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Recommendation

The California Department of Education (CDE) recommends that the State Board of Education (SBE) review and approve the adjusted performance levels for the California English Language Development Test (CELDT). 

Background

Commonly accepted professional standards for assessment suggest that it is appropriate to revisit performance levels after a substantial change to test design. Adjusting the performance level cut-points will allow us to accurately incorporate the improvements in the design of CELDT that have occurred over the last four years. These changes were implemented to streamline the test and reduce the burden on school districts. Performance level cut points for the CELDT were originally set in 2001. In addition, updated performance level cut-points are necessary to respond to the additional Title III accountability elements as required by the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001. The CELDT preceded NCLB and the current Title III accountability requirements. The more recent federal requirements require reporting of separate scores for Listening, Speaking, and an additional score for Comprehension as well as increased use of the scores for the accountability purposes. 

The updated performance levels cut-points will be implemented in July 2006, using a new common-scale that is designed to improve reporting of results and increase precision in accountability reporting. The CELDT common scale is made possible by the existence of a common underlying construct (language proficiency) that applies across all grades, as reflected in the English Language Development standards. Training materials that incorporate the updated cut-points will be distributed to school districts in May 2006.

Setting the new performance levels

The contractor used the Bookmark Standard Setting Procedure (BSSP) to set new performance level cut scores on the CELDT. A similar procedure was used to set performance level standards for the CELDT in 2001. The BSSP allows experts from California (classroom teachers, content specialists, school administrators, and others designated by CDE) to consider the knowledge and skills that students must demonstrate to enter each performance level. The BSSP is a widely implemented standard setting procedure that meets commonly accepted professional standards in assessment.
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Introduction

Committees composed of 97 experienced English language development educators from across the state convened on February 13, 14, and 15 in Sacramento for a standard setting workshop to recommend cut scores for use with the Form F and subsequent forms of the California English Language Development Test (CELDT). The committees participated in a Bookmark Standard Setting, which is a well-established procedure also used to determine recommended cut scores for CELDT in 2001 and for the California Standards Tests and the California High School Exit Exam.  

Need to Adjust Performance Levels

It was appropriate to reexamine the CELDT cut scores for several reasons. First, there have been significant changes to the test since its inception, such as the elimination of the writing essay, story retelling and phonemic awareness sections, the shortening of the reading test, and the addition of the four picture narrative, short composition items, and oral comprehension items. Second, the relatively large changes in impact that occur from the end of one grade span to the beginning of the next higher grade span are problematic with respect to calculating Annual Measurable Achievement Objectives (AMAOs) and are thought to be an artifact of how cut scores were established in 2001.  Third, the consequential validity of the current cut scores has been a publicly voiced concern from educators working closely with English learners. While the 2001 cut score recommendations followed from a standard setting in which the participants had little experience with CELDT and how it would be used, the 2006 standard setting participants had the benefit of having worked with both English learners and CELDT for some time. Finally, a new common scale was developed for CELDT, which will be implemented with Form F in 2006. The need for non-decreasing cut scores from grade to grade on the common scale was addressed at this standard setting workshop.

Participants

Over 100 committee members were recruited from across the state to participate in the standard setting; 97 of those recruited were able to participate. The results of the standard setting evaluation survey indicated that 53 percent of the participants were teachers, 23 percent were administrators, and 24 percent were other education professionals; 12 percent had one through five years of experience in their present occupation, 28 percent had six through ten years of experience, 16 percent had 11-15 years of experience, 19 percent had 16-20 years of experience, and 25 percent had more than 20 years of experience; 27 percent had bachelor’s degrees, 66 percent had master’s degrees, and seven percent had doctorates; 12 percent were male and 88 percent were female; six percent were Asian, one percent was Filipino, 38 percent were Hispanic or Latino, 54 percent were White (not of Hispanic origin), and one percent were Other; 16 percent have taught Special Education; 89 percent have Cross-cultural Language and Academic Development (CLAD) credential or Bilingual Cross-cultural Language and Academic (BCLAD) credential authorization.  

