61.6

	38
	21
	58.5
	58.0
	59.4
	62.6
	62.5
	56.5
	57.3

	38
	22
	54.2
	53.5
	55.2
	58.5
	58.7
	51.6
	53.0

	39
	23
	49.2
	48.4
	50.7
	52.6
	53.7
	46.8
	47.9

	39
	24
	44.3
	43.2
	46.0
	47.2
	48.6
	41.8
	42.8

	40
	25
	39.0
	38.0
	40.8
	41.3
	43.3
	36.6
	37.4

	41
	26
	33.4
	32.5
	34.8
	35.5
	37.4
	31.1
	31.8

	42
	27
	27.4
	26.4
	29.2
	28.4
	31.3
	25.4
	26.2

	42
	28
	21.4
	20.6
	22.7
	21.6
	24.8
	19.7
	20.3

	44
	29
	15.8
	15.3
	16.6
	16.0
	19.1
	14.4
	14.9

	45
	30
	10.1
	9.5
	11.0
	10.7
	13.1
	8.5
	9.4

	48
	31
	5.6
	5.1
	6.4
	6.0
	7.7
	4.3
	5.1

	60
	32
	2.1
	1.9
	2.5
	2.9
	2.8
	1.5
	2.0


Table A2.5 CAPA Level II Mathematics Percent At and Above Scale Score

	Scale Score
	Raw Score
	Total
	Male
	Female
	African-American
	White
	Hispanic
	NSLP

	15
	0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	15
	1
	99.4
	99.5
	99.4
	99.4
	99.3
	99.5
	99.6

	15
	2
	99.1
	99.1
	99.2
	99.4
	98.7
	99.3
	99.5

	15
	3
	98.8
	98.8
	98.8
	99.2
	98.2
	99.0
	99.2

	15
	4
	98.4
	98.5
	98.3
	99.1
	97.6
	98.7
	98.9

	15
	5
	98.0
	98.0
	98.0
	98.9
	97.1
	98.3
	98.5

	15
	6
	97.2
	97.1
	97.6
	98.3
	96.1
	97.8
	97.9

	15
	7
	96.8
	96.6
	97.1
	98.3
	95.9
	97.4
	97.7

	17
	8
	96.0
	95.8
	96.3
	97.5
	95.0
	96.5
	96.9

	20
	9
	94.3
	94.2
	94.6
	96.1
	93.2
	94.8
	95.2

	23
	10
	92.3
	92.2
	92.5
	94.3
	91.9
	92.8
	93.5

	25
	11
	90.1
	90.1
	90.0
	91.5
	90.1
	90.5
	91.2

	26
	12
	86.9
	86.9
	86.9
	88.5
	87.0
	87.7
	88.3

	28
	13
	83.7
	84.1
	83.1
	86.2
	83.7
	84.3
	85.2

	29
	14
	80.6
	81.1
	79.5
	82.5
	80.9
	81.1
	82.0

	30
	15
	76.6
	77.5
	75.0
	78.4
	77.1
	77.1
	77.8

	31
	16
	72.8
	74.0
	70.3
	74.1
	73.2
	73.2
	74.0

	32
	17
	68.4
	69.7
	65.7
	70.4
	68.6
	69.1
	69.9

	33
	18
	64.7
	66.3
	61.5
	65.7
	65.1
	65.4
	66.3

	34
	19
	60.5
	62.2
	57.0
	61.2
	61.3
	61.0
	62.0

	35
	20
	56.7
	58.3
	53.6
	57.4
	57.8
	56.9
	58.1

	36
	21
	53.0
	54.7
	49.4
	53.2
	54.3
	53.1
	54.3

	37
	22
	49.3
	51.3
	45.0
	49.9
	50.4
	49.4
	50.6

	38
	23
	45.4
	47.7
	40.6
	46.2
	46.8
	45.4
	46.5

	39
	24
	41.1
	43.5
	36.1
	41.4
	42.1
	41.5
	42.3

	40
	25
	36.8
	39.3
	31.7
	37.5
	37.8
	37.3
	38.0

	41
	26
	32.4
	34.6
	28.1
	33.6
	33.0
	32.7
	33.7

	42
	27
	28.2
	30.2
	24.2
	30.1
	28.0
	28.4
	29.5

	44
	28
	23.8
	25.4
	20.5
	26.0
	23.9
	23.8
	25.4

	46
	29
	19.1
	20.3
	16.5
	21.1
	19.8
	18.8
	20.5

	48
	30
	14.4
	15.6
	12.0
	16.1
	14.7
	14.1
	15.9

	53
	31
	10.3
	11.1
	8.6
	11.3
	10.5
	10.2
	11.2

	60
	32
	5.4
	6.0
	4.2
	7.0
	5.7
	5.3
	6.2


Table A2.6 CAPA Level III Mathematics Percent At and Above Scale Score

	Scale Score
	Raw Score
	Total
	Male
	Female
	African-American
	White
	Hispanic
	NSLP

	15
	0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	15
	1
	99.5
	99.5
	99.6
	100.0
	99.1
	99.6
	99.7

