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Executive Summary

This report has been prepared by Educational Data Systems and its subcontractors, Educational Testing Service (ETS) and the Sacramento County Office of Education (SCOE), under the California English Language Development Test (CELDT) contract number CN110218 for the California Department of Education (CDE).
With the new 2012 English Language Development (ELD) Standards in place, the CDE is required by state and federal law to ensure the English language proficiency assessment administered annually to California’s English learners (ELs) is appropriately aligned to the 2012 ELD Standards. The CELDT was developed to align to the 1999 California English Language Development Standards. As the 2012 ELD Standards differ significantly from the 1999 ELD Standards, the CDE intends to replace the CELDT with the English Language Proficiency Assessments for California (ELPAC) system that will be aligned to the new standards.
The purpose of this study is to analyze the alignment of current CELDT items to the 2012 ELD Standards. The outcome of this study will inform the plans for the development of the ELPAC by providing information about the degree to which the current CELDT item pool may be usable in the development of the ELPAC.
This report addresses the following topics: (1) identification or development of an alignment protocol appropriate for analyzing the alignment of items to the new standards; (2) summary of the design and methodology; (3) description of the item alignment meeting; (4) study outcomes and findings; and (5) recommendations.
The key findings are as follows: 

(1) overall, 26 percent of the sampled active CELDT items in the item pool were found to have primary alignment to one of the 2012 ELD Standards; 

(2) in the domain of listening, 24 percent of sampled items had primary alignment; 

(3) in the domain of speaking, 30 percent of sampled items had primary alignment; 

(4) in the domain of reading, 35 percent of sampled items had primary alignment; 

(5) in the domain of writing, 8 percent of sampled items had primary alignment to the 2012 ELD Standards; 

(6) of the 2012 ELD Standards for Part I: Interacting in Meaningful Ways, alignment from the existing CELDT items was minimal; and 

(7) of the 2012 ELD Standards for Part II: Learning About How English Works, there were no items with primary alignment to any of the seven standards.

The report concludes that considerable development of new items and potentially new item types will be necessary as part of the ELPAC design and development process.
1 Background and Purpose

1.1 Background

In November 2012, the California State Board of Education (SBE) approved new standards for the instruction of students classified as English learners (ELs). The introductory overview to the new 2012 California English Language Development Standards (2012 ELD Standards) “[clarifies] what knowledge, skills, and abilities are needed to help ELs engage with and master next generation standards, including college-and career-readiness standards” (California Department of Education [CDE], 2012, p. 1). It makes clear that the 2012 ELD Standards are designed to be used by all teachers of academic content and of English Language Development, appropriate to the setting and identified student needs, and that the 2012 ELD Standards “are designed and intended to be used in tandem with other academic content standards to support ELs in mainstream academic content classrooms” (CDE, 2012, p. 3).
With the new 2012 ELD Standards in place, the CDE is required by state and federal law to ensure that the English language proficiency (ELP) assessments administered to California’s students are appropriately aligned to the 2012 ELD Standards. The current ELP assessment, the California English Language Development Test (CELDT), was developed to align to the previous 1999 California English Language Development Standards (1999 ELD Standards), which were in place from 1999 through the adoption of the new 2012 ELD Standards. As the new 2012 ELD Standards differ significantly from the 1999 ELD Standards (as detailed below), the CDE has announced the intention to replace the CELDT with a new assessment system to be called the English Language Proficiency Assessments for California (ELPAC), to include an annual summative assessment and a separate test for initial identification of ELs.
Since the 2012 ELD Standards inform the development of and provide guidance on what is to be measured, it is important to understand the expectations delineated in the standards. The overview to the 2012 ELD Standards gives insight to these expectations: “The exit descriptors [of each proficiency level of the new 2012 ELD Standards] signal high expectations for ELs to progress through all levels and to attain the academic English language they need to access and engage with grade level content in all content areas” (CDE, 2012, p. 5).  And, “The [Proficiency Level Descriptors] also emphasize that ELs at all proficiency levels are capable of high-level thinking and can engage in complex, cognitively demanding social and academic activities requiring language as long as they are provided appropriate linguistic support” (CDE, 2012, p. 6). 

This report has been prepared by Educational Data Systems and its subcontractors, Educational Testing Service (ETS) and the Sacramento County Office of Education (SCOE), under CELDT contract number CN110218 for the CDE. Educational Data Systems worked collaboratively with ETS and SCOE, with guidance from the CDE to design an item alignment study for the purpose of analyzing the alignment of existing CELDT items to the new 2012 ELD Standards.

1.2 Purpose

The purpose of the CELDT item alignment study was to evaluate the existing pool of CELDT items in terms of their suitability for use in the development of the ELPAC. 
The primary goal of this study was to identify the active CELDT items that are aligned to the 2012 ELD Standards with the intent of using those items on the new ELPAC. Active CELDT items are those that have been used operationally on the CELDT, are operationally ready, or were previously field tested but awaiting the calculation of statistics. Specifically, the item alignment study had two purposes: 

1. Determine the alignment of existing CELDT items to the 2012 ELD Standards.

2. Using the results of the item alignment, provide a gap analysis identifying both the 2012 ELD Standards that could be assessed by the current CELDT items and those standards that would require the design of new types of items.

Findings from this study provided information about the number, percentage, and types of items that were found to be aligned to specific 2012 ELD Standards. This information was then used to identify those 2012 ELD Standards that would need new item development to adequately be assessed. 

1.2.1 Focus of the 2012 ELD Standards
The 2012 ELD Standards are fundamentally different from the 1999 ELD Standards. This section describes changes introduced by the new 2012 ELD Standards that have the greatest implications for the use of CELDT items in the development of the ELPAC.

The concept of language learning, which underlies the 2012 ELD Standards, differs considerably from the 1999 ELD Standards. The 1999 ELD Standards portray language learning as understanding language structures and how they are used (forms and functions). Additionally, in the 1999 Standards language is divided into four domains (listening, speaking, reading, and writing) and the focus of these standards is on discrete language functions.

The 2012 ELD Standards adopt a communicative approach to learning and assessing language. They give highest priority to learning to interact in meaningful ways. The secondary focus is on learning about structures of language and text and how they work. The implication for a classroom setting is that teachers are expected to give highest priority to engaging students in interactive tasks designed to build content knowledge. Teachers’ secondary priority is to help learners understand how the structure of texts and language are used to convey meaning. Instruction should be provided primarily within the context of communicative activities.

The implications of the 2012 ELD Standards for the ELPAC are similar to those for instruction. To the greatest extent possible, the new assessment should focus on students’ ability to interact in meaningful ways through collaboration with other people, interpretation of written and spoken text, and the creation of oral presentations and written text. Furthermore, assessing knowledge about how English works should be done, to the greatest extent possible, within the context of meaningful interaction. For instance, instead of assessing knowledge of language structure with a series of questions about different grammar points, the assessment might present text or a conversation with content that represents meaningful interaction. The test item would then present a series of questions that would assess a student’s ability to interact meaningfully within that context as well as the student’s ability to apply knowledge of how English works within that context. This understanding was useful for identifying current CELDT items that meet the intent and focus of the 2012 ELD Standards.
1.2.2 Description of Terms Used in this Report
This section provides definitions of terms used in this study and throughout this report. Table 1 provides a description of the terms that refer to the CELDT item pools, and the item sets that were used in the study. See section 3.2 for more information on the number of items in the item pools and the sampling of items at each step of the item alignment process. Table 2 provides a glossary of terms used in the study and this report.

Table 1: Description of the Terms Used for Item Pools and Item Samples
	Term
	Description

	Item Pools

	Full CELDT  item database
	The full database of 3,461 active CELDT items developed or administered from 2003–04 through 2013–14. This item pool does not include items that were categorized as unavailable for future use (i.e., legacy unavailable, released, or rejected items). 

	CELDT item pool
	The CELDT item pool consisted of 1,843 active and available items that were administered from 2009–10 through 2013–14. This item pool does not include field-test ready items or items unavailable for future use (i.e., legacy unavailable, released, or rejected items). Field-test ready items and items from prior to 2009–10 were removed from the CELDT item pool because they were not part of a recent statistical recalibration. In addition, the items from prior to 2009–10 were determined to be unsuitable for use due to obsolescence, item fatigue, and outdated artwork, content, and/or design. 

	Training and Calibration Item Sets
	Two item sets selected from the full CELDT item database across all CELDT test components and domains considered suitable for alignment training and calibration purposes. These items were used by the assessment specialists from ETS who performed the preliminary analysis and by the participant educators at the CELDT Item Alignment meeting for training and calibration exercises. The training item set consisted of 150 items and the calibration item set consisted of 154 items, for a total of 304 items.

	Study Sample Item Set
	A representative sample (specific items from each test component and domain) of 574 items selected from the full CELDT item database for review in this study. These items were reviewed by the assessment specialists in the preliminary analysis, participant educators at the CELDT Item Alignment meeting (in addition to the training and calibration items), and by the CDE in their review and consensus of the final alignment ratings.

	Reviewed Samples

	Preliminary analysis sample
	The set of items analyzed by assessment specialists at ETS to produce the preliminary analysis of ratings. This set included the training, calibration, and study sample sets of items (as noted above) plus an additional overage of items to use, if needed, for replacement items as the participant educator review sample was being selected. The total number of items reviewed in the preliminary analysis was 1,129. 

	Participant educator review sample 
	The set of items—including training (N=150), calibration (N=154) and study sample (N=574) sets of items—rated by the participant educators at the Item Alignment meeting. The total number of items reviewed by participant educators was 878. 

	Independent expert review sample 
	A subset of approximately 30 percent of the study sample item set (i.e., no training or calibration items) reviewed by the independent 2012 ELD Standards expert. The number of items reviewed by the expert was 172.

	CDE/TAG review sample
	The set of 574 study sample items (i.e., no training or calibration items) reviewed by the CDE for developing final consensus of alignment ratings. A subset of these items was also reviewed by two members of the CELDT Technical Advisory Group (TAG) to provide guidance in forming consensus on the ratings.


Table 2: Glossary of Terms

	Term
	Description

	Active and available items
	Those items in the CELDT item pool with a status of: field-test ready, used operationally, operationally ready, and field tested awaiting statistics. These do not include items that, over time, were released to the public or items that were made unavailable or rejected for various reasons.

	Assessment specialists and researchers
	Educators and researchers whose primary responsibility is to develop items,  construct tests, analyze data, and perform educational research. In the current study, assessment specialists and researchers are a team of professionals at ETS who worked together to design and implement the study.

	Calibration
	The act of assigning and comparing ratings to a known set of expert ratings for the purpose of standardizing the rating process and ratings across multiple individuals.

	CELDT
	California English Language Development Test

	CELDT alignment protocol
	A set of procedures used to determine the degree to which the existing CELDT items measure the types of language knowledge, skills, and abilities that are described in the 2012 ELD Standards.

	Consensus ratings
	Ratings that different individuals agree upon. 

	ELD Standards
	Descriptions of language knowledge, skills, and abilities that are designed to guide teachers to support English Learners’ English language development.

	1999 ELD Standards
	Those ELD Standards adopted by the State Board of Education (SBE) in 1999 to which the CELDT items were aligned.

	2012 ELD Standards
	Those ELD Standards adopted by the SBE in November 2012 that were used as the basis of the item alignment study and this report, and to which the ELPAC will be aligned. 

	Independent  2012  ELD Standards expert
	A linguistics expert who was one of the primary authors of the 2012 ELD Standards and who was contracted to perform an independent review of consensus ratings given to items by the assessment specialists and the participant educators during the study.

	Final consensus ratings
	In this study, the final alignment ratings of the 574 items in the study sample set that went through the entire four-step rating process.

	Gap analysis
	An evaluation whose purpose is to determine the extent to which a pool of items do and do not assess a set of educational standards. 

	Generalization process
	The process of assigning ratings to items in the CELDT item pool based on the final consensus ratings of the study sample items. Guidelines are generalized from the final consensus ratings of the study sample items and used to form specific alignment rules for items based on the various item characteristics. 

	Item alignment
	In this study, the degree to which a CELDT item measures the language knowledge, skills, and abilities of a 2012 ELD Standard.

	CELDT Item Alignment meeting
	A meeting of 99 California educators held June 10–12, 2013 in Sacramento to evaluate a sample of CELDT items for alignment to the 2012 ELD Standards.

	Item pool
	A group or collection of test items.

	Participant educators
	The California educators who evaluated CELDT items at the Item Alignment meeting.

	Preliminary analysis
	The initial item alignment exercise that was performed by assessment specialists at ETS prior to the alignment meeting.