Bookmark Standard Setting

The 2006 CELDT Bookmark Standard Setting process was conducted in a fashion similar to that used for CELDT in 2001. The Bookmark Standard Setting Procedure (BSSP) has become the predominant method used to set cut scores for large-scale assessments in the United States. The two lead facilitators of the current CELDT standard setting, Dr.'s Ross Green and Daniel Lewis are co-developers of the Bookmark Procedure and presented their proposed standard setting design to the CELDT Technical Advisory Group for review and recommendations on two occasions.  The procedure was implemented as agreed upon and Dr.’s Green and Lewis assert that the standard setting was a fair and valid process and that the results accurately represent the committees’ expectations for student performance in each Proficiency Level.  

Process

The participants were grouped into the following eight committees. Each committee was responsible for cut score recommendations for the assigned skill area.

· Grades Kindergarten through two (K-2) Listening and Speaking

· Grades three through five (3-5) Listening and Speaking 

· Grades six through eight (6-8) Listening and Speaking

· Grades nine through twelve (9-12) Listening and Speaking 

· Grades K-2 Reading and Writing 

· Grades 3-5 Reading and Writing

· Grades 6-8 Reading and Writing

· Grades 9-12 Reading and Writing

Cut scores were established for Grades K-12 in Listening, Speaking, Reading, and Writing, for a total of 192 cut scores (four cut scores in four skill areas for 11 grades and four cuts scores in two skill areas for two grades). To support the consistency of cut scores from grade to grade, each committee was first asked to make cut score recommendations for the middle grade of each grade span for the Early Intermediate and Early Advanced Proficiency Levels. After the committees made recommendations for Early Intermediate and Early Advanced, they reviewed preliminary, empirically determined Intermediate and Advanced cut scores for content and skill appropriateness. In most cases, the committees accepted the preliminary cut scores as appropriate; in two cases they modified the preliminary Intermediate cut scores based on content considerations.  

The cut scores attached to this document for Listening and Speaking in Grades one, four, seven, and ten and for Reading and Writing in Grades two, four, seven, and ten reflect the committees’ recommendations for the four Proficiency Levels. The cut scores for the remaining grades were empirically determined through interpolation to support the consistency of the cut scores across the grades. Both scale score consistency and impact consistency were considered in the interpolation process.

Results

The attached results (Table 1) reflect the participants’ recommendations from the standard setting and interpolated results for the additional grades. The committees recommended, without exception, that the Early Advanced cut scores be raised, resulting in fewer students scoring at and above Early Advanced in each grade. It should be noted that the participants focused on the skills that were associated with each Proficiency Level, although they did review impact data as part of the standard setting process. The participants understood that their recommendations would result in the observed changes in impact from the existing cut scores and were asked to provide written rationales for their recommendations. Their comments indicate that their recommendations are more in line with what students should be able to do to be considered fluent and to be successful in unmodified instruction.  

Rationale for Panel Recommendations

At the end of the standard setting sessions, the 16 table leaders were asked about the increases in the cut scores their group recommended. The most frequently mentioned reasons provided by most (15 out of the 16) table leaders can be summarized as follows:

1. Too often, students achieving an Early Advanced or Advanced score based on the current cut scores are not able to function adequately in an English only, mainstream classroom. This view was common across all grade levels; however, this view was most vehemently articulated by the Kindergarten/Grade two panel for the Kindergarten and Grade one students.

2. The students scoring at the current Early Advanced level very frequently do not have adequate academic skills of the sort assessed by the California Standards Tests, and therefore, cannot be reclassified.

Adjustments to Cut Scores

Following the Standard Setting, CTB reviewed the data and found several inconsistencies in both the cut scores set by participants and those empirically interpolated. Some very minor initial changes were incorporated into the interpolated data without altering the cut scores set by the standard setting participants. The first of these changes was to keep the cut scores within a skill area for all proficiency levels constant for Grades 10-12. The rationale for this decision is based upon data showing that Grade 11 and 12 students average very similar scores to Grade ten students. If the empirical extrapolation model were continued, the cut scores for Grades 11 and 12 would be significantly higher than those for Grade ten. These higher cut scores would result in fewer students meeting the Early Advanced and above criteria than in Grade ten. Such a drop, when the general trend from Kindergarten through Grade 10 is a gradual increase, would be difficult to defend to parents, teachers, and administrators alike. By keeping the same cut scores for Grades 10-12, the percentage of students at Early Advanced and above continues to rise gradually in line with the other grades. 