	15
	2
	99.2
	99.1
	99.4
	99.7
	98.7
	99.3
	99.5

	15
	3
	99.0
	98.9
	99.1
	99.7
	98.5
	99.1
	99.3

	16
	4
	98.6
	98.3
	99.0
	99.7
	98.1
	98.7
	99.0

	19
	5
	98.2
	98.0
	98.7
	99.7
	97.7
	98.5
	98.8

	21
	6
	97.8
	97.5
	98.4
	99.7
	97.4
	98.1
	98.6

	23
	7
	97.4
	97.1
	98.0
	99.6
	96.9
	97.6
	98.3

	25
	8
	96.6
	96.4
	97.0
	99.0
	96.0
	97.0
	97.7

	27
	9
	94.4
	94.1
	95.0
	96.4
	94.2
	94.8
	95.8

	28
	10
	92.3
	92.0
	92.9
	95.1
	92.5
	92.5
	93.9

	29
	11
	90.1
	89.8
	90.7
	93.6
	90.3
	90.4
	91.9

	30
	12
	87.5
	87.4
	87.7
	91.0
	88.2
	87.5
	89.4

	31
	13
	84.8
	84.7
	85.1
	89.4
	85.2
	84.6
	86.7

	31
	14
	81.2
	81.0
	81.3
	85.8
	81.6
	80.9
	83.3

	32
	15
	77.9
	78.1
	77.4
	82.8
	78.7
	77.4
	79.8

	33
	16
	74.5
	74.8
	73.8
	78.7
	75.2
	74.3
	76.5

	33
	17
	71.5
	72.2
	70.2
	74.2
	72.7
	71.3
	73.3

	34
	18
	68.6
	69.5
	66.8
	71.2
	69.9
	68.2
	70.5

	34
	19
	65.1
	65.8
	63.7
	67.7
	66.0
	65.0
	67.4

	35
	20
	61.5
	62.5
	59.5
	63.9
	62.1
	61.4
	63.6

	36
	21
	57.8
	58.8
	55.7
	59.7
	57.8
	58.1
	60.4

	36
	22
	53.3
	54.3
	51.3
	54.5
	52.7
	54.0
	56.3

	37
	23
	48.9
	50.0
	46.5
	49.8
	47.6
	49.8
	52.2

	37
	24
	44.2
	45.6
	41.1
	44.9
	43.2
	44.9
	47.4

	38
	25
	39.1
	40.5
	36.2
	38.5
	37.9
	40.3
	42.3

	39
	26
	34.3
	35.7
	31.3
	34.5
	33.1
	35.6
	37.2

	40
	27
	28.6
	29.9
	25.8
	28.5
	27.8
	30.0
	31.3

	41
	28
	22.7
	24.3
	19.6
	22.7
	21.4
	24.6
	25.1

	42
	29
	16.4
	17.7
	13.7
	15.7
	15.1
	17.9
	18.1

	44
	30
	9.4
	10.3
	7.7
	9.4
	8.9
	10.4
	10.3

	48
	31
	4.8
	5.1
	4.2
	4.3
	4.5
	5.4
	5.2

	60
	32
	1.7
	1.8
	1.4
	0.6
	1.5
	2.0
	1.8


Table A2.7 CAPA Level IV Mathematics Percent At and Above Scale Score

	Scale Score
	Raw Score
	Total
	Male
	Female
	African-American
	White
	Hispanic
	NSLP

	15
	0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	15
	1
	99.2
	99.1
	99.3
	99.3
	99.2
	99.2
	99.3

	15
	2
	98.8
	98.7
	99.1
	99.1
	98.7
	98.9
	99.0

	15
	3
	98.5
	98.4
	98.8
	98.5
	98.3
	98.8
	98.8

	15
	4
	98.2
	98.0
	98.5
	98.4
	98.0
	98.4
	98.5

	15
	5
	97.6
	97.4
	98.0
	97.6
	97.5
	97.8
	98.1

	16
	6
	96.9
	96.6
	97.4
	96.7
	96.9
	97.2
	97.4

	19
	7
	96.2
	95.9
	96.8
	96.2
	96.0
	96.5
	96.7

	22
	8
	95.3
	94.9
	95.9
	95.5
	94.8
	95.7
	96.0

	25
	9
	91.9
	91.7
	92.2
	91.9
	91.9
	91.9
	92.6

	27
	10
	88.8
	88.7
	88.9
	89.1
	89.1
	88.6
	89.3

	28
	11
	84.5
	84.5
	84.4
	85.7
	84.0
	84.3
	85.0

	29
	12
	79.3
	79.8
	78.4
	81.2
	79.3
	78.9
	79.7

	30
	13
	74.3
	75.2
	72.5
	76.9
	74.1
	73.6
	74.9

	31
	14
	70.0
	70.9
	68.2
	72.4
	70.1
	69.2
	70.3

	32
	15
	65.6
	66.7
	63.4
	68.3
	65.8
	64.6
	66.0

	32
	16
	61.7
	63.0
	59.1
	64.5
	62.1
	60.4
	62.2

	33
	17
	57.1
	58.6
	54.3
	60.0
	57.7
	56.1
	57.8

	34
	18
	53.0
	55.0
	49.3
	56.4
	53.1
	52.3
	53.9

	34
	19
	48.8
	51.0
	44.5
	51.2
	48.1
	48.7
	49.9

	35
	20
	45.0
	47.2
	40.8
	47.0
	43.6
	45.5
	46.2

	36
	21
	41.1
	43.6
	36.3
	42.9
	39.6
	41.9
	42.2

	36
	22
	37.3
	39.9
	32.5
	38.8
	35.6
	38.3
	38.5

	37
	23
	33.8
	36.5
	28.8
	34.6
	32.2
	34.8
	35.0

	38
	24
	30.4
	33.3
	24.8
	30.8
	29.2
	31.4
	31.5

	38
	25
	27.2
	30.1
	21.7
	27.3
	26.4
	28.1
	28.3

	39
	26
	23.5
	26.3
	18.4
	24.1
	22.7
	24.2
	24.5

	40
	27
	19.9
	22.3
	15.4
	19.1
	19.1
	20.7
	20.9

	41
	28
	16.6
	18.7
	12.6
	16.0
	16.2
	17.2
	17.3

	42
	29
	12.8
	14.5
	9.8
	12.1
	12.9
	13.5
	13.5

	44
	30
	9.5
	10.7
	7.3
	9.1
	10.0
	9.9
	10.0

	47
	31
	6.6
	7.7
	4.6
	5.6
	7.1
	6.8
	7.1

	60
	32
	3.5
	4.1
	2.3
	3.6
	4.2
	3.2
	3.7


Table A2.8 CAPA Level V Mathematics Percent At and Above Scale Score

	Scale Score
	Raw Score
	Total
	Male
	Female
	African-American
	White
	Hispanic
	NSLP

	15
	0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	15
	1
	99.0
	99.0
	99.0
	98.7
	99.4
	99.0
	99.1