	CELDT Technical Advisory Group (TAG)
	A team of linguistics, psychometric, and assessment experts who meet several times a year to provide advice to the CDE regarding CELDT matters.

	Table leaders
	Eight California educators who were responsible at the Item Alignment meeting for facilitating participant educator small group discussions regarding the alignment of items and recording their group’s consensus ratings.


1.2.3 Use of the 2012 ELD Standards

In this study, the final version of the 2012 ELD Standards adopted by the SBE in November 2012 was used. This document is available on the CDE Web site at http://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/el/er/eldstandards.asp/.
1.2.4 2012 ELD Standards Labeling Format

The 2012 ELD Standards are largely composed of two parts: Part I and Part II Standards at each grade level. Part I (Interacting in Meaningful Ways) consists of 12 standards with some divided into additional sub-standards. Part II (Learning About How English Works) includes seven standards with some sub-standards. Additionally, the 2012 ELD Standards include Part III categories to describe how using foundational literacy skills should be instructed to inform Part I and Part II Standards. 
It is important to note that the four elements of Part III are labeled as categories because they are not ELD Standards. Part III categories were included in the item alignment study, however, with the intent of identifying CELDT items that may align to one of these foundational skills (if not to one of the 2012 ELD Standards). These more foundational CELDT items may in the future be appropriate for use in the development of new formative, practice, or screener tests.
This section describes two labeling conventions for denoting each standard. The first labeling convention is the CDE format, which corresponds to the format used to label the Common Core State Standards for other subject areas. The second format is a modified version of the CDE’s format that was used during the item alignment study. The second labeling format is shorter than the CDE format, making it easier for raters to internalize the format and efficiently enter their ratings on data collection forms.
The CDE labeling format has up to six categories. The following table shows each of the labeling categories along with possible codes and an example.

Table 3: The CDE 2012 ELD Standards Labeling Format

	
	Subject Area
	Part
	Grade Level
	2012 ELD Standard/Category Number
	Sub-standard
	Proficiency Level Descriptor

	Possible Codes 
	ELD = 
English Language Development
	PI = Part I 

PII = Part II

PIII = Part III
	K, 1, 2, 
3, 4, 5, 
6, 7, 8, 
9–10, 
11–12
	1–12 
(for Part I)
1–7 
(for Part II)
1–4 
(for Part III)
	a, b, c (depending on sub-standards within the given standard)
	Em = Emerging
  Ex = Expanding
Br = Bridging 

	Example
	ELD
	PI
	4
	6
	c
	Br


The subject area is used to distinguish the 2012 ELD Standards from other standards, such as the English language arts (ELA) Standards. Part I designates standards that are about interacting in meaningful ways, whereas Part II indicates that a standard relates to learning about how English works. Part III designates categories of using foundational literacy skills. Codes for the grade level, 2012 ELD Standard number, sub-standard, and proficiency level descriptors correspond with the labels used in the 2012 ELD Standards. An example of a grade 4 2012 ELD Standards label using the CDE format is: “ELD.PI.4.6.c.Br.”
For the purposes of the study, the researchers adopted a labeling format that was slightly different from the CDE labeling format. The study format was different from the CDE format in four ways:

3. The subject area code, ELD, was not used because all of the standards considered during the study were 2012 ELD Standards; there was no need to distinguish them from other standards.

4. Capital letters A, B, and C were added to the labeling and used to indicate the mode within Part I and Part II. This was done to encourage raters to gain a conceptual understanding of the three modes within each of Part I and Part II.

5. The grade level was not used. For the purposes of this study, items were pre-identified by and analyzed according to their CELDT grade spans, thus entering the grade as part of the label was not necessary. (Note: Raters made grade-level decisions regarding alignment; however, these grade level decisions are not presented as part of this report. These grade ratings may be considered during the design phase of the ELPAC when determining the grades at which aligned items should be used.)
6. The proficiency level descriptor code (Em = Emerging, Ex = Expanding, 
Br = Bridging) was not used. Raters were asked to focus on the skills required in the bridging level of each standard when determining whether there was alignment.

Thus, these differences resulted in a modified labeling for each standard, which included just four categories: part, mode, standard, and sub-standard. Table 4 shows each of these labeling categories along with possible codes and an example.

Table 4: 2012 ELD Standards Labeling Format of the Item Alignment Study

	
	Part
	Mode/Process/Category
	Standards Number
	Sub-
standard

	Possible Codes 
	PI = Part I
	Part I modes:
A = Collaborative
B = Interpretive
C = Productive
	1–12
	a, b, c (depending on sub-standards within the given standard)

	
	PII = Part II
	Part II processes:
A = Structuring Cohesive Texts
B = Expanding and Enriching Ideas
C = Connecting and Condensing Ideas
	1–7 
	

	
	PIII = Part III
	Part III categories:
1. Print concepts
2. Phonological awareness
3. Phonics and word recognition
4. Fluency
	n.a.
	n.a.

	Example
	PI
	B
	6
	c


Note: n.a. means there are no standard or sub-standard numbers for this part.
An example of a grade 4 label using the item alignment study format is: “PI.B.6.c.”

To provide a comparison of these two labeling formats, Table 5 shows the CDE labels adjacent to the labels used in the present study for all Part I and Part II Standards at grade four (4). 
Table 5: 2012 ELD Standards Labeling for Parts I and II, Grade 4

	Part
	Mode/

Process
	Strand
	Official CDE Standards Label at Bridging Level
	Standards Label for Item Alignment Study

	Part I: Interacting in Meaningful Ways
	A. Collaborative
	1. Exchanging information/ideas
	ELD.PI.4.1.Br
	PI.A.1

	
	
	2. Interacting via written English
	ELD.PI.4.2.Br
	PI.A.2

	
	
	3. Offering opinions
	ELD.PI.4.3.Br
	PI.A.3

	
	
	4. Adapting language choices
	ELD.PI.4.4.Br
	PI.A.4

	
	B. Interpretive
	5. Listening actively
	ELD.PI.4.5.Br
	PI.B.5

	
	
	6. Reading/viewing closely
	ELD.PI.4.6.a.Br
	PI.B.6.a

	
	
	7. 
	ELD.PI.4.6.b.Br
	PI.B.6.b

	
	
	8. Evaluating language choices
	ELD.PI.4.7.Br
	PI.B.7

	
	
	9. Analyzing language choices
	ELD.PI.4.8.Br
	PI.B.8

	
	C. Productive
	10. Presenting
	ELD.PI.4.9.Br
	PI.C.9

	
	
	11. Writing
	ELD.PI.4.10.a.Br
	PI.C.10.a

	
	
	12. 
	ELD.PI.4.10.b.Br
	PI.C.10.b

	
	
	13. Supporting opinions
	ELD.PI.4.11.a.Br
	PI.C.11.a

	
	
	14. 
	ELD.PI.4.11.b.Br
	PI.C.11.b

	
	
	15. Selecting language resources
	ELD.PI.4.12.a.Br
	PI.C.12.a

	
	
	
	ELD.PI.4.12.b.Br
	PI.C.12.b

	Part II: Learning About How English Works
	A. Structuring Cohesive Texts
	16. Understanding text structure
	ELD.PII.4.1.Br
	PII.A.1

	
	
	17. Understanding cohesion
	ELD.PII.4.2.a.Br
	PII.A.2.a

	
	
	18. 
	ELD.PII.4.2.b.Br
	PII.A.2.b

	
	B. Expanding & Enriching Ideas
	19. Using verbs & verb phrases
	ELD.PII.4.3.Br
	PII.B.3

	
	
	20. Using nouns & noun phrases
	ELD.PII.4.4.Br
	PII.B.4

	
	
	21. Modifying to add details
	ELD.PII.4.5.Br
	PII.B.5

	
	C. Connecting & Condensing Ideas
	22. Connecting ideas
	ELD.PII.4.6.Br
	PII.C.6

	
	
	23. Condensing ideas
	ELD.PII.4.7.Br
	PII.C.7


Table 6 provides a comparison of the CDE Standards Labels and those used for this study for the Part III categories.
Table 6: 2012 ELD Standards Labeling for Part III Categories, Grade 4

	Part
	Mode/

Process
	Strand
	Official CDE Label
	Label for Item Alignment Study

	Part III: Using Foundational Literacy Skills
	1. Print Skills
	Print concepts
	ELD.PIII.4.1
	PIII.1

	
	2. Oral Skills
	Phonological awareness
	ELD.PIII.4.2
	PIII.2

	
	3. Print Skills
	Phonics and word recognition
	ELD.PIII.4.3
	PIII.3

	
	4. Print Skills
	Fluency
	ELD.PIII.4.4
	PIII.4


2 Alignment Protocol
2.1 Research Background on Alignment Protocols
A systematic alignment protocol and its principled application in alignment studies are essential to ensure that the judgment of the alignment results is reliable and adequate. The most well-known and systematic protocols used to assess alignment between standards and assessments are Norman Webb’s alignment tool (Webb, 1999), Andrew Porter’s Surveys of Enacted Curriculum (Porter, 2002), and Achieve, Inc.’s Assessment-to-Standards alignment tool (e.g., Rothman et al., 2002). These protocols highlight the importance of examining various dimensions to collect sufficient evidence to determine the alignment. In those existing protocols, content and cognitive demands are the two common dimensions examined when evaluating the degree of alignment between assessments and standards. 
However, these protocols are not entirely suitable for examining the alignment between assessments and ELD standards, as the focus on language in ELD standards is structured in a different manner than academic content standards. For example, Cook (2005) suggests that linguistic skills and language acquisition levels should act as the main points of reference when determining the degree of alignment between ELP assessments and their associated standards. Thus, Cook proposes that the linguistic difficulty level should be examined in lieu of cognitive demands when conducting ELP/ELD alignment studies.
For the present item alignment study, ETS researchers and assessment specialists reviewed and modified pre-existing research methodologies, based on the work of Webb (1999), Porter (2002), Rothman et al. (2002), and Cook (2005), to develop a new alignment protocol. The development of a new protocol was necessary for two reasons. First, while other protocols have been developed to examine the degree of alignment for a specific test form, this study focused on evaluating the alignment at the item level. Previously developed alignment tools emphasized quantitative computations of coverage and depth of the alignment for a test form (e.g., at least three items at each proficiency level and coverage of at least 50 percent of the standards per form). Given the focus of this study on the alignment of individual items, the protocol developed by ETS focused on enabling raters to consistently and accurately interpret the 2012 ELD Standards and apply an alignment rating for each item, rather than applying a formula for the alignment of the whole test form to the 2012 ELD Standards. The protocol thus included an in-depth item-level coding scheme to determine the usability of CELDT items for use on future assessments aligned to the 2012 ELD Standards.
Second, the 2012 ELD Standards include various dimensions that characterize the English language proficiency that is needed in school settings (e.g., language use purpose, text types, and audience). This unique feature of the standards led to the development of additional categories in the coding scheme used by ETS assessment specialist that examined these dimensions of alignment between CELDT items and the 2012 ELD Standards.
2.2 CELDT Item Alignment Protocol

To successfully align items to standards, it is of great importance for reviewers to be familiar with and understand the language knowledge, skills and abilities required of students in each ELD Standard. Thus, the alignment protocol developed in this study contained a framework that “unpacked” or broke out these elements of the 2012 ELD Standards in a table format. Figure 1 illustrates a portion of this table, which includes the following information:
· Label: This column provides the unique labeling that reviewers used to code their alignment ratings of the items to the 2012 ELD Standards on the rating sheets. 
· 2012 ELD Standards Description: This column provides a brief description of each standard. Additionally, specific differences across the grade levels are noted, if applicable.
· Key Language Knowledge, Skills, and Abilities: This column provides the major language knowledge, skills and abilities extracted from all proficiency levels 
(i.e., Emerging, Expanding, and Bridging) of each standard. This column is intended to assist the reviewers in understanding the central expectations of the standards.
· Language Domains: This column was intended to help the reviewers easily identify the language domains that the standard description explicitly mentions 
(i.e., listening, speaking, reading, and writing).
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Fig. 1. Extract of Alignment Protocol Framework
A separate protocol was developed for each of the four CELDT grade spans and included a framework table unique to the grade span. This helped to ensure that the raters for each grade span had a common understanding of the 2012 ELD Standards. (See appendix A for the complete grades three through five [3–5] alignment protocol, including a full framework table.)
In creating the comprehensive Item Alignment Protocol, four dimensions were considered, including: 

7. Content match: primary and secondary
8. Grade level match 

9. Language complexity level match 

10. Context match: text type and audience 

To facilitate a systematic and reliable rating process, the alignment protocol also described step-by-step procedures and instructions for assigning a rating in each dimension. The sections below provide a description of these categories and a summary of the alignment rating procedures as described in the protocol.
2.2.1 Content Match: Primary and Secondary Alignment
A determination of whether an item and a standard address the same content is called content matching. In the case of ELP assessments, content includes specific language knowledge, skills, and abilities. In the CELDT protocol, content matching involved assigning a specific 2012 ELD Standard to a CELDT item based on a match between the content of the standard and the item. During this process, identifying the main language knowledge, skills, and abilities measured in the item and extracting the major objectives in the standard descriptions were the crucial tasks required of the reviewers. Thus, the framework of unpacked language knowledge, skills, and abilities of each standard and a list of guiding questions to lead reviewers through the content matching process were included in the protocol. 
Considering that standards often include multiple skills, a direct one-to-one mapping may not adequately represent the relationship between a standard and an item (Bailey & Wolf, 2012; Rothman et al., 2002; Wolf et al., 2013). The concept of degree of alignment in content matching has also been previously employed (Webb, 1999; Lane, 2010). To capture a primary standard and additional secondary standards measured in an item, two content match categories were specified in the protocol: primary alignment standard and secondary alignment standard. Each category is defined as follows:

· Primary alignment standard (or primary match). This category identifies one standard that the item is primarily intended to measure, that is there is a close or strong match in terms of the language knowledge, skills, and abilities covered by both the item and the standard. If the item does not have a strong match with any of the 2012 ELD Standards, there is no primary alignment standard.
· Secondary alignment standard (or secondary match). This category identifies one or more standards of which the language knowledge and skills are partially measured by an item. There is a moderate match between the standard(s) and the item in terms of language knowledge, skills, and abilities.