Another decision was made to set the Kindergarten cut scores equal to the Grade one cut scores in all skill areas. Setting lower extrapolated cut scores for Kindergarten than for Grade one students would lead to more initial classifications of Fluent English Proficient Kindergarteners which would be contrary to the recommendations made by the September CELDT Advisory Panel. Furthermore, the test measures mostly the Grade one and Grade two skills that students will need if they are going to succeed in mainstream classrooms. Other very minor changes to the cut scores of the interpolated grades were made, when necessary, to keep the impact data across all grades reasonable.  

The tables and graph representing the end results from the above changes, is consistent with the Panel Recommendations and is presented for consideration by the California Department of Education and the State Board of Education (SBE). 

Table 1: Performance Level Cut Scores - Panel Recommendation (New Common Scale)

	
	K
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12

	Reading Early Intermediate
	 
	 
	421
	448
	474
	478
	481
	485
	497
	509
	521
	521
	521

	Reading Intermediate
	 
	
	473
	482
	491
	504
	516
	529
	543
	557
	571
	571
	571

	Reading Early Advanced
	 
	
	524
	542
	560
	564
	568
	572
	588
	605
	621
	621
	621

	Reading Advanced
	 
	 
	554
	577
	600
	604
	609
	613
	627
	648
	665
	665
	665

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Writing Early Intermediate
	 
	 
	423
	437
	451
	455
	458
	462
	465
	467
	470
	470
	470

	Writing Intermediate
	 
	
	469
	479
	489
	497
	502
	508
	511
	514
	517
	517
	517

	Writing Early Advanced
	 
	
	514
	537
	550
	551
	553
	554
	557
	560
	563
	563
	563

	Writing Advanced
	 
	 
	560
	570
	580
	587
	593
	600
	602
	606
	610
	610
	610

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Listening Early Intermediate
	362
	362
	375
	389
	402
	411
	413
	418
	427
	436
	445
	445
	445

	Listening Intermediate
	409
	409
	426
	443
	461
	473
	484
	495
	508
	519
	534
	534
	534

	Listening Early Advanced
	455
	455
	476
	498
	519
	537
	570
	572
	595
	606
	623
	623
	623

	Listening Advanced
	502
	502
	527
	552
	578
	601
	638
	649
	670
	691
	712
	712
	712

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Speaking Early Intermediate
	353
	353
	370
	388
	405
	411
	417
	423
	423
	423
	423
	423
	423

	Speaking Intermediate
	405
	405
	420
	436
	451
	459
	467
	476
	480
	485
	490
	490
	490

	Speaking Early Advanced
	457
	457
	470
	482
	497
	507
	518
	528
	539
	547
	557
	557
	557

	Speaking Advanced
	509
	509
	520
	532
	543
	556
	568
	581
	595
	610
	624
	624
	624

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Overall Early Intermediate
	357
	357
	397
	415
	433
	438
	442
	447
	453
	458
	464
	464
	464

	Overall Intermediate
	407
	407
	447
	460
	473
	483
	492
	502
	510
	518
	528
	528
	528

	Overall Early Advanced
	456
	456
	496
	514
	531
	539
	552
	556
	569
	579
	591
	591
	591

	Overall Advanced
	505
	505
	540
	557
	575
	587
	602
	610
	623
	638
	652
	652
	652


Table 2: Percentage of Students Scoring by Overall Proficiency

	
	2003
	2004
	2005
	Recommendation

	Beginning
	7%
	7%
	7%
	10%

	Early Int.
	14%
	13%
	13%
	19%

	Intermediate
	36%
	33%
	33%
	40%

	Early Adv.
	32%
	32%
	33%
	25%

	Advanced
	11%
	15%
	14%
	6%


Graph 1:  CELDT Overall Impact Data
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