	15
	2
	98.8
	98.8
	98.8
	98.4
	99.2
	98.7
	98.9

	15
	3
	98.4
	98.4
	98.5
	98.3
	98.9
	98.4
	98.6

	15
	4
	98.0
	97.8
	98.2
	98.0
	98.4
	98.0
	98.2

	15
	5
	97.5
	97.4
	97.7
	97.6
	97.7
	97.8
	97.9

	15
	6
	97.1
	97.0
	97.3
	97.3
	97.2
	97.3
	97.5

	16
	7
	96.5
	96.5
	96.7
	96.8
	96.7
	96.8
	97.0

	20
	8
	95.9
	95.8
	96.0
	96.6
	96.1
	96.1
	96.4

	23
	9
	92.3
	92.3
	92.3
	92.8
	93.3
	92.3
	92.7

	26
	10
	89.4
	89.4
	89.5
	89.5
	90.4
	89.7
	89.8

	28
	11
	86.9
	87.1
	86.5
	86.7
	88.0
	87.2
	87.3

	29
	12
	84.2
	84.7
	83.5
	84.1
	85.5
	84.4
	84.5

	30
	13
	81.4
	82.0
	80.4
	81.8
	83.2
	81.1
	81.6

	31
	14
	79.0
	79.6
	78.1
	80.2
	80.8
	78.3
	79.0

	32
	15
	76.7
	77.4
	75.5
	78.1
	78.5
	75.8
	76.7

	33
	16
	74.3
	75.0
	73.2
	75.5
	76.1
	73.6
	74.3

	33
	17
	71.9
	72.7
	70.6
	73.6
	73.4
	71.1
	71.9

	34
	18
	69.5
	70.4
	67.9
	71.6
	70.8
	68.7
	69.7

	35
	19
	66.3
	67.5
	64.2
	68.7
	67.8
	65.3
	66.5

	36
	20
	63.3
	64.7
	60.8
	65.4
	64.8
	62.5
	63.7

	36
	21
	59.6
	61.3
	56.7
	61.5
	61.4
	58.8
	60.1

	37
	22
	55.7
	57.5
	52.7
	58.0
	57.7
	55.0
	56.4

	38
	23
	51.6
	53.5
	48.4
	54.4
	53.3
	50.7
	52.3

	39
	24
	46.8
	48.8
	43.5
	49.3
	48.0
	46.2
	47.6

	40
	25
	41.8
	43.9
	38.3
	43.9
	43.4
	41.1
	42.5

	41
	26
	36.7
	38.8
	33.2
	37.9
	38.3
	36.2
	37.4

	42
	27
	30.9
	32.9
	27.5
	31.4
	32.0
	30.9
	31.8

	43
	28
	25.8
	27.9
	22.4
	25.5
	27.0
	26.0
	26.5

	45
	29
	20.5
	22.6
	17.1
	19.9
	21.3
	21.0
	21.1

	47
	30
	14.6
	16.2
	11.9
	13.8
	15.2
	14.9
	15.2

	52
	31
	10.6
	11.9
	8.4
	10.5
	11.0
	10.9
	10.9

	60
	32
	6.2
	7.0
	4.9
	5.9
	6.2
	6.7
	6.4


Table A2.9 CAPA Level III Science Percent At and Above Scale Score

	Scale Score
	Raw Score
	Total
	Male
	Female
	African-American
	White
	Hispanic
	NSLP

	15
	0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	15
	1
	99.2
	99.2
	99.3
	100.0
	99.1
	99.2
	99.5

	16
	2
	99.1
	98.9
	99.3
	100.0
	99.0
	98.9
	99.4

	18
	3
	98.8
	98.7
	99.2
	99.4
	98.8
	98.7
	99.2

	20
	4
	98.5
	98.3
	99.0
	99.4
	98.3
	98.5
	99.1

	22
	5
	98.1
	97.8
	98.6
	99.4
	97.8
	97.9
	98.8

	23
	6
	97.5
	97.1
	98.3
	97.8
	97.6
	97.5
	98.4

	25
	7
	97.0
	96.5
	97.8
	97.8
	97.3
	96.7
	97.9

	26
	8
	96.4
	95.9
	97.3
	97.5
	96.7
	96.3
	97.6

	28
	9
	95.1
	94.8
	95.7
	96.0
	94.9
	95.3
	96.4

	29
	10
	94.1
	93.9
	94.6
	95.4
	94.0
	94.4
	95.5

	30
	11
	92.5
	92.4
	92.7
	94.1
	92.5
	92.5
	94.1

	31
	12
	90.8
	90.7
	90.9
	92.6
	90.7
	90.7
	92.5

	32
	13
	88.6
	88.1
	89.5
	91.6
	87.8
	88.9
	90.8

	32
	14
	86.2
	85.5
	87.3
	89.5
	85.3
	86.5
	88.7

	33
	15
	83.1
	82.4
	84.2
	86.4
	83.0
	83.5
	85.8

	34
	16
	79.9
	79.2
	81.0
	83.0
	80.4
	79.7
	82.5

	34
	17
	75.6
	75.5
	75.6
	78.0
	76.3
	75.7
	78.0

	35
	18
	71.3
	71.4
	70.8
	73.7
	71.8
	71.6
	73.9

	36
	19
	66.3
	66.8
	65.1
	68.1
	68.6
	66.0
	68.6

	36
	20
	61.2
	61.9
	59.6
	63.8
	63.4
	61.0
	64.0

	37
	21
	56.2
	57.3
	54.0
	59.4
	57.7
	56.1
	59.3

	37
	22
	51.1
	52.8
	47.9
	53.9
	52.4
	51.1
	53.6

	38
	23
	45.3
	47.8
	40.3
	48.9
	47.2
	45.0
	48.3

	39
	24
	40.1
	42.8
	35.1
	44.3
	42.9
	39.5
	42.9

	39
	25
	34.8
	37.2
	30.1
	38.7
	37.1
	33.7
	36.9

	40
	26
	29.4
	31.8
	25.0
	31.3
	32.6
	28.4
	31.1

	41
	27
	24.2
	26.5
	20.1
	25.4
	27.0
	23.5
	25.7

	42
	28
	19.3
	22.0
	14.6
	18.3
	21.6
	19.2
	20.5

	43
	29
	13.9
	15.8
	10.2
	14.2
	15.1
	13.6
	15.0

	45
	30
	9.6
	11.0
	6.9
	10.8
	10.2
	8.9
	10.6

	48
	31
	6.2
	7.1
	4.6
	6.2
	6.9
	5.6
	7.0

	60
	32
	2.4
	3.0
	1.2
	1.9
	3.2
	1.8
	2.4


Table A2.10 CAPA Level IV Science Percent At and Above Scale Score

	Scale Score
	Raw Score
	Total
	Male
	Female
	African-American
	White
	Hispanic
	NSLP