2.2.2 Grade Level Match

The grade level match required reviewers to determine the specific grade(s) at which each item may be appropriate to assess the identified standards. Because the 2012 ELD Standards were established for each grade rather than a grade span, the assignment of multiple grade level matches was allowed, as the CELDT items were originally developed for grade spans. Note that a grade level match was given only to the items that were judged to have alignment to one or more 2012 ELD Standards, and only within the grades represented by the original CELDT grade span (e.g., a grade 3–5 item could not be given a grade 6 grade level match).
2.2.3 Language Complexity Level Match

The Language Complexity Level (LCL) category was designed to assess the language complexity of the item. In other words, this category required reviewers to evaluate the degree of the language demands for a student to process (including the amount of language to process such as words, sentences, and extended discourse) in the given task or item. 
The purpose of this category was not only to compare the LCLs of  the items to the 2012 ELD Standards, but also to gauge the number of items at different complexity levels in the current CELDT item pool. This dimension is similar to the notion of Depth of Knowledge (or cognitive demand), a measure used in studies of content-area assessments and standards, and the Linguistic Difficulty Levels (LDLs) suggested by Cook (2005) for ELP assessments and standards. It appears that Cook’s LDLs are defined more broadly, with fewer concrete examples. In the present protocol, three LCLs were developed based on prior literature on language processing theories and language demands (e.g., O’Reilly & Sheehan, 2009; Wolf et al., 2012).
The general descriptions of the three LCLs used in the protocol are provided in table 7. The protocol also included a listing of LCLs specific to each language domain (i.e., listening, speaking, reading, and writing). (See appendix A for the complete listing of the grades 3–5 domain-specific LCLs).
Table 7: General Description of Language Complexity Level
	LCL
	Description

	Level 1: 
Foundational language skills
	· Foundational or prerequisite language skills to perform basic language tasks.

· Recognize English sound system, print concepts, and decoding.

· Foundational grammatical and vocabulary knowledge.

· Word and phrase level language processing and a simple sentence processing.

· Process fragmented information at the word, phrase, and sentence level.

	
	

	Level 2: 
Basic language skills
	· Perform basic comprehension and communication.

· Process information at the discourse level. 

· Exemplary language functions include getting the literal main idea and locating facts and details.

	Level 3: 
Advanced, higher-order language skills
	· Perform higher-order language skills and functions. 

· Process information at the discourse level. 

· Exemplary language functions include analyzing, explaining, evaluating, persuading, making inferences, and integrating information.


2.2.4 Context Match: Text Type and Audience
As described earlier, the 2012 ELD Standards reinforce the communicative use of language in meaningful ways and thus highlight the importance of the contexts in which students interact and use English. The 2012 ELD Standards list language use purpose (function), text types, and audience as key contextual features. For a more in-depth analysis of the current CELDT item types, two categories under context match were analyzed. The coding scheme of each category is as follows: 

· Text type (reading items only): informational, literary

· Audience (listening and speaking items only): one-to-one, one-to-group, one-to-many

A match of the context of the items provided an overview of the variation in the CELDT reading and listening passages and speaking items in terms of text types and audience in interaction. 

In sum, this comprehensive CELDT Item Alignment Protocol included a total of six rating categories: (1) primary alignment standard, (2) secondary alignment standard, (3) grade level, (4) LCL, (5) text type, and (6) audience. Additionally, the protocol provided instructions for reviewers to record justifications for and comments on their ratings. 
Of the six rating categories, the primary alignment standard category was the principal rating used to establish primary alignment of the CELDT items to the 2012 ELD Standards and thus is the focus of the analyses in the present study. (More on this topic is provided in chapter 5.) However, the ratings gathered for the other categories were also valuable in providing insight into the current item types, and in the future, could be useful in developing new item types or modifying current items to be aligned with the 2012 ELD Standards.
3 Study Design and Methodology

Alignment literature emphasizes that following a robust process with content experts as reviewers (or raters) is critical, as the alignment results are dependent on the method and judgment process (e.g., Herman, Webb, and Zuniga, 2007). This chapter provides a summary of the study design and the alignment process, as well as the procedure used to apply the final consensus results from a sample of items to the remaining items in the CELDT item pool, or, the generalization process. 
During the planning and design phases of the study, the CELDT TAG members’ input was also considered. At the May 2013 CELDT TAG meeting, the overall design of the study, including the newly developed CELDT Item Alignment Protocol (shown in appendix A), the multi-step alignment review process (described in section 3.1), the sampling design (described in section 3.2), and meeting agenda and training materials (shown in appendix E) were presented to the TAG members prior to the CELDT Item Alignment meeting. The TAG members also had an opportunity to review the alignment results and provide their input to the design and development of this report.
3.1 Alignment Process

In order to ensure that the alignment of CELDT items to the 2012 ELD Standards was reliable and adequate, a multi-step alignment process was employed. Four sets of alignment ratings by different groups of experts were gathered in the following sequence: 

11. Preliminary analysis by assessment specialists at ETS prior to the CELDT Item alignment meeting
12. Analysis by California educators at the CELDT Item Alignment meeting

13. Review by an independent 2012 ELD Standards expert

14. A parallel review by the CDE, with guidance from two of the CELDT TAG  members who are linguistic and assessment experts
The purpose of this multi-step alignment process was not only to increase the reliability of the alignment ratings but also to gather the rationale and comments on the ratings from various expert groups. At the end of this process, consensus from all groups on the alignment (or lack of alignment) of the items to the standards had been reached for most of the CELDT items in the sample. For all remaining items under review, the CDE held a conference call with the ETS assessment specialist team where final consensus was reached. 
As an outcome, guidelines were then generated for how to review and align the items outside of the sample to ensure the generalizations made were consistent with the understanding developed during the multi-step alignment process. Each step of the alignment process is further described below.
3.1.1 Process Flow 
Figure 2 shows a diagram of the major steps of the Item Alignment process that was followed in this study. The block arrows at the top show the major steps; the boxes below them provide a more detailed flow chart of each step.
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Fig. 2. CELDT Item Alignment Process Flow Chart
3.1.2 Preliminary Analysis by Assessment Specialists
Prior to the large-scale CELDT Item Alignment meeting, assessment specialists at ETS who have extensive experience in the development of ELP assessments, selected a representative sample of CELDT items and conducted a preliminary alignment analysis on those items. (Details of the sampling methodology are provided in section 3.2.) The purpose of this preliminary analysis was to generate baseline ratings that could be compared with participant educators’ ratings at the Item Alignment meeting. This preliminary analysis served as a cross-validation of the alignment results from the meeting and also served as a trial run for the alignment protocol being used throughout the alignment process.
A total of 18 assessment specialists, including two trainers, participated in the preliminary alignment analysis. A training session was provided at the beginning of the alignment session to train the assessment specialists on the 2012 ELD Standards and on the use of the alignment protocol.
Upon the completion of the training, pairs of assessment specialists were assigned to rate the items from two domains at one grade span. For instance, a pair of raters was assigned to analyze kindergarten through grade two (K–2) reading and writing items. Using the alignment protocol, each assessment specialist first rated about ten items independently, and then held a discussion to compare their ratings and reach a consensus rating for each item.
When all of the sampled items were rated, the eight assessment specialists who had rated items from the same domain met to discuss any patterns and issues for that domain. A meeting for each domain was held to discuss ratings and issues across the four grade spans.
Group notes summarized the patterns of the alignment ratings and their justifications across the test components and grade spans. Based on the consensus ratings, notes, and discussions, a final consensus file of all the preliminary analysis ratings given by the assessment specialists was created.
3.1.3 Item Alignment Ratings by California Educators
The CELDT Item Alignment meeting, the largest data-gathering effort conducted as part of the item alignment study, was an opportunity to gather informed judgments about the alignment of the CELDT items from a cross-section of California’s educators, experts who have the deepest knowledge of California’s EL students and the contexts in which they are learning.

A total of 99 educators participated in the two-day meeting. (See chapter 4 for a description of the recruitment of educators, materials and training, and meeting logistics.) During the training session, participant educators were familiarized with the 2012 ELD Standards and were trained on how to use the alignment protocol. Educators provided ratings for four of the six rating categories in the alignment protocol. Due to the time constraints of the two-day meeting, the educators’ protocol excluded the last two categories (i.e., text type and audience) that were rated by assessment specialists in the preliminary analysis. Because these two contextual categories entailed relatively objective judgments, assessment specialists and researchers agreed that obtaining a set of cross-validation ratings for these two categories was less critical than obtaining the other category ratings. This decision resulted in the development of the abbreviated protocol containing four rating categories (i.e., primary alignment standard, secondary alignment standard, grade level match, and LCL match) used at the CELDT Item Alignment meeting.
Again due to time constraints, a subset of the sampled items rated in the preliminary analysis was used for this meeting. The sample selected contained items across all language domains and CELDT test components, with certain items included in the training and calibration item sets, and the remainder in the study sample item set.
Table leader and whole-group trainings were held for the participant educators. (Details of the training session and a half-day preparatory training with table leaders are described in chapter 4.) After the whole group training session, small groups of 11 to 13 participant educators were grouped by grade span and language domain to receive further training on the 2012 ELD Standards and protocol, to calibrate on the alignment rating process, and to conduct alignment ratings.
In each group, one table leader was designated to facilitate the consensus rating process and discussions. Additionally, one assessment specialist or researcher who was familiar with the 2012 ELD Standards and alignment protocol was available as an advisor to each group and to answer any questions.
Under the guidance of the table leader, the participant educators first rated the training items to ensure that they understood how to employ the alignment protocol to rate all four categories. After rating the training items, participant educators discussed and then signed the Readiness to Proceed Statement. The purpose of this form was to verify that they understood the purpose of the CELDT Item Alignment meeting, had received sufficient information and training on the alignment tasks they had to perform, and were ready to complete the item alignment ratings. If a participant had felt he or she was not ready to proceed, the lead assessment specialist would have provided additional information or training, but all participants indicated that they were ready to proceed.

To form a consensus on the item ratings, all group members individually rated each item within a test component and recorded their ratings on Alignment Rating Sheets. Then, the group discussed and compared their ratings. During this group discussion, the table leader polled the group members and counted the ratings. Consensus was reached if there was 70 percent agreement or greater. For items where consensus was not reached, the group discussed the item further until they agreed and consensus was reached; or, if consensus could not be reached, the table leader recorded the group’s ratings, recorded the rationales of the group’s varying ratings, and moved on.
Finally, the table leader facilitated a discussion which compared the group’s consensus ratings with the preliminary ratings of the assessment specialists. This served as a cross validation step where the group had a chance to change their consensus ratings (particularly if consensus had not been reached or had been difficult to reach), or to keep their original consensus ratings.
After rating all items, table leaders completed the Table Questionnaire, which served to collect written comments from the participant educators about the rating of items within each test component; the written responses from this questionnaire were used to compile information about rating patterns as well as any issues discussed and the resolution of those issues.