	15
	0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	15
	1
	99.3
	99.1
	99.6
	98.9
	99.0
	99.4
	99.2

	15
	2
	99.0
	98.9
	99.2
	98.9
	98.8
	99.1
	99.0

	15
	3
	98.8
	98.6
	99.0
	98.7
	98.5
	98.8
	98.9

	15
	4
	98.6
	98.5
	98.7
	98.7
	98.4
	98.6
	98.7

	17
	5
	98.2
	98.1
	98.5
	98.4
	97.9
	98.5
	98.3

	19
	6
	97.9
	97.7
	98.4
	97.6
	97.6
	98.3
	98.1

	21
	7
	97.2
	96.9
	97.7
	97.4
	96.6
	97.7
	97.7

	23
	8
	96.5
	96.4
	96.8
	97.4
	96.0
	97.0
	97.4

	25
	9
	94.7
	94.3
	95.6
	94.2
	94.2
	95.3
	95.7

	27
	10
	93.1
	93.0
	93.4
	92.3
	92.3
	94.0
	94.3

	28
	11
	91.2
	91.3
	91.1
	89.7
	90.2
	92.4
	92.3

	29
	12
	88.7
	88.9
	88.4
	88.6
	88.0
	89.9
	89.9

	30
	13
	86.4
	86.7
	85.7
	85.7
	86.0
	87.5
	87.3

	31
	14
	82.9
	83.5
	81.8
	82.0
	82.5
	84.1
	83.7

	32
	15
	79.3
	80.1
	77.8
	79.6
	79.1
	80.0
	80.1

	32
	16
	74.3
	74.9
	73.3
	77.0
	73.7
	74.8
	75.9

	33
	17
	69.8
	70.4
	68.5
	71.7
	69.9
	70.0
	71.9

	34
	18
	64.5
	64.9
	63.7
	66.4
	65.0
	64.6
	67.2

	34
	19
	58.9
	59.9
	57.1
	61.4
	60.0
	58.9
	61.3

	35
	20
	52.5
	53.5
	50.5
	55.6
	55.3
	52.0
	53.8

	36
	21
	47.1
	48.5
	44.5
	49.7
	50.5
	46.7
	48.5

	36
	22
	41.7
	43.6
	38.0
	44.4
	44.9
	41.1
	43.2

	37
	23
	36.1
	38.4
	31.9
	36.2
	39.2
	35.9
	37.1

	38
	24
	31.1
	33.6
	26.6
	33.1
	33.9
	30.7
	32.2

	39
	25
	26.0
	28.5
	21.6
	27.8
	27.9
	25.7
	27.0

	40
	26
	20.3
	23.1
	15.1
	22.5
	22.3
	19.4
	21.0

	41
	27
	15.9
	18.2
	11.7
	18.8
	17.6
	15.1
	16.6

	42
	28
	11.8
	13.9
	8.0
	13.8
	13.1
	11.3
	12.4

	43
	29
	8.2
	9.8
	5.3
	8.7
	9.6
	7.9
	8.7

	46
	30
	5.3
	6.3
	3.6
	5.0
	6.6
	5.5
	6.0

	49
	31
	3.1
	3.4
	2.5
	2.1
	3.8
	3.3
	3.5

	60
	32
	1.5
	1.7
	1.3
	1.6
	2.0
	1.7
	1.7


Table A2.11 CAPA Level V Science Percent At and Above Scale Score

	Scale Score
	Raw Score
	Total
	Male
	Female
	African-American
	White
	Hispanic
	NSLP