At the end of the two-day meeting, participant educators completed two survey forms: (1) the Survey of the 2012 ELD Standards to provide their opinion on the relative importance of the 2012 ELD Standards to be assessed with the future ELPAC assessment; and (2) the Meeting Evaluation Form to evaluate the meeting and provide comments and suggestions for improvement. (All forms and questionnaires distributed to the participant educators are included in appendix E.)
3.1.4 Review of Consensus Ratings by the Independent 2012 ELD Standards Expert
After the completion of the Item Alignment meeting, the consensus ratings from both the preliminary analysis and the participant educators was compiled into a comprehensive data file for further review and analysis. An expert in linguistics who was one of the primary authors of the 2012 ELD Standards was contracted to examine the ratings from the two previous steps.
As she was already extremely familiar with the contents of the 2012 ELD Standards, the expert reviewer was trained in the item alignment process and on the CELDT items by reviewing the test components and item types contained within the CELDT 2012–13 Edition test. So as to become familiar with the process, she was provided with the materials from the CELDT Item Alignment meeting and the alignment protocol.
For her review, the expert sampled items from each grade span, domain, and test component that had been rated by both the assessment specialists and the participant educators, ensuring that she reviewed a representative sample of all possible item types. (More details on the sampling process are given in the Item Sampling section, below.) In this step, the expert reviewed the items in test components where there was agreement or disagreement between the assessment specialists’ ratings and the participant educators’ ratings. Where the expert disagreed with the ratings given to these items in either of the two previous steps, she recorded this and provided her rating and a rationale for her rating of the item. The expert reviewer also provided a summary of her overall impression of the alignment between items and the 2012 ELD Standards.
To complete the review by the expert, a half-day meeting was held to discuss and form a consensus on the ratings provided by the expert. This meeting included the independent expert, members of the CDE, members of the ETS assessment specialist team, and a member from Educational Data Systems. The consensus ratings from this meeting were recorded in a data file that was provided to the CDE for a parallel review, as described in the next section.
3.1.5 Review of Consensus Ratings by CDE and TAG Members
For the last step of the review process, a parallel review of the study sample item set that was also rated by the participant educators was done by the CDE. Additionally, a subset of these items was reviewed by two CELDT TAG members, who are linguistic and assessment experts, and who participated on the ELD Standards Expert Panel in 2012. (A more detailed description of the TAG members and their role is found in section 5.1.2.) The role of these TAG members was to provide an independent review of the consensus ratings given by the three groups that had previously rated the items: the assessment specialists, the participant educators, and the independent 2012 ELD Standards expert. The TAG members also advised the CDE on the validity of the item alignment process.
At the conclusion of the parallel review by the CDE and independent review by the TAG members, the CDE and the lead assessment specialist met to reach consensus on the final ratings as well as to ensure the ratings of the items were transferable through the generalization process to the items in the CELDT item pool that had not been included in the sample. At the conclusion of this meeting a final set of ratings was agreed upon for every item in the study sample, and generalization guidelines were developed to aid in the training of assessment specialists who would be performing the generalization process.
3.2 Item Sampling

This section provides a rationale for using a sample of CELDT items in the alignment process and describes how the representative sample was established.

Approximately 3,461 active CELDT items from the 2003–04 through the 2013–14 test administrations— including items that are field-test ready, used operationally, operationally ready, and field tested awaiting statistics—exist in the full CELDT item database. Instead of attempting to review each individual item during every review step, assessment specialists and researchers established a process to select a representative sample of items that would go through the four-step review, establish final consensus ratings on the primary alignment of those items, then create a set of generalization guidelines to apply alignment ratings to the remainder of the items in the CELDT item pool.
A stratified sampling was performed at each alignment step to ensure representation of items from each language domain, each test component, and of each language skill assessed within each test component. This sampling plan also facilitated the process of establishing the generalization guidelines.
The full CELDT item database on which the sampling was based included items that had administration dates ranging from 2003–04 to 2013–14. The sample of the items from this set was used throughout the multi-step alignment process performed by the assessment specialists, participant educators, and other expert reviewers described earlier. However, the application of the alignment rating guidelines to the remainder of the items was conducted only to the items administered from 2009–10 to 2013–14 (i.e., the CELDT item pool). The decision to focus the generalization process on this CELDT item pool stemmed from the following reasons:

· Items that had been used in the 2009–10 Edition and subsequent editions had gone through statistical recalibration, making them the only items with suitable statistics for possible use on the ELPAC.
· Items prior to the 2009–10 Edition were deemed unsuitable for reuse in their current form due to obsolescence, item fatigue, and outdated artwork, content, and/or design.
A total of 1,843 items were included in the CELDT item pool and used in the final CELDT test component summary and gap analysis reports. The CELDT item pool of 1,843 items included those items with a status of used operationally, operationally ready, and field tested awaiting statistics that were administered from 2009–10 through 2013–14. The CELDT item pool did not include items that were unavailable for use (i.e., legacy unavailable, released, or rejected items) or any field-test ready items. Field-test ready items were not included in the CELDT item pool because they had not yet been included in any test administration and consequently were not part of the recent statistical recalibration.
Section 3.2.1 describes the item sampling design in detail. Section 3.2.2 describes slight changes in the item sample at each of the four steps of the rating process. Details about the rating analysis, including the generalization process, are provided in section 3.2.3.
3.2.1 Item Sampling Design

In order to select a representative sample of items, it was critical to examine the CELDT test blueprints and understand how the CELDT item types were structured and what language skills were covered in those item types. A close examination of the CELDT blueprint and assessment forms revealed that the item types were organized by test component, covering specific language skills as a target sub-construct. Hence, the sampling method ensured that a sample of items was selected from each domain, test component, sub-component, and item type. In summary, the following criteria were applied: 

The item sample included items from all four domains: listening, speaking, reading, and writing.

15. Items within each test component were sampled, including:
· Listening: (1) Following Oral Directions, (2) Teacher Talk, (3) Extended Listening Comprehension, and (4) Rhyming

· Speaking: (1) Oral Vocabulary, (2) Speech Functions, (3) Choose and Give Reasons, and (4) 4-Picture Narrative

· Reading: (1) Word Analysis, (2) Fluency and Vocabulary, and (3) Reading Comprehension

· Writing kindergarten through grade one (K–1): (1) Copying Letters and Words, (2) Writing Words (with picture prompt), (3) Writing Words (with story prompt), and (4) Punctuation and Capitalization

· Writing grades two through twelve (2–12): (1) Grammar and Structure, (2) Sentences, and (3) Short Compositions

16. Based on the language skills measured, sub-components of each test component listed above were considered when selecting a representative set of items. For example, in Oral Vocabulary within the speaking domain, the three sub-components were: (a) naming items, (b) purpose items, and (c) opposite items.
17. Only active and available items were included in item sampling. Items coded as legacy unavailable, released, or rejected were not considered.
18. Items were selected from a broad range of difficulty levels (easy, average, and difficult) as indicated by item statistics from prior CELDT administrations. 
19. Constructed-response items were presented along with their scoring rubrics so that participant educators would understand the full range of language skills assessed by each item.

Table 8 presents the number of active CELDT items in the full CELDT item database across all domains and grade spans, with a total of 3,461 items.
Table 8: Number of Active CELDT Items in the full CELDT Item Database
	Grades
	Listening
	Speaking
	Reading
	Writing
	Total

	K–1*
	—
	—
	93
	86
	179

	2*
	—
	—
	277
	167
	444

	K–2*
	203
	145
	—
	—
	348

	3–5
	194
	164
	299
	181
	838

	6–8
	190
	166
	279
	168
	803

	9–12
	196
	194
	290
	169
	849

	Total
	783
	669
	1,238
	771
	3,461 


*Reading and writing items are different for grades K–1 and grade 2; 
however, listening and speaking items are the same for grades K through 2.
After reviewing the item types in each test component closely, it was determined that a sample of 20 percent of the items, on average, across the test components would be reasonable for the efficiency and reliability of alignment ratings.
Few constructed-response items were included in the sampling plan. It was sufficient to review a small number of constructed-response items because the items within each test component were designed to measure the same skills (which is reflected by the fact that the same rubric is used for all items of a given test component). It was highly unlikely that two 4-Picture Narrative items, for example, would be found to align to different 2012 ELD Standards. In contrast, it was important to sample a greater number of multiple-choice items within a test component because there often were several language skills being measured, which could lead to alignment to a variety of 2012 ELD Standards.

3.2.2 Sampling at Each Step of the Item Alignment Process

The size of the sample varied for each step in the item alignment process according to the purpose of the review and the resources available to perform the review. This section describes the samples that were used for each of the four steps in the alignment process: the preliminary alignment, the Item Alignment meeting with California educators, the review by the independent 2012 ELD Standards expert, and the review by the CDE and two members of the TAG. (See table 9, below, for a summary and appendix B for a breakdown by grade span and test component of the numbers of items sampled in each alignment process step.)
20. The sample that was selected for the preliminary analysis included 1,129 items, which was 32.6 percent of active full CELDT item database. Assessment specialists selected at least 20 percent of the items from each test component within a grade span to review. They selected more items for the test components where a variety of language skills were being assessed, which could lead to different alignment decisions.
21. In selecting the sample items for the Item Alignment meeting, a smaller subset of the items selected for the preliminary analysis was selected due to the need for the participant educators to complete all analyses (as well as several other activities) within a two-day meeting timeframe. Assessment specialists reduced the original sample from 1,129 items to 878 items. Efforts were made to ensure the items sampled for the Item Alignment meeting also covered the representative item types. This sample of 878 items consisted of three item sets: training items (N=150), calibration items (N=154), and study sample items (N=574). (See sections 4.52–4.54 for a description of the training, calibration, and study item sets.)
22. After the Item Alignment meeting, the independent 2012 ELD Standards expert was instructed to select and review a sample of items from the study sample of items (not the training or calibration items). The independent expert was instructed to select approximately 30 percent of the items that the assessment specialists and participant educators had reviewed, and a minimum of three items from every test component of each grade span (K–2, 3–5, 6–8, and 9–12) and domain (listening, speaking, reading, and writing). The expert was asked to use her discretion to review more items in instances when a series of items within a test component had a great deal of variation in the ratings. In the end, the independent expert reviewed a total of 172 of the 574 study sample items.
23. The CDE performed a parallel process to review the study sample set of items (N=574) and form a final consensus on the ratings of these items. To guide the CDE in its review and to review and advise the CDE on the item alignment process, two members of the TAG performed a review of a subset of the study sample items. Their input was considered in the final consensus of alignment ratings of the study sample item set.

Table 9 provides a summary of the total number of items sampled and reviewed at each step of the process.

Table 9: Number of CELDT Items Sampled in Each Step of the Process
	Grade Span
	Number of Items Sampled for Review

	
	Assessment Specialist Preliminary Analysis
	Participant Educator Review*
	Independent Standards Expert 
Review**
	CDE/TAG Final 
Review***

	K–2
	321
	216
	50
	138

	3–5
	266
	227
	41
	149

	6–8
	280
	199
	41
	120

	9–12
	262
	236
	40
	167

	Total
	1,129
	878
	172
	574


*Consists of a subset of the 1,129 Preliminary Analysis items, including 150 training items, 154 calibration items, and 574 study sample items.
**Consists of a subset of the 574 study sample items reviewed by participant educators.