	15
	0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0

	15
	1
	98.6
	98.5
	98.8
	97.7
	98.8
	98.9
	98.8

	16
	2
	98.3
	98.1
	98.5
	97.2
	98.1
	98.7
	98.5

	18
	3
	97.8
	97.6
	98.2
	97.2
	97.5
	98.5
	98.2

	20
	4
	97.4
	97.2
	97.9
	97.0
	97.1
	98.3
	97.9

	21
	5
	97.1
	96.8
	97.7
	96.3
	97.0
	97.9
	97.5

	23
	6
	96.6
	96.5
	96.9
	95.8
	96.5
	97.4
	97.1

	24
	7
	96.1
	96.0
	96.4
	95.6
	95.9
	96.8
	96.6

	26
	8
	95.5
	95.5
	95.5
	95.6
	95.0
	96.1
	95.9

	27
	9
	92.8
	92.9
	92.7
	92.7
	93.0
	93.4
	93.4

	28
	10
	91.0
	91.0
	91.3
	91.1
	91.5
	91.3
	91.6

	29
	11
	89.2
	89.1
	89.6
	88.8
	90.1
	89.7
	89.7

	30
	12
	87.1
	87.1
	87.2
	87.6
	87.9
	87.5
	87.6

	31
	13
	84.6
	84.5
	85.0
	83.6
	85.5
	85.2
	84.7

	31
	14
	82.1
	82.1
	82.1
	81.5
	83.3
	82.8
	82.4

	32
	15
	78.8
	78.6
	79.2
	79.4
	80.3
	79.3
	79.1

	33
	16
	74.9
	75.2
	74.5
	76.1
	77.2
	75.2
	75.4

	33
	17
	70.8
	71.2
	70.2
	71.9
	74.0
	70.7
	71.5

	34
	18
	64.4
	64.8
	63.8
	64.4
	67.4
	64.7
	65.3

	34
	19
	58.9
	59.7
	57.6
	59.3
	62.4
	59.0
	60.3

	35
	20
	53.0
	54.3
	50.9
	54.1
	57.0
	52.8
	54.0

	36
	21
	46.0
	47.7
	43.1
	47.3
	51.1
	45.3
	46.3

	36
	22
	39.5
	41.2
	36.8
	39.3
	44.7
	38.8
	39.9

	37
	23
	33.2
	35.4
	29.6
	33.0
	37.2
	32.8
	33.4

	37
	24
	27.5
	29.6
	24.0
	26.2
	33.4
	25.9
	27.7

	38
	25
	22.0
	23.4
	19.5
	20.6
	26.6
	20.9
	22.5

	39
	26
	17.3
	18.8
	14.8
	17.1
	20.7
	16.5
	17.8

	40
	27
	13.3
	14.4
	11.3
	13.6
	15.2
	12.6
	13.5

	41
	28
	9.6
	10.8
	7.4
	9.1
	11.2
	9.5
	9.6

	42
	29
	6.4
	7.5
	4.5
	6.3
	8.3
	5.8
	6.3

	44
	30
	4.4
	5.1
	3.3
	4.7
	5.6
	4.2
	4.4

	47
	31
	2.4
	2.9
	1.6
	3.5
	3.1
	2.0
	2.6

	60
	32
	1.4
	1.7
	0.9
	1.6
	1.9
	1.2
	1.3


Appendix 3: Attachments
Attachment A: Panelist Invitation to Participate, and Pre-Workshop Assignment

Invitation

California Alternate Performance Assessment (CAPA)

Panelist Preparation for Standard-setting workshop

September 16–18, 2008

Thank you once again for agreeing to serve as a member of a panel to recommend cut scores for the California Alternate Performance Assessment (CAPA). 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 CAPA, and you know the students. You have been selected to participate on the CAPA English–Language Arts (ELA) panel for standard setting
.

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 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 refer to the California content standards and review the blueprint for the CAPA for ELA to get a picture of the student at each performance level within each CAPA level. The California content standards are found on the CDE’s Web site, at http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/st/ss/documents/finalelaccssstandards.pdf. The blueprint can be found on the CDE’s Web site, at http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/sr/documents/capaelablueprint.doc. Consider these questions for students taking the CAPA ELA test at levels II, III, IV and V, and please use the attached form when taking notes. Ask yourself the following questions:

1. If I consider a student who just barely meets the requirements for basic, 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 tasks in the test and consider what the student has to know and be able to do to respond to each task correctly.
Assignment
	CAPA Pre-Workshop Notes  

English–Language Arts Level II
   

	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 

CAPA English–Language Arts Level I

Target Basic Student

· Holds a utensil w/physical prompts or assistance

· Communicates basic wants & needs with frequent prompting & forced selection

· Tolerates prompts to orient toward speaker/task/stimuli

Target Proficient Student

· Matches objects and symbols with frequent prompting

· Sorts common objects with frequent prompting

· Makes a mark on the paper with a writing instrument with prompt

· Responds to a one-step direction

· Makes a choice between 2 preferred objects

Target Advanced Student

· Matches and sorts by function objects & pictures with some prompting

· Traces vertical, horizontal, and simple shapes with some prompting

· Listens and attends to a portion of the activity with verbal prompts

CAPA English–Language Arts Level II

Target Basic Student

· At least be able to identify the first letter of their name

· Identify an object (book)

· Attend to the speaker when presented with a question

Target Proficient Student

· Recognize first name in print

· Answer who, what, where questions

· Follow one-step oral direction

· Will identify beginning or ending event

· Will identify sameness

· Identify an action

Target Advanced Student

· Recognize first name and three classmates names in print

· Answer at least two who, what, or where questions

· Spell/write first name

CAPA English–Language Arts Level III

Target Basic Student

· Follow 1 or 2 step oral directions

· Correctly identify 1/3 pictures in a sequence of 3 pictures

· Identify a capitalized letter

Target Proficient Student

· Follow at least one 2 step oral instruction

· Correctly sequence 2/3 pictures

· Identify correct usage of capitalization

· Identify 1 of 3 punctuation marks (i.e., ?, ., !)

· Match orally presented print to picture

Target Advanced Student

· Tell or show the main conflict of a two sentence story

· Identify 1 simple feature on a simple map

· Will match 1/3 homophones or homographs to the correct picture

CAPA English–Language Arts Level IV

Target Basic Student

· Maintain 1 exchange on topic

· Read 1 word from a simple 4 word sentence composed of high-frequency words

· Identify a consumer material

Target Proficient Student

· Execute 2 step oral instructions & directions

· Use capitalization at beginning of a sentence

· Read 1 simple four-word sentence with high-frequency words

· Maintain 2 exchanges on topic

· Identify a key feature within a consumer material

Target Advanced Student

· Read a high frequency 5-word sentence

· Ask a question to elicit information

· Use person’s traits to explain the cause of the person’s actions

CAPA English–Language Arts Level V

Target Basic Student

· Ask 1 relevant question

· Describe 1 item using 2 attributes

· Analyze 1 relevant piece of information within consumer material

Target Proficient Student

· Analyze at least 2 aspects of environmental print

· Spell at least 2 simple high-frequency words

· Identify an action and a sensory detail of a picture

· Ask 2 relevant questions 

· Use describing words to describe a picture

Target Advanced Student

· Partially understands “shades of meaning” in related words

· Partially determines characters’ traits by what the characters say about themselves in dialogue

· Identify at least 1 interaction between main and subordinate characters in a literary text

CAPA Mathematics Level I

Target Basic Student

· Attends to math-related task with multiple prompts

· Responds to cue with multiple prompts

· Orients towards manipulatives such as a clock or blocks with frequent prompts

Target Proficient Student

· Matches numbers, colors, shapes, & sizes with frequent prompts

· Identifies & counts quantities of more than 1 with frequent prompts

· Matches picture to same activity with frequent prompts

· Demonstrates 1 to 1 correspondence up to 2 using manipulatives with frequent prompts

· Identifies common objects/pictures with multiple prompts

Target Advanced Student

· Identifies activities to day & night with some prompts

· Classifies objects into 2 categories with modeling & prompting

· Matches word-to-word on a sequence/schedule calendar with some prompts

CAPA Mathematics Level II

Target Basic Student

· Student will be able to usually identify a penny (or one coin)

· Student will sometimes be able to identify common geometric objects.

· Usually, the student will be able to count and/or identify whole numbers to 3 and sometimes 5

Target Proficient Student

· Usually identify penny and quarter and sometimes dollar

· Usually correctly count and identify numbers 1 to 8 and sometimes 1–10

· Retell information from a simple graph or table and sometimes identify “more” and “less” relationships

· Can usually identify common geometric objects

· Find the sum (up to 5) of two whole numbers and sometimes describe

· Usually recognize and extend an AB pattern and sometimes describe

Target Advanced Student

· Consistently count and identify numbers to at least 15 and usually able to identify “greater than” and “less than.”

· Recognize and extend ABC pattern usually and often describe

· Student will choose correct operational symbols when given visual cues for basic computation

CAPA Mathematics Level III

Target Basic Student

· Student will sometimes identify numbers 1–20 and rarely through 35

· Student will sometimes solve addition 1–15 and rarely to 20 (with or without a calculator)

· Student will usually identify most frequently used 2-D shapes and sometimes 3-D geometric shapes

· Student will usually read aloud information from a graph

Note: “w/ or w/o calculator” doesn’t mean they can do it both ways, but rather can do it one way or the other.

Target Proficient Student

· Student will usually identify numbers 1–35 and sometimes order and compare numbers 1–10

· Students will usually solve addition problems up to 20 and simple subtraction (single digit), they may or may not use a calculator when doing so

· Can usually identify one of the following: face, edge, or vertex of a cube and sometimes two of the components

· Student will usually interpret information from a graph and sometimes represent data on a graph

Target Advanced Student

· Students will consistently be able to identify numbers 1–50, and usually order and compare numbers 1–10

· Students can consistently solve addition problems up to 50 and single-digit subtraction (with/without a calculator)

· Students can locate parallel lines in a multitude of visual representations

· Students will do everything from D in proficient and will sometimes use problem solving strategies

CAPA Mathematics Level IV

Target Basic Student

· Can sometimes round off prices to the nearest dollar.

· Can sometimes order and compare numbers to 30. 

· Student will sometimes choose appropriate measurement tool particularly when doing daily living skills

· Can sometimes use a calculator to solve addition problems with sums up to 50

Target Proficient Student

· Can usually use a calculator to solve addition/subtraction problems with sums up to 75.

· Can usually round off prices to the nearest dollar

· Can sometimes order and compare numbers to 75

· Student will choose appropriate measurement tool usually

Target Advanced Student

· Student will usually solve real-life addition/subtraction problems with sums up to 30 with a calculator;

· Student will solve a one step linear equation with one variable;

· Student will usually use a conversion chart to convert one unit of measurement to another

· Student will usually be able to explain multiplication by using repetitive addition

CAPA Mathematics Level V

Target Basic Student

· Student will sometimes add/subtract problems up to 75 with calculator

· Student will usually order to 75 and sometimes to 100

· Student will sometimes solve single digit multiplication problems with a calculator

· Student will sometimes identify the relationship between fractional parts and the whole

· Student will identify liquid volume of 1 cup, ½, and ¼ cup  

· Student will usually solve problems using dollars

Target Proficient Student

· Student will add/subtract problems up to 75 with or without calculator

· Student will usually order and compare numbers to 100

· Student will usually solve single digit multiplication problems with or without calculator

· Student will usually add same denominator fractions with manipulatives

· Can usually measure one cup of liquid volume, and sometimes ¼ and ½ cup of said liquid

· Student will usually solve problems using a combination of dollars and quarters

Target Advanced Student

· Student will usually add/subtract problems to 100 with or without the use of a calculator

· Student will usually read, write, order, and compare numbers to 100

· Student will consistently solve single digit multiplication problems (with or without the use of a calculator)

· Student will usually add some denominators for fractions

· Student will consistently measure the liquid volume of a given volume of a given quantity (1/4, 1/3, 1/2, 2/3, 3/4, and 1 cup)

CAPA Science Level I

Target Basic Student

· Matches a color to an object of same color with extensive prompts

· React and attend to scents with a modeled prompt

· Identifies nose with extensive prompts

· Attends to science-related task with extensive prompts

Target Proficient Student

· Follows a 1-step direction with frequent prompting

· Matches at least 2 pictures of weather same-to-same with frequent prompts

· Identifies at least 4 body parts on self with modeling & prompts

· Identifies plants & animals with frequent prompting

· Pushes an object with frequent prompts

Target Advanced Student

· Sorts plants & animals with some prompting

· Follows at least 2 instructions to position objects by 1 reference w/ some prompts

· Matches textures of objects with some prompting

· Matches animal body parts with some prompts

· Attends to visual materials being dropped by another person with some prompts

CAPA Science Level III

Target Basic Student

· Student can differentiate between day and night.

· Student can identify own organs/body parts (heart, stomach, mouth).

· Student can sort rocks by at least one property.

· Student can locate items on a graph.

· Student knows that plants are a source of food and shelter.

Target Proficient Student

· Student understands that animals live in air, on land, and in sea.

· Student knows that food goes from the mouth to the stomach.

· Student can identify solid, liquid, and gas (at least two).

· Student knows that water changes forms in weather.

· Student can identify the function of at least one tool of measurement.

Target Advanced Student

· Student understands that we inhale oxygen.

· Student knows that food goes from the mouth to the stomach to the colon.

· Student knows that water vaporizes.

· Student understands that fresh water is limited and identifies at least two sources of freshwater.

· Student can utilize appropriate tools for measuring.

CAPA Science Level IV

Target Basic Student

· Student can identify the periodic table of elements as a tool for organizing elements.

· Student understands that objects may sink and/or float.

· Student can sort objects by at least one physical property (density, hardness, flexibility).

· Student knows that Earth is a planet.

· Student can place data on a graph (pictograph or bar graph).

Target Proficient Student

· Student knows that the sun is a star.

· Student knows that heavy objects are harder to push/pull.

· Student can identify one physical characteristic of a liquid.

· Student knows that forces make objects move.

· Student can place data from their scientific investigation on a graph.

Target Advanced Student

· Student knows that friction is a type of force.

· Student can apply prior knowledge to predict an outcome.