***Consists of all 574 study sample items reviewed by participant educators. Each TAG member selected and reviewed a subset of these 574 items.
3.3 Data Analysis
Once item alignment data from each of the four reviews and the data from the evaluations and surveys from the Item Alignment meeting were compiled, the following analyses were conducted in preparation for this report:
Rater agreement. The percentage of exact rater agreement was calculated:
· Among pairs of assessment specialists on their primary content match alignment ratings given during the preliminary analysis. (See appendix C, table C1.)
· Between individual participant educators on their primary content match alignment ratings given during the Item Alignment meeting. (See table C2.)
· Between the assessment specialists and the participant educators on their primary content match consensus ratings.  (See table C3.)
Alignment patterns. General patterns of alignment:
· Between the consensus ratings of the assessment specialists, the participant educators, the independent 2012 ELD Standards expert, and the CDE with input from the TAG reviewers was examined to increase the confidence of the final alignment rating of each item.
· Between the written notes that were recorded on the Relative Importance Survey, the Consensus Rating Record Forms, and the Table Questionnaire: Rating Results forms were reviewed to identify any patterns in the alignment rationales.
Summary statistics. After the compilation of the final data from the generalization of the item alignment ratings and the results of the surveys, a variety of summary statistics were calculated, including:
· Frequencies and percentage of CELDT items with alignment summarized by CELDT test component across each grade span, which were used to prepare the summary reports. (See tables 12–16 and appendix G.)
· Frequencies and percentage of the items with alignment by 2012 ELD Standard, which were used to prepare the gap analysis report. (See table 17 and appendix H.) The generalization procedure is described below in section 3.3.1. 
· Frequencies and mean scores at each scale point for the responses from the Survey of the 2012 English Language Development Standards (Relative Importance Survey).
· Frequencies and mean scores points at each scale point for the responses from the Alignment Meeting Evaluation Survey.
3.3.1 Generalizing Item Alignment Ratings from the Sample to the CELDT Item Pool
After final consensus was reached on the alignment ratings of the study sample of items, the remainder of the items in the CELDT item pool were reviewed and rated for their alignment to the 2012 ELD Standards. This was called the generalization process.
The purpose of the generalization process was to ensure that the final consensus on the alignment of the sample items was accurately applied to the remaining items in the item pool. A structured series of steps was followed to create rating guidelines, then the guidelines were used to assign ratings to the remaining CELDT items. The steps in the generalization process are provided below:

24. Summarize consensus ratings: Assessment specialists reviewed the alignment patterns within each test component with the purpose of determining rating guidelines for primary alignment of each test component. For each test component, assessment specialists:

· Determined whether a consistent rule could be applied to the entire set of items in the test component (i.e., none of the items within a test component had primary alignment or all items had primary alignment to a given standard)

· Determined cases in which there were differences in alignment to a grade span (e.g., Short Compositions items could have primary alignment to writing literary and informational texts [PI.C.10] or supporting opinions [PI.C.11])

· Determined cases in which there were differences in alignment across grade spans (e.g., 4-Picture Narrative items aligned to presenting [PI.C.9] at kindergarten through grade five, but they did not align to any standard at grades six through twelve)

· Determined cases in which specific items within a test component did or did not align to the 2012 ELD Standards

25. Select generalization sample items: Assessment specialists selected a sample of the CELDT items as examples of the rating guidelines for items that do and do not have primary alignment. These samples were used to train and familiarize the assessment specialists on the generalized rating guidelines.
26. Assign ratings: Using the generalization guidelines, an assessment specialist reviewed the items that needed to be rated and entered ratings (i.e., the 2012 ELD Standard Label of the standard to which an item had primary alignment or a code indicating no alignment) in a table. Based on his or her confidence in the rating, the assessment specialists flagged items that required further review by a second rater.
27. Verify ratings: A second assessment specialist verified all those items that had been flagged for further review, plus a sample of 10 percent of the ratings from the first assessment specialist. The second assessment specialist selected items with a broad range of ratings to verify that the body of the rating guidelines was applied accurately.
28. Resolve ratings: The first and second assessment specialists met to discuss the verified ratings and any items that were flagged for discussion. In instances where they could make a principled decision, they applied the appropriate rating. When similar types of issues occurred, the assessment specialists added samples of items to the generalization training materials along with a description of the issue and manner in which it was resolved. These issues and resolutions were reviewed and approved by the content lead. In instances where the assessment specialists could not arrive at a resolution, they consulted with the content lead, and in some cases, the content lead consulted with members of the CDE.
3.3.2 Updating the CELDT Item Database

The official repository of the CELDT items, the CELDT item database, was updated with the item alignment information for the 1,843 items in the CELDT item pool. During the item database update, the appropriate 2012 ELD Standards labels were applied to items that had primary alignment and the data were supplied to the CDE in a spreadsheet.
A detailed data file layout was also provided identifying the fields present in the file and providing the definitions of the terms and field names.
The spreadsheet included essential information on each item, such as the 1999 ELD Standard, whether the item aligned to the 2012 ELD Standards, and, if so, the label and text for the appropriate 2012 ELD Standard. The file also included other relevant item metadata, such as the item number, the current CELDT grade span of the item, and the last date of administration.
4 Item Alignment Meeting

The Item Alignment meeting was held June 10–12, 2013, at the Sheraton Grand Hotel in Sacramento, California. The purpose of the meeting was to convene California educators to evaluate a sample set of items from the current CELDT item pool for alignment to the 2012 ELD Standards. This chapter describes the recruitment of educators, the agenda, the meeting materials, the training provided to the participant educators, and the details of the process used to review the items.

4.1 California Educator Recruitment

Under the direction of Educational Data Systems, SCOE,  the subcontractor responsible for recruitment and meeting logistics, was given the goal of recruiting a total of 100 California educators (92 potential panelists and 8 table leaders) for the Item Alignment meeting. In addition, 32 alternates (8 per grade span) were to be recruited for the meeting.
Table 10 shows how the recruited participating educators were split into two groups per grade span, with approximately twelve educators at each table. Additionally, eight alternates were selected for each grade span.
Table 10: Number of Table Leaders and Educators Recruited
	Grade Span
	Listening and Speaking
	Reading and Writing
	Total

	
	Table Leaders
	Participant Educators
	Table Leaders
	Participant Educators
	

	K–2
	1
	11
	1
	12
	25

	3–5
	1
	12
	1
	11
	25

	6–8
	1
	11
	1
	12
	25

	9–12
	1
	12
	1
	11
	25

	Total
	4
	46
	4
	46
	100


In order to ensure broad representation, an e-mail message announcing the opportunity to participate in this meeting was sent to the following groups:
· CELDT District Coordinators
· Individuals who had previously submitted an application to be a CELDT item writer, content reviewer, or bias and sensitivity reviewer

· Individuals who submitted an application for previously scheduled CELDT Educator meetings
· Title III County leads
· The California Bilingual Coordinators Network
· The CDE’s “SMARTER Balanced Assessment Consortium” listserv
· The CDE’s “All Assessment” listserv
· The CELDT Technical Advisory Group
· Statewide professional organizations including, but not limited to, the California Association for Bilingual Education (CABE) and the California Language Teachers Association (CTLA)
· State colleges and universities
4.1.1 Online Application

Recruitment was done through an online application process, and an announcement was posted to the CELDT Web site. Participant selection criteria included the following minimum qualifications:
· Bachelor’s degree

· Expertise in language acquisition or experience teaching English learners in kindergarten through grade twelve (K–12)
· Familiarity with the 2012 ELD Standards 
Additional desirable qualifications included:

· A teaching credential authorization for English Language Development, Specially Designed Academic Instruction in English (SDAIE), or content instruction delivered in the primary language (e.g., Cross-cultural, Language, and Academic Development Certificate; Bilingual, Cross-cultural, Language, and Academic Development Certificate)

· Specialized teaching certification in reading (e.g., Reading Certificate, Reading and Language Arts Specialist Certificate)

· Experience evaluating test items for alignment to a set of standards

· Experience writing or reviewing test items for standardized tests, especially tests for K–12 English learners

· Recent experience administering the CELDT

4.1.2 Participant and Table Leader Selection

Table leaders were chosen from the most qualified applicants, including members of the Bilingual Coordinators Network and members of the 2012 ELD Standards Expert Panel.
As much as possible, selections for participant educators were made to ensure representation within each grade span group from various demographic groups and relevant experience, including:

· Professional position, such as classroom teacher, school administrator, district level staff, EL specialist or literacy coach, and college or university educator, who serves students from a diversity of cultural and language backgrounds
· Gender

· Race/ethnicity 

· District and county offices of education size (based on number of students)
· Area of the state

· Response to application questions regarding experience and familiarity with the 2012 ELD Standards
· Response to application questions indicating experience as an item writer, a content reviewer, or a bias reviewer for any of the statewide assessments

· Response to application questions regarding experience with CELDT as an examiner, trainer, District Coordinator, Common Core trainer, and 2012 ELD Standards trainer.

Of the 100 educators invited, 99 participated in the Item Alignment meeting. (See appendix D, table D1 for a listing of meeting participants and table D2 for a summary of their demographic characteristics.)
4.2 Materials, Training, and Item Rating Process
This section provides an overview of the Item Alignment meeting materials, the training provided to the participant educators, and the rating of the study set items for alignment to the 2012 ELD Standards .
4.2.1 Meeting Materials

All materials and training sessions were designed to prepare the participant educators to analyze the alignment of items to the 2012 ELD Standards. Materials were printed, assembled into binders and spiral booklets, and marked with unique identifying numbers or individuals’ names to aid in the collection and security of the test materials.
Table leaders and participant educators received binders with the following materials:

· CELDT Alignment Protocol: Rating Manual: the protocol for the specific grade span group of the participant educator (appendix A)

· The 2012 ELD Standards for each group’s grade span

· Agendas: a half-day meeting agenda for the table leader training meeting on June 10, and a two-day agenda for the meeting on June 11–12 (appendix E, figure E1)
· Confidentiality Agreement: signed by participants as an agreement not to disclose test materials (appendix E, figure E2)

· Informed Consent Form: all participants signed an agreement to participate in the item alignment study (appendix E, figures E3 and E4)

· Printouts of PowerPoint presentations: copies of presentations given during training sessions (appendix E, figures E5, E6, and E7)
· Readiness to Proceed Statement: signed by participant educators after training to indicate readiness to make item alignment judgments (appendix E, figure E8)

· CELDT item cards: printouts of the items to be reviewed (appendix E, figure E9)

· Alignment Rating Sheets: used by participant educators to record their individual ratings (appendix E, figure E10)

· Educators’ Consensus Rating Record Forms: used by table leaders to record the group’s consensus ratings (appendix E, figure E11)

· Table Questionnaire: Rating Results forms: used by table leaders to record general trends regarding the group’s ratings of items within a test component (appendix E, figure E12)
· Survey of the 2012 English Language Development Standards: used by participant educators to provide their opinions of the relative importance of assessing each 2012 ELD Standard within a grade span on an ELP assessment (appendix E, figure E13)
· Meeting Evaluation Form: used by participant educators to evaluate the meeting facilitation, activities, materials, facilities, and food (appendix E, figure E14)
Each table leader and participant educator received a binder that contained the materials listed above as well as a separate bound booklet of the item cards containing the items to be reviewed during the meeting. Since the binders and the item booklets contained secure materials, they were collected each evening and stored in a locked room. After the meeting, those materials that did not contain study data that needed to be compiled were collected and destroyed to preserve the security of the live CELDT items.

4.2.2 Table Leader Training
Table leaders received a half-day training during the afternoon of June 10 to prepare them for their responsibilities as table leader before the arrival of other participants on June 11. Four table leader alternates, who could serve in the event a table leader was unable to participate in the Item Alignment meeting, also attended the table leader training on this day.
After a welcome and introductions, the first session was a presentation that provided an overview of the item alignment process and the roles of the various meeting participants. Table leaders were assigned to a grade span (i.e., K–2, 3–5, 6–8, or 9–12) and a domain group (i.e., listening and speaking or reading and writing) for a total of eight groups. Table leaders learned their main role was to lead a small group of participant educators through the next two days of activities according to the scheduled agenda and to collect information from each member of their group. (See figure E1 in appendix E for the three-day agenda and figure E5 for a copy of the Alignment Process presentation slides.)

Although one criterion for selecting table leaders had been their familiarity with the 2012 ELD Standards, organizers determined that in order for table leaders to be able to lead their groups in alignment and consensus discussions, it was essential for them to gain a conceptual understanding of the organization of the 2012 ELD Standards with a focus on assessment and item alignment. During this second session, Karen Cadiero-Kaplan, Ph.D., Director of the English Learner Support Division at the CDE provided an overview of the 2012 ELD Standards. She was assisted by Elena Fajardo, Administrator of the Language Policy and Leadership Office at the CDE. (See figure E6 in appendix E for a copy of the 2012 ELD Standards overview presentation slides.)

The third session gave table leaders an overview of the alignment protocol and explained how they would work with the participant educators in their groups to use it to rate three aspects of each CELDT item: the item’s content match to the 2012 ELD Standards, the grade or grades at which there was alignment, and the LCL of the item. Table leaders had an opportunity to learn about these categories and review a version of the 2012 ELD Standards that was used for quick reference during their consensus discussions. They were trained on how to fill out the various data collection forms used for collecting the individual and their group’s consensus ratings. (See figure E7 in appendix E for a copy of the Alignment Protocol and Sample Items presentation slides.)