· Student can compare data from at least two graphic variables.

· Student can identify a pie graph.

· Student can verify the accuracy of data.

CAPA Science Level V

Target Basic Student

· Student can identify one organ of the excretory and circulatory systems.

· Student can match four out of five sensory organs to their respective functions.

· Student knows at least two ways to prevent illness.

· Student knows at least one characteristic of an earthquake, a volcano, and weather.

· Student knows that gravity is a force that affects motion.

Target Proficient Student

· Student knows that plants need sunlight to make food.

· Student can identify a producer and consumer on a food web.

· Student knows that faults are cracks in the earth.

· Student can identify at least two characteristics of climates.

· Student can select appropriate tools/technology to perform a test.

Target Advanced Student

· Student can identify at least one cause of change in an ecosystem.

· Student knows that fossils give evidence of time.

· Student can identify at least one element in each category of the periodic table of the elements (metal, nonmetal, inert gases).

· Student can use a legend/key on locate a feature on a map, diagram, or model.

· Student knows the climate of a specific biome.

Attachment C: Sample Profile 

	TASKS
	

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	Total Score

	0
	0
	1
	1
	2
	1
	0
	1
	6

	0
	1
	0
	1
	2
	0
	1
	1
	6

	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1
	1
	9

	1
	1
	1
	2
	1
	1
	1
	1
	9

	1
	1
	3
	2
	2
	1
	1
	1
	12

	1
	2
	2
	1
	2
	1
	2
	1
	12

	1
	1
	1
	2
	4
	1
	4
	1
	15

	1
	3
	2
	2
	1
	1
	4
	1
	15

	2
	2
	2
	1
	3
	1
	3
	1
	15

	2
	3
	3
	2
	2
	1
	4
	1
	18

	3
	2
	3
	3
	2
	1
	3
	1
	18

	4
	2
	3
	1
	3
	1
	3
	1
	18

	4
	3
	3
	3
	4
	1
	2
	1
	21

	4
	3
	3
	2
	4
	1
	3
	1
	21

	4
	2
	2
	3
	4
	1
	4
	1
	21

	4
	3
	3
	3
	4
	1
	4
	2
	24

	4
	3
	4
	3
	4
	1
	4
	1
	24

	4
	4
	3
	3
	4
	1
	4
	1
	24

	4
	3
	3
	4
	4
	2
	4
	3
	27

	4
	4
	3
	4
	4
	1
	4
	3
	27

	4
	4
	3
	4
	4
	2
	4
	2
	27

	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	3
	4
	3
	30

	4
	4
	3
	4
	4
	3
	4
	4
	30

	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	32


Attachment D: Evaluation Forms

Initial Evaluation of the Training on the Performance Profile Method

California Alternate Performance Assessment

 ID #  ________

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

1. Please indicate the degree to which you agree with each statement using the scale given (Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree, Strongly Disagree). Please choose only one response for each statement.


Strongly


Strongly


Agree
Agree
Disagree
Disagree

I understand the purpose of this workshop.
(
(
(
(
The lead (large-group) facilitator explained things clearly.
(
(
(
(
The panel facilitator explained things clearly.
(
(
(
(
I understand what is meant by the Target Student. 
(
(
(
(
I understand the performance profiles. 
(
(
(
(
I understand the information presented in the item map.
(
(
(
(
I understand the rubric.
(
(
(

(
The training in the Performance Profile 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 mark my first judgment for CAPA. 
(
(
(
(
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 making your first judgment.

2. Have you participated in a 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 Standard-Setting Workshop Performance Profile Method

California Alternate Performance Assessment

The purpose of this final evaluation form is to obtain your feedback about the Performance Profile method overall. Your feedback will provide a basis for evaluating the training, methods, and materials in the Performance Profile method. 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 performance profile method was adequate

to give me the information I needed to complete

my assignment.
(
(
(
(
I understood the information in the profiles.
(
(
(
(
I understood the scoring rubric.
(
(
(
(
I understood how to make my judgments.
(
(
(
(
2. Please rate the clarity of the following instructions provided in the 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 Standard Setting process?


Very
Somewhat    Not At All

Useful
Useful
Useful
Taking the test before making judgments
(
(
(
Reviewing the rubrics and tasks
(
(
(
Defining the Target Student
(
(
(
Information in the performance profiles
(
(
(
Practicing the procedure
(
(
(
Group discussion
(
(
(
Impact information (% of students in each performance level)
(
(
(
4. How influential was each of the following in making your judgments?


Very
Somewhat
Not At All

Influential
Influential
Influential
Target Student Definitions
(
(
(
My perception of the difficulty of the tasks
(
(
(
My experiences with students
(
(
(
Group discussion
(
(
(
Judgments 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 standard setting judgment 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 standard setting process?


Too Much
About       Too Little

Time
Right
Time
Training in the procedure
(
(
(
Reviewing the test
(
(
(
Reviewing the rubrics and the tasks
(
(
(
Group discussion after the first judgment round
(
(
(
Group discussion after the second judgment 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: Agreement to Proceed
California Alternate Performance Assessment (CAPA)
AGREEMENT TO PROCEED

Please Circle the Test /Panel you are working on at this workshop:

          LEVEL I          ELA       Mathematics      Science

This is to verify that I understand that I am to consider the competencies defined in the target student and the student performance profiles and then to recommend the total score for a student who is barely at each level (Basic, Proficient, Advanced), such that I will place three recommended total scores.

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

______________________________
_______________
________________

Signature
Date
Panelist ID Number

Attachment F: Sample Agenda

California Alternate Performance Assessment (CAPA)

Standard Setting Workshop Agenda – Sept. 16–18, 2008 

ELA & Math Panels:  Levels II - V

	Tuesday, September 16
	DAY 1

	7:30 – 8:30 a.m.
	Registration and continental breakfast

	8:30 – 9:30 a.m.
	Welcome and introduction of California Dept. of Education and Educational Testing Service

Overview of CAPA, how tests were developed, and rubrics

Overview of standard setting

Group training: Performance Profile standard-setting method

Overview of agenda and security procedures

	9:30 – 9:45 a.m.
	Break and Move to assigned test panel rooms

	9:45 – 10:00 a.m.
	Introduction of panelists

Completion and verification of Non-Disclosure Agreement and Demographic Form 

	10:00 – 11:30 p.m.
	Review tasks and rubrics - - discuss competencies measured by tasks.