After learning how to use the protocol for their grade span, the table leaders then worked in pairs to review and rate the items that they would use to train their small groups the following day. At the end of the day, there was a question and answer session between assessment specialists and table leaders. Table leaders also discussed strategies for working with their small groups and for using the assessment specialists, as necessary, for questions or clarifications if consensus discussions required resolution. The five assessment specialists who acted as advisors and meeting facilitators were ETS researchers and assessment specialists who had participated in preparing the preliminary analysis of alignment.
4.2.3 Whole Group Training

During the morning of June 11, the whole group— which included all participant educators (8 table leaders, 4 alternate table leaders, and 87 additional educators), members of the CDE, assessment specialists from ETS, and non-participating observers—convened for the two-day Item Alignment meeting.
The whole-group training covered welcomes and introductions, including background on the item alignment study and the meeting purpose. Similar to the previous day’s table leader training, three sets of presentations were used to provide training. The group received training on the alignment process, including background on the item alignment study, goals of the study, roles of the meeting participants, and uses of the data that would be collected from the meeting. (See appendix E, figure E5). Again, Dr. Cadiero-Kaplan, from the English Learner Support Division of the CDE provided the overview of the 2012 ELD Standards. On this day, she was assisted in her presentation by Robert Linquanti, Project Director and Senior Researcher for the California Comprehensive Center at WestEd. (See appendix E, figure E6.) Whole-group training finished with in-depth coverage of the alignment protocol including how to fill out the data collection forms and a review of the sample items, both of which provided examples of the alignment rating process. (See appendix E, figure E7.)
After the whole group training was complete, participant educators were divided into their small groups by grade span and domain, and one assessment specialist was assigned to act as an advisor and assist each group. The remainder of the two days was devoted to training and item alignment rating activities specific to the domain and grade spans of the small groups.

4.2.4 Small Group Training and Consensus Rating Process

Over the two days of the Item Alignment meeting, participant educators—under the leadership of one table leader and one assigned assessment specialist as a facilitator—worked in the grade span groups as shown in table 11.
Table 11: Participant Educator Small Group Configuration
	Group No.
	Grade 
Span
	June 11
	June 12

	1
	K–2
	Listening
	Speaking

	2
	3–5
	Listening
	Speaking

	3
	6–8
	Listening
	Speaking

	4
	9–12
	Listening
	Speaking

	5
	K–2
	Reading
	Writing

	6
	3–5
	Reading
	Writing

	7
	6–8
	Reading
	Writing

	8
	9–12
	Reading
	Writing


Each of the groups rated three sets of items for each test component within their domains: training items, calibration items, and study sample items. Listening and reading items were rated on June 11; and speaking and writing items were rated on June 12. The following paragraphs describe the discussion process as well as the process used by all groups to rate all three item sets.
Each group used the same consensus discussion process to discuss the items and make decisions as a group about the rating of items with the goal of reaching consensus on alignment decisions. The process was to first individually rate, discuss, and form consensus as a group on the training items, then do the same on the calibration items, then on the study sample items. Each test item was rated for all four categories of the alignment protocol: primary content match, secondary content match, grade level match, and LCL match. Individuals each rated the items for these categories and marked their own judgments on a data collection form.
For each set of items, table leaders were responsible for facilitating the discussion process and polling group members to determine if there was consensus on each of the four categories. Consensus was reached if 70 percent or more of the group was in agreement. If there was not a consensus, table leaders facilitated additional discussion of the issue and then recorded the results of the next poll as the final result, whether there was consensus or not. Items where consensus could not be reached were noted by the table leaders for later review by assessment specialists as they looked for patterns that could be useful in forming a final consensus on the alignment of these item.
After completing each round of discussion and polling, table leaders shared the preliminary analysis ratings of the assessment specialists with the group to compare them with their own consensus ratings. If the group’s consensus ratings were different from the ratings of the assessment specialists, participant educators had the opportunity to compare and discuss the reasons for the differences in the ratings and decide whether they wanted to change their group’s consensus rating or keep their original rating. The consensus rating could be changed only if 70 percent or more of the group’s members agreed to do so. Even if the group changed the consensus rating, group members were instructed to keep their original individual ratings for the purposes of calculating inter-rater agreement after the meeting was complete.

At times during discussions, participant educators wanted to understand the rationales for the preliminary ratings of assessment specialists. Table leaders were able to refer to notes that were recorded on the Consensus Rating Record Forms that described the rationales for the ratings of assessment specialists. (See section 4.3.1 for more information on the data collection forms used at the Item Alignment meeting.) If the table leader or any member of the group wanted further clarification, they also had the opportunity to consult with the assessment specialist assigned to their group.
This consensus process was used with all three item sets: training, calibration, and study items. The rating process for each of the three item sets is described in further detail in the sections below.
4.2.5 Rating the Training Item Set
In preparation for the Item Alignment meeting, assessment specialists selected sets of training items that table leaders would use to train group members in the rating process. When selecting training items, the goal was to choose a set of approximately ten items that represented the types of items within each test component and that assessed language skills that were commonly assessed by that test component. This was done to provide the groups with an opportunity to rate a small set of representative items together and become familiar with the process and rating codes.

Table leaders walked their group members through the process of rating each of the training items by using the protocol to determine the items’ primary and secondary standards matches, the grade level matches, and the Language Complexity Level match. Group members had an opportunity to use a complete set as well as the abbreviated set of the 2012 ELD Standards contained in the protocol to arrive at their alignment decisions. Group members also learned to use their individual Alignment Rating Sheets to record their decisions.

Although the first set of items was selected as training items, participant educators also had the opportunity to discuss the preliminary ratings that had been assigned by assessment specialists, and to recommend changes to those ratings. The goal of this training exercise was to set the groundwork for the review of the calibration and study sets of items.
4.2.6 Rating the Calibration Item Set
In preparation for the alignment meeting, assessment specialists selected and rated a set of calibration items in the same manner that they had with the training set. The goal was to select about ten items that were similar to the training items. The purpose of having the calibration items was to give table leaders an opportunity to see whether group members had learned to make the types of decisions that they had been trained to make.

Table leaders instructed group members to rate individually the calibration item set. Table leaders then read aloud the ratings made during the preliminary alignment so that group members could compare their individual ratings with the preliminary ratings. During the ensuing discussion, if the group was able to reach consensus, members had the opportunity to recommend changes to the preliminary ratings of the calibration items. When individuals had ratings that were different from the preliminary or group consensus ratings, they had an opportunity to discuss the reasons for their ratings.

Since the purpose of the meeting was to elicit participant educators’ views regarding the ratings of items, the preliminary ratings assigned to the calibration items were regarded as an imprecise standard for determining the accuracy of the participant educators’ ratings. Thus, educators’ calibration ratings results were not used to remove any of the participants from the meeting (e.g., because their ratings differed from the preliminary ratings). Educators did have an opportunity to remove themselves from the meeting at this point when they signed the Readiness to Proceed Statements; however, all 99 participant educators indicated on the form that they understood the purpose of the meeting, they understood the steps that should be followed to make item alignment judgments, and they were ready to proceed to make item alignment judgments. All 99 participant educators proceeded to the next phase of rating without requesting extra training or information.
4.2.7 Rating the Study Sample Item Set
The study sample set of items was selected to represent a full range of items within each test component at each grade span. During the selection of study sample items, assessment specialists understood that decisions about these items would be used to make generalizations about the items that were not sampled for the study. Thus, the goal was to select a sample of items that represented the complete range of language knowledge, skills, and abilities assessed by each CELDT test component.

Table leaders led their groups through the consensus discussion process and recorded the groups’ consensus ratings as they proceeded. To make the process efficient, table leaders had their groups review and discuss clusters of similar items at the same time.
After groups had rated all of the items within a test component, the table leader consulted with group members to fill in the Table Questionnaires about rating results. Table leaders used this form to record trends in their ratings and any items that may have been difficult to rate.

4.3 Item Alignment Meeting Evaluation

As described earlier, the participating educators completed the Meeting Evaluation Form at the end of the alignment session. They were asked to provide their opinions about the meeting facilitation, activities, materials, and facilities. The survey results are summarized in table F1 in appendix F. In general, the feedback about the meeting was positive. The mean for Questions 1 through 6 was 4.50 or greater on the scale of one to five, showing that participants strongly agreed with each of those statements. Question 7, regarding adequate time, had the lowest mean of 4.32, suggesting that the participant educators performed their alignment ratings under some time constraints. Considering the training, the number of items, the discussion time, and other forms to be completed, the two-day time duration was considered somewhat challenging.
The comments written on the surveys reflected that participants were generally satisfied with the facilitation, activities, materials, and facilities. Participants noted that the facilitators explained tasks clearly, presented information effectively, and managed time well. The most common suggestions for improvement were that more time was needed to practice the process and the cooperation between table leader and assessment specialist advisor could have been better. Regarding the activities, participants generally found them to be effective and well-organized. The most common theme among the suggestions for improvement was that more time was needed.

Participants found the materials to be useful and well-organized. In particular, participants found copies of the 2012 ELD Standards and the framework highlighting explicit skills in the alignment protocol to be helpful. The most common suggestion for improvement was that participants wanted to be able to take some of the materials home.
Of important note was that the Item Alignment meeting served as a good professional development opportunity. Participants commented that the meeting provided them with a better understanding of the 2012 ELD Standards.
5 Study Outcomes and Findings

In this chapter, the results of the four study sample reviews that led to the final consensus ratings of the study sample item set are presented (section 5.1). Next are the outcomes of the generalization process, which resulted in the final item alignment outcomes for all items in the CELDT item pool (section 5.2). Finally, the results of the Relative Importance Survey are presented (section 5.3).
As stated in chapter 1, the primary purpose of this study was to analyze the existing CELDT items in terms of their suitability for use in the development of a new ELP assessment system for California, called the ELPAC. The study accomplishes this by (1) determining the alignment of the existing CELDT items to the new 2012 ELD Standards, and (2) providing a gap analysis that identifies the 2012 ELD Standards that (a) could be assessed by current CELDT items (given alignment to the standards), or (b) lack item alignment, thus would require new item development.
As described in previous chapters, item alignment was established by first selecting a sample of the current CELDT items, establishing a protocol to rate the sampled items for alignment, performing a robust four-step item alignment rating and review process with four independent groups or reviewers, and forming a final consensus on the alignment of the items in the sampled item set. From these consensus ratings, a set of generalization guidelines was developed to guide the process of assigning alignment ratings to the remaining items in the CELDT item pool. For reporting final alignment results, the study sample item set was added to the remaining items in the CELDT item pool and included in the reports on the final outcomes.
To guide the reader through the information presented in this chapter, the flow chart in figure 3 provides a graphical overview of the item alignment process that led to the final results. The chart at the bottom of figure 3 summarizes the final item alignment results.

[image: image3.png]Assessment specialist review/preliminary analysis Final

i Consensus
CELDT item Educator review Ratings

database Independent expertreview 7
(N=3,461) Sample (n=878) P p (Study sample
Sample (n=1,129) |5t tnetBo) e sy CORTHS revew “
s o sample item set
sfta(lnb=r1‘g:)" item | (1=172) Study sample
e e item set (n=574)
item set (n=574)

Generalization
Process

‘Summary of Final Results

CELDT Item Alignment to 2012 ELD Standards Final
No. of Results
X Items in No.of | Percentage
Domain—Test 2012 ELD Standard(s) CELDT Items w/ of Items w/ (N=1 843)

‘Component Aligned Item Pool | Alignment | Alignment ’
Listening—
Extended Listening Listening actively 108 91 84
Comprehension
Reading—Fluency & | Using morphological 10 15 s
Vocabulary knowledge

Reading/viewing closely:

. . describing/explaining ideas;

g:::d.g ml:i'o‘:l'"g expressing inferences & 302 237 78

conclusions; using
morphological knowledge

Speaking—Speech

Spesking- Adapting language choices 8 8 100
Speaking—4-Picture
= Presenting 35 16 %
e Writing; supporting opinions;
g;::&ms;‘:sn witing literary & informational 33 33 100
texts, writing summaries
Totals 1843 78 %

Note: Alignment to standards differs by grade span. Referto the Test Component Summary and Gap
Analysis reports for details by grade span




Fig. 3. Process Flow: Four-Step Review to Final Results
5.1 Results of the Four Study Sample Reviews

This section provides a description of the outcomes of the four study sample reviews, what was learned, and how each step informed the next. The final outcome of these four reviews was the consensus ratings of the study sample item set.

5.1.1 Results of Assessment Specialists’ Preliminary Analysis

In the first of the study sample reviews, the team of ETS assessment specialists found that less than half of the CELDT items were aligned to the 2012 ELD Standards. Overall, 48 percent of the study sample items analyzed (274 of 574) were judged to have alignment to one of the standards. Fifty-two percent of the study sample items (300 of 574) had no alignment to any standard, and of those 13 percent (73 of 574) were judged by assessment specialists to correspond to the foundational skills in Part III of the 2012 ELD Standards. Although Part III categories are not 2012 ELD Standards, these judgments were deemed useful to this study because this type of CELDT item may, in the future, be useful to include on other types of tests that assess foundational literacy skills, such as EL screener tests or formative assessments.
Rater agreement regarding primary alignment ratings was determined by calculating the percentage of agreement between the two raters for each item within a grade span and domain. (See appendix C, table C1.) Rater agreement for listening and reading items tended to be higher than for speaking and writing items. This trend was due to the way in which the primary alignment was organized. Raters began the task by rating listening and reading items during a one-day meeting. The process called for assessment specialists to rate about ten items and then discuss those items to reach consensus ratings. Each pair of raters had time to compare and discuss listening and reading ratings regularly, which led to relatively high rater agreement. A number of assessment specialists did not have time to begin reviewing the speaking and writing items during the one-day meeting. As a result, they rated all of the speaking and writing items independently and then met afterward to have a discussion and arrive at consensus ratings. The fact that they did not have the opportunity to regularly discuss smaller sets of speaking and writing items may have contributed to somewhat lower rater agreement.
The preliminary analysis performed by the assessment specialists served as a tryout of the procedures and materials that were eventually used by participant educators during the Item Alignment meeting. After the preliminary analysis, researchers made revisions to procedures and materials. For instance, due to observations regarding rater agreement between assessment specialists, the researchers made regular comparison and discussion of ratings a standard feature of the educators’ analysis. Other substantial revisions to materials and procedures are described below.
One set of changes to procedures came as a direct result of the considerable shift in the content and organization of the 2012 ELD Standards from the 1999 ELD Standards. Due to their focus on communicative skills, the 2012 ELD Standards describe multiple language skills rather than discrete language skills. As a result of this large shift, researchers decided to devote substantial time to training educators in the new standards during the Item Alignment meeting. The goal of the training was to help participant educators gain a conceptual understanding of how the standards are organized into parts, modes or processes, and standards and sub-standards.
It was at this stage of the item review process that the researchers refined the procedures to be used at the educators’ meeting. They decided that it would be useful to provide participant educators with the consensus ratings and rationales of the assessment specialists from the preliminary analysis. However, to promote independent ratings, the researchers decided that it would be important for the educators to make their own alignment decisions and arrive at group consensus before reviewing the assessment specialists’ consensus ratings and rationales. This would allow participant educators to make deliberate principled decisions to agree or disagree with the assessment specialists’ ratings.
Another change to the procedure resulted in a reduction in the size of the item sample reviewed at the Item Alignment meeting. During the preliminary analysis, assessment specialists noted that many of the items in the original sample were redundant (i.e., very similar to one another) and resulted in the same alignment ratings for all of them. Researchers decided to decrease the number of items in the study sample to be reviewed by participant educators by eliminating some of these redundant items. The size of the sample originally selected for assessment specialist review was reduced from 1,129 items (including training and calibration items) to 878 items for the educator review, including 150 training items, 154 calibration items, and 574 study sample items. This final study sample item set would provide ample data for informing the final consensus of item alignment and also allow the educators to complete their alignment tasks within the two-day meeting.

From the preliminary analysis, researchers also determined that the last two rating categories in the protocol, text type and audience, would not need further analysis because they were relatively objective judgments. This data would be retained in the CELDT item database, and could be useful in future test form development activities to fulfill text type and audience requirements of future test forms. Thus, as described in chapter 2, the protocol used in the subsequent three reviews was abbreviated to include only the first four rating categories (i.e., primary content match, secondary content match, grade level match, and LCL match).
5.1.2 Results of Educators’ Analysis

The educators’ analysis constituted the second independent analysis study. Participant educators’ ratings of the study sample item set generally agreed with those of the assessment specialists. Less than half of the items (240 of 574 items, or 42 percent) were judged by educators to have primary alignment to any of the 2012 ELD Standards. Of those with no alignment, 7 percent (40 of 574) were rated by educators as corresponding to the Part III, Using Foundational Literacy Skills, categories.
Two types of rater agreement were calculated. The first type was rater agreement among participant educators. (See table C2.) Rater agreement among participant educators tended to be higher than rater agreement between assessment specialists (table C1). The higher agreement rates for participant educators can be attributed in part to the additional training they received: participant educators received more training in the 2012 ELD Standards than the assessment specialists and the participant educators had an opportunity to rate training and calibration item sets. In addition, unlike the assessment specialists, participant educators had opportunities to compare and discuss ratings of training and calibration item sets as well as regular opportunities to discuss their ratings of study sample item sets.
The second type of rater agreement was agreement on consensus ratings between assessment specialists and participant educators. (See table C3.) A high exact agreement percentage indicates that the assessment specialists and the participant educators tended to agree on their consensus ratings for primary alignment. The agreement percentages tended to be moderate to high. The fact that none of the rates was 100 percent indicates that each group of participant educators was willing to critically review the alignment of items and assign ratings that were different than those of assessment specialists.
The main differences between the ratings of the assessment specialists and those of the participant educators were in speaking. When rating Speech Functions items, assessment specialists rated them as aligned to exchanging information/ideas (PI.A.1). However, participant educators judged Speech Functions items as aligned to adapting language choices (PI.A.4). When rating Choose and Give Reasons items, assessment specialist and participant educator ratings generally agreed except at grades K–2 and 9–12, where educators found that Choose and Give Reasons items did not align to any standards.
Educators expressed that they felt some CELDT items and item types were outdated and not appropriate for use on future ELP assessments. This informed the decision to drop the items that were from before 2009–10, leading to the final CELDT item pool (i.e., including items from 2009–10 through 2013–14) analyzed in the study and reported in the present report.
Difficulty of the CELDT items was also a subject of discussion by the educators. In general, educators expressed that many of the CELDT items were not very difficult. While item difficulty is determined through a statistical analysis based on test results of students, and it is always desirable to have varying item difficulties on every exam, this discussion of item difficulty furthered the discussion among educators of the intent and focus of the 2012 ELD Standards. As outlined in chapter 1 of this report, the 2012 ELD Standards emphasize that ELs are capable of high-level thinking and cognitively demanding academic activities that require language, with appropriate support. Thus, the rigor and requirements of the 2012 ELD Standards were important factors when determining whether the CELDT items being reviewed had strong primary content matches with and met the intent and spirit of the standards.
In certain CELDT test components, there was not always a clear consensus on the alignment of items, while in other test components items were clearly either aligned or not aligned to a standard. This informed the development of the guidelines for generalization, where three types of generalizations could be made to establish alignment of the rest of the item pool: test components with alignment (i.e., all items within the test component were aligned), test components with variable alignment (i.e., some items within the test component were aligned and some were not), and test components with no alignment (i.e., no items within the test component were aligned to any of the 2012 ELD Standards).
The consensus ratings of the participant educators compared one-to-one to those of the assessment specialists. This comparison was given to the independent 2012 ELD Standards expert to evaluate in the next step of the review.
5.1.3 Results of Independent Expert Review

In the third review of the study sample item set, the independent 2012 ELD Standards expert was charged with not only providing an independent review of a sub-set of the study sample items, but also with adjudicating the differences between the ratings from the assessment specialists and participant educators. To facilitate her review, the consensus ratings of the first two reviews were compiled into a spreadsheet that showed each item within a row, and two sets of adjacent columns that provided the consensus ratings of the first two reviews. For ease of identification, those items that had different ratings across the two columns were highlighted. In addition to indicating her agreement with one or the other of the first two consensus ratings, the expert inserted her own independent ratings into one column in the spreadsheet. When her ratings differed from both of the other two consensus ratings, she provided a written rationale for her ratings.
The independent expert generally agreed with the consensus ratings of the first two reviews. She agreed with both the previous reviews that at grades K–5 the 4-Picture Narrative items aligned to presenting (PI.C.9) because similar to an oral presentation, these items require students to envision the information, then interpret it, and articulate it. Further, even if the subject matter of the 4-Picture Narrative items is simplistic, to reach a score of “4” on the scoring rubric, students are required to perform many higher order advanced skills that meet the intent of the standards at these grades. Additionally, she agreed with both previous reviews that at grades 6–12 the 4-Picture Narrative items did not align to presenting (PI.C.9). Specifically, presenting requires students at grades 6–12 to give formal presentations on academic topics and requires students to use reasoning and evidence to support ideas. Thus, all three reviews agreed that although 4-Picture Narrative items elicit presentations that meet the rigor of the grades K–5 standards, the items do not elicit the types of skills that are required at grades 6–12.
She provided her perspective on the speaking items that had been rated differently in the first two reviews. Like the participant educators, the independent expert rated the Speech Functions items as aligned to adapting language choices (PI.A.4), but she rated them as having only secondary alignment rather than primary alignment. She agreed with the participant educators’ conclusion that the Choose and Give Reasons items had no primary alignment to the standards.

The expert disagreed with the first two reviews on the alignment of Teacher Talk items to listening actively (PI.B.5). She rated Teacher Talk items at all grade spans as having no alignment. She expressed that because the items require students to simply follow directions rather than interpret or infer meaning, they did not meet the rigor of the standard.
The independent expert emphasized that when determining alignment of the items, it was most important to focus on the spirit and intent of the 2012 ELD Standards. With this perspective, she concluded that the four types of items that best met the spirit and intent of the standards were (a) Listening—Extended Listening Comprehension, (b) Speaking—4-Picture Narrative (grades K–5), (c) Reading—Reading Comprehension, and (d) Writing—Short Compositions. Although she determined that some items within these test components aligned with the standards, she underscored the need to review and determine the alignment of individual items. She found that some of the Extended Listening Comprehension and Reading Comprehension items were not aligned to the standards. For instance, Reading Comprehension items that require students to understand the main idea of the passage met the intent of the standard for inferring meaning or integrating ideas; however, items did not meet the intent of the standard when they require students to pick out a fact from one sentence in the passage and identify that fact in a multiple-choice question.
Lastly, she emphasized that while some items were found in the first two reviews to correspond with Part III categories (Using Foundation al Literacy Skills), the Part III categories are not 2012 ELD Standards. She did agree, however, that it would be a worthwhile effort to review the correspondence of these items for possible use on future summative tests that assess foundational skills or on formative or screener tests.
5.1.4 Preparation for CDE Review and Final Consensus

One central conclusion that was drawn from the first three reviews was that, although ratings on the secondary content match, grade level match, and LCL match were collected on the items in the study sample in all three reviews, the principal rating category for determining alignment to the standards should be the primary content match. This was principally because it was difficult to substantiate alignment of CELDT items based on a secondary, or weak, content match (i.e., where the language knowledge, skills, and abilities of the standard are only partially measured by the item). As seen from the first three reviews, items tended to have a weak match to many of the standards. To make meaningful conclusions of item alignment from weak matches to multiple standards would be problematic and complex, and any conclusions may be potentially unreliable without further focused analysis. Thus, it was concluded that the secondary match(es) would not be used in determining alignment of the items to the standards, but could be useful in identifying items that, with appropriate modifications, could be used to assess the 2012 ELD Standards.
It was clear that the grade level match could be useful in classifying aligned CELDT items into the grades or grade spans of future tests, but grade level should not necessarily be a determiner of alignment. As well, the LCL match could be useful in fulfilling varying language and linguistic complexity level requirements established for future assessment forms. However, it was determined that CELDT items with all LCLs (i.e., foundational, basic, and advanced or higher-order language skills) could be aligned (i.e., could have a strong content match with the standards) and thus LCL should not be used to determine alignment of items to the standards, but rather provide information about the items for purposes of future test development.
Thus the determination of alignment in this study was made by establishing a strong primary content match between the language knowledge, skills, and abilities measured by the CELDT item and those required at the bridging level of the 2012 ELD Standard. This conclusion informed the process of determining the final consensus ratings of the study sample item set, the development of the guidelines for the generalization process, and the final alignment ratings of the remaining items in the CELDT item pool.
5.1.5 Results of the CDE and TAG Member Review

During the fourth review, members of the CDE reviewed alignment ratings from the prior three reviews to develop consensus ratings. Two members of the CDE performed an independent parallel analysis and assigned a primary content match rating to all 574 items in the study sample. They compared their results to the results of the prior three reviews. In instances where the prior three sets of ratings were in agreement, members of the CDE confirmed earlier ratings. When ratings from the prior three reviews differed, members of the CDE reviewed the items and the ratings and then came to a consensus on the rating that best described the primary content match between the item and the standards.
This fourth review included an independent review of a sub-set of the three previous sets of ratings by two members of the CELDT TAG. Dr. Barbara Merino, University of California (UC) at Davis and Dr. Richard Durán, UC Santa Barbara, are nationally recognized linguistic and assessment experts who also served on the 2012 ELD Standards Expert Panel. Their ratings and evaluation of the alignment protocol and rating process were considered by the CDE in their assignment of ratings to the study sample items and as part of the overall validity evidence for the item alignment study.
During the fourth review, members of the CDE and TAG arrived at consensus ratings regarding three types of items that had received mixed ratings in the three prior reviews: Teacher Talk, Speech Functions, and Choose and Give Reasons. Although the outcomes of the assessment specialist and educator reviews both identified Teacher Talk items as having primary alignment to listening actively (PI.B5), members of the CDE, in consultation with the TAG members, agreed with the independent expert and found that there were no Teacher Talk items with alignment. This was based on the recognition of the primary objectives and rigor of the 2012 ELD Standards and the lack of this rigor in the items.
While the educators had found that Speech Functions items were aligned with adapting language choices (PI.A.4), the independent expert had felt that these items had only weak, or secondary alignment, with that standard. After comparing the language skills described by the standard and reviewing the demands of the Speech Functions items, the CDE agreed that Speech Functions items had primary alignment to adapting language choices.
When reviewing the Choose and Give Reasons items, the CDE agreed with the participant educators and the independent expert that these items did not align to offering opinions (PI.A.3) or supporting opinions (PI.C.11). Members of the CDE and TAG found that the items did not require skills of negotiation or persuasion that are required by the standard.
These conclusions were reflected in the final consensus ratings of the study sample item set and informed the guidelines for the generalization process.
5.1.6 Conclusions from Study Sample Reviews
Discussions between members of the CDE and a small team of lead assessment specialists and researchers from ETS yielded a set of final consensus ratings on the study sample item set.
In addition to the conclusions described above, the following outcomes of the four-step review process informed the final consensus ratings of the study sample item set:

· In the listening domain, none of the items in Following Oral Directions components had alignment to the 2012 ELD Standards, as they did not reflect the intent of demonstrating collaborative and active language skills.