Develop Proficient Target Student Description for Level II.

	11:30 – 12:30 p.m.
	Develop target student descriptions for Basic and Advanced,  Level II

	12:30 – 1:30 p.m.
	Lunch and Table Leader training (12:30)

	1:30 – 2:30 p.m.
	Review and practice PPM method; complete evaluation form, BREAK, review method as needed

	2:30 – 2:50 p.m.
	Independently make  ROUND  1 judgments for Level II

	2:50 – 3:05 p.m.
	BREAK / DATA ENTRY  

	3:05 – 3:35 p.m.
	Discuss ROUND 1 Level II ranges w/ panelists at table

	3:35 – 3:55 p.m.
	Make ROUND 2 Judgments for Level II

	3:55  – 4:10 p.m.
	BREAK / DATA ENTRY  

	4:10 – 4:40 p.m.
	Discuss Round 2 Level II ranges and student performance data with panelists at table 

	4:40 – 5:00 p.m.
	Make ROUND 3 Judgments for Level II

	
	End of Day 1

	Wednesday, September 17
	DAY 2

	7:30 – 8:30 a.m.
	Continental breakfast

	8:30 – 8:35 a.m.
	Review of agenda for today

	8:35 – 9:05 a.m.
	Review tasks and rubrics for Level III and discuss competencies measured by tasks.

	9:05 – 9:45 a.m.
	Develop Proficient Target Student Descriptions for Level III

	9:45 – 9:55 a.m.
	BREAK

	9:55 – 10:55 a.m.
	Develop Target Student Descriptions for Basic and Advanced for Level III.

	10:55 –11:15 a.m.
	Independently make Round 1 judgments for level III.

	11:15 – 11:30 p.m.
	Data Entry/ BREAK

	11:30 – 12:00 p.m.
	Discuss Round 1 Level III ranges with panelists at table

	12:00 – 12:20 p.m.
	ROUND 2 Judgments for Level III

	12:20 – 1:20 p.m.
	Lunch/ Data Entry

	1:20 – 1:50 p.m.
	Discuss Round 2  Level III ranges and student performance data with panelists at table

	1:50 - 2:05 p.m.
	ROUND 3 Judgments for Level III

	2:05 – 2:20 p.m.
	BREAK

	2:05 – 2:50 p.m.
	Review tasks and rubrics for Level IV and discuss competencies measured by tasks.

	2:50 - 3:30 p.m.
	Develop Proficient Target Student Descriptions  for Level IV.

	3:30 – 4:30 p.m.
	Develop Target Student Descriptions for Basic and Advanced for Level IV.

	4:30 – 4:50 p.m.
	Independently make Round 1 judgments for Level IV.

	
	End of Day 2

	Thursday, September 18
	DAY 3

	7:30 – 8:30 a.m.
	Continental breakfast

	8:30 – 8:35 a.m.
	Review of agenda for today.

	8:35 – 9:05 a.m.
	Discuss Round 1 Level IV ranges with panelists at table

	9:05 – 9:20 a.m.
	ROUND 2 Judgments for Level IV

	9:20 – 9:35 a.m.
	BREAK/ data entry

	9:35 –10:05 a.m.
	Discuss Round 2  Level IV ranges and student performance data with panelists at table

	10:05 – 10:20 p.m.
	ROUND 3 Judgments for Level IV

	10:20 – 10:40 p.m.
	BREAK

	10:40 – 11:10 p.m.
	Review tasks and rubrics for Level V and discuss competencies measured by tasks.

	11:10 – 11:50 p.m.
	Develop Proficient Target Student Descriptions for Level V

	11:50 – 12:50 p.m.
	Lunch

	12:50 – 1:50 p.m.
	Develop Target Student Descriptions for Basic and Advanced for Level V.

	1:50 – 2:10 p.m.
	ROUND 1 judgments for Level V.

	2:10 – 2:25 p.m.
	BREAK/ data entry

	2:25 – 2:55 p.m.
	Discuss Round 1 Level V ranges with panelists at table

	2:55 – 3:10 p.m.
	ROUND 2 Judgments for Level V

	3:10 – 3:25 p.m.
	BREAK/ data entry

	3:25 – 3:45 p.m.
	Discuss Round 2 Level V ranges and student performance data with panelists at table

	3:45 – 3:55 p.m.
	ROUND 3 Judgments for Level V

	3:55 – 4:15 p.m.
	BREAK/ data entry

	4:15 – 4:30 p.m.
	Final presentation of recommendations for all Levels (II, III, IV, and V)

	4:30 – 5:00 p.m.
	Final evaluation forms and wrap up – Thank YOU!!


Attachment G: Nondisclosure Agreement and Biographical Information Form

ID #  ________
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

Biographical Information Form

Test / Panel you are working on at this workshop (Choose one.)

( Level I

( ELA
( Math
( Science

(All three subjects)
(Level II–V)
(Level II–V)
(Levels III–V)

Group you are representing (Choose one.)

( Teachers
( Program
( School
( Coordinators or


( Specialist
( Psychologist
( Administrators

( Other _____________________

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)  


Level I

Level II

Level III
Level IV
Level V
ELA
( 

(


(

(
(
Math

( 
(

(

(
(
Science

( 
(

(

(
(
� CAPA Science is not assessed at Level II.


� Modifications were made to materials used such as the structure of the profiles and feedback. Panelists were asked to think holistically in both the 2003 and 2008 workshops.


� In creating score distributions for selection of profiles and projection of impact data, data files were based on sampling and selection criteria supplied by the CDE.


� The terms “definition” and “description” were used interchangeably during the workshop.


� Panelists were told that they could keep judgments made during practice or change them. 


� Each panelist received a letter corresponding to their assignment, that is, Level I, ELA, Mathematics, or Science. 


� Each panelist was mailed a multiple-page form, one page for each test (Levels II–V; or, for Level I panelists, ELA, mathematics and science).





i