· Individual items in the Extended Listening Comprehension and Reading Comprehension test components needed careful examination because some of the items only assessed recalling simple, trivial facts, which did not meet the expectations of the 2012 ELD Standards. Items that did show alignment assess the ability to comprehend an important idea from a listening or reading passage.

· Those items in Reading Comprehension and Fluency and Vocabulary that were rated to have primary alignment to reading/viewing closely: using morphological knowledge (PI.B.6.b or PI.B.6.c) should be carefully reviewed before establishing primary alignment because this standard states that the students use morphological knowledge and (not or) other contextual cues to interpret the meaning of the words or phrases.
· Sentences items in the writing domain were found to have no alignment to any of the standards. This was mainly because the intent of the 2012 ELD standards is for students to produce academic writing in context, which may be best seen in multiple sentences that form a paragraph or multiple paragraphs. However, the Short Compositions items require students to produce three or more sentences; and, to show proficiency in English, the scoring rubrics require some syntactical complexity in the writing. The items within the Short Compositions test component were all found to have alignment to the standards.
Table 12 provides a summary of the number and percentage of items in the study sample with alignment to 2012 ELD Standards. The results presented in this table range from 8 percent to 44 percent of the sampled items in each domain. The number and percentage of the study sample item set with a breakdown by test component and grade span are found in tables G1–G4, in appendix G.
In summary, 29 percent of the items in just six of the seventeen CELDT test components were judged to have items aligned to the 2012 ELD Standards. These test components included: (1) Extended Listening Comprehension items in the listening domain, (2) Fluency & Vocabulary and (3) Reading Comprehension items in the reading domain, (4) Speech Functions and (5) 4-Picture Narrative items in the speaking domain, and (6) Short Compositions items in the writing domain.
Table 12: Number and Percentage of Study Sample Items with Alignment to 2012 ELD Standards 
	Domain
	Number of items in Study Sample
	Number of items with Alignment
	Percentage of Items with Alignment

	Listening
	130
	39
	30

	Reading
	174
	76
	44

	Speaking
	139
	41
	29

	Writing
	131
	11
	8

	Total Study Sample
	574
	167
	29


Note: These numbers are based on 574 items in the study sample item set.

5.2 Generalization and Summary of Final Alignment Results
The final consensus ratings of the study sample item set were used to formulate the guidelines for generalization, which were then used to assign a primary content match rating to each of the remaining items in the CELDT item pool. (The generalization process is described in chapter 3.) The total number of items in the CELDT item pool, including the study sample items from 2009–10 through 2013–14, was 1,843. (Note: because final consensus ratings had not been established for the training and calibration items used for the training activities at the CELDT Item Alignment meeting, the training and calibration items from 2009–10 through 2013–14 were added back into the CELDT item pool and underwent the same rating process based on the generalization guidelines as the other items in the CELDT item pool.)
An overall summary of the CELDT test components that had items with primary alignment to one or more 2012 ELD Standards is presented in table 13. It is notable that, like the results of the study sample item set, the percentage of items with alignment to each domain is generally low, ranging from 8 to 35 percent in the four domains, with a total across all domains of 26 percent. And, like the study sample item set, the same six test components were judged to have items in alignment to the 2012 ELD Standards.
Table 13: Summary of CELDT Test Components with Items Aligned to 2012 ELD Standards

	Domain
	CELDT Test Components with Alignment
	Number of Items in CELDT Item Pool
	Number of Items with Alignment
	Percentage of Items with Alignment

	Listening
	Extended Listening Comprehension 
(Gr. K–12)
	108
	91
	84

	Total Listening Items
	374*
	91
	24

	Reading
	Fluency and Vocabulary (Gr. 4–12)
	195
	15
	8

	
	Reading Comprehension (Gr. K–12)
	302
	237
	78

	Total Reading Items
	711*
	252
	35

	Speaking
	Speech Functions (Gr. 2–12)
	86
	86
	100

	
	4-Picture Narrative (Gr. K–5)
	35
	16
	46

	Total Speaking Items
	342*
	102
	30

	Writing
	Short Compositions (Gr. 2–12)
	33
	33
	100

	Total Writing Items
	416*
	33
	8

	Total Items All Domains
	1,843**
	478
	26


Note: These numbers are based on the 1,843 items in the CELDT item pool (i.e., all study sample, training, calibration, and other non-study items from 2009–10 to 2013–14) rated as aligned to the 2012 ELD Standards.
CELDT test components and grade spans shown are those with items aligned to the 2012 ELD Standards.
*Domain total number of items includes all items in the CELDT item pool for this domain, not just those with alignment to standards.

**Includes all items in the CELDT item pool.
The results suggest that more complex and communicative tasks tended to be aligned with the 2012 ELD Standards, while less communicative tasks and discrete-skill tasks were not aligned with these standards. It is also noteworthy that several test components (e.g., Copying Letters and Words, Writing Words, Grammar and Structure, Fluency and Vocabulary, and Word Analysis) had some items that corresponded with Part III categories, suggesting that the 1999 ELD Standards focused more on foundational literacy skills.

Below is a brief synopsis of the findings within each language domain. Tables 14–17 provide a breakdown by test component of the number and percentage of CELDT items that aligned with the 2012 ELD Standards.
· Listening (table 14). Relatively few listening items in the CELDT item pool were determined to have primary alignment to the 2012 ELD Standards. Overall just 24 percent (91 of 374) of the items aligned. These items appeared only in the Extended Listening Comprehension test component, and aligned with listening actively (PI.B.5) across all grade spans. None of the Following Oral Directions, Teacher Talk, or Rhyming items were found to have primary alignment. As described earlier, the items in these test components were considered to assess either foundational literacy skills or language skills in decontextualized contexts, failing to reflect the primary objectives of the 2012 ELD Standards.
· Reading (table 15). The proportion of reading items with primary alignment to the 2012 ELD Standards was small, although somewhat larger than the other domains. Only 35 percent (252 of 711) of the items aligned to any of the standards. These items were heavily comprised of Reading Comprehension items, aligned with reading/viewing closely (PI.B.6). Starting in grade 4, some of the Reading Comprehension items aligned to the PI.B.6 sub-standards, describing ideas and explaining ideas. Also, beginning in grade 4, a few of the Fluency and Vocabulary items aligned to the PI.B.6 sub-standards, in particular, using morphological knowledge (PI.B.6.b) in grades 4–5, and expressing or explaining inferences and conclusions (PI.B.6.c) in grades 6–12. None of the Word Analysis items were found to have primary alignment. (A large portion of these item types were considered to correspond with Part III categories, Using Foundational Literacy Skills.)

· Speaking (table 16). Relatively few speaking items were found to have primary alignment to the 2012 ELD Standards. Across the grade spans, only 30 percent (102 of 342) of the items aligned. All of the Speech Functions items were found to have primary alignment to adapting language choices (PI.A.4). All of the 4-Picture Narrative items had primary alignment to presenting (PI.C.9) in grades K–5, but primary alignment was not found for these items in grades 6–12. None of the Oral Vocabulary and Choose and Give Reasons items were found to have primary alignment.

· Writing (table 17). Very few writing items were found to have primary alignment to the 2012 ELD Standards. Only 8 percent of the items (33 of 416) aligned. The alignment percentage was the lowest among the four language domains, suggesting that the current writing items do not meet the rigor of the 2012 ELD Standards. None of the Grammar and Structure, Sentences, Copying Letters and Words, Writing Words, or Punctuation and Capitalization items was found to have primary alignment. Only the Short Compositions items were found to align to the 2012 ELD Standards, in particular to either writing (PI.C.10) or supporting opinions (PI.C.11) in grade 2, and to writing literary and informational texts (PI.C.10.a), writing summaries (PI.C.10.b), or supporting/justifying opinions or persuading others (PI.C.11.a) in grades 3–12.
Table 14: CELDT Test Component Summary of Item Alignment Ratings, Listening

	CELDT Test Component
	Grade Span
	Number of Items 
in CELDT Item Pool 
	Number of Items with Primary Alignment
	Percentage of Items with Alignment
	2012 ELD Standard(s)

	Listening

	Following Oral Directions
	K–2
	32
	0
	0
	n.a.

	
	3–5
	23
	0
	0
	n.a.

	
	6–8
	31
	0
	0
	n.a.

	
	9–12
	33
	0
	0
	n.a.

	Sub-Total
	119
	0
	0
	

	Teacher Talk
	K–2
	25
	0
	0
	n.a.

	
	3–5
	43
	0
	0
	n.a.

	
	6–8
	35
	0
	0
	n.a.

	
	9–12
	32
	0
	0
	n.a.

	Sub-Total
	135
	0
	0
	

	Extended Listening Comprehension*
	K–2
	24
	20
	83
	PI.B.5

	
	3–5
	26
	21
	81
	PI.B.5

	
	6–8
	28
	26
	93
	PI.B.5

	
	9–12
	30
	24
	80
	PI.B.5

	Sub-Total
	108
	91
	84
	

	Rhyming
	K–2
	12
	0
	0
	n.a.

	Sub-Total
	12
	0
	0
	

	Total for Listening
	374
	91
	24
	


Note: n.a. means items in this test component had no alignment to a 2012 ELD Standard.

*Extended Listening Comprehension items align to listening actively at grades K–12 (PI.B.5).

Table 15: CELDT Test Component Summary of Item Alignment Ratings, Reading

	CELDT Test Component
	Grade Span
	Number of Items 
in CELDT Item Pool
	Number of Items with Primary Alignment
	Percentage of Items with Alignment
	2012 ELD Standard(s)

	Reading

	Word Analysis
	K–2
	95
	0
	0
	n.a.

	
	3–5
	43
	0
	0
	n.a.

	
	6–8
	39
	0
	0
	n.a.

	
	9–12
	37
	0
	0
	n.a.

	Sub-Total
	214
	0
	0
	

	Fluency and Vocabulary*
	K–2
	64
	0
	0
	n.a.

	
	3–5
	49
	2
	4
	PI.B.6.b (Gr. 4–5)

	
	6–8
	39
	8
	21
	PI.B.6.c

	
	9–12
	43
	5
	12
	PI.B.6.c

	Sub-Total
	195
	15
	8
	

	Reading Comprehension**
	K–2
	73
	50
	68
	PI.B.6

	
	3–5
	74
	51
	69
	PI.B.6 (Gr. 3),
PI.B.6.a (Gr. 4–5)

	
	6–8
	80
	66
	83
	PI.B.6.a, PI.B.6.b,

PI.B.6.c

	
	9–12
	75
	70
	93
	PI.B.6.a, PI.B.6.b,

PI.B.6.c

	Sub-Total
	302
	237
	78
	

	Total for Reading
	711
	252
	35
	


Note: n.a. means items in this test component had no alignment to a 2012 ELD Standard.

*Fluency and Vocabulary items align to using morphological knowledge at grades 4–5 (PI.B.6.b) and at grades 6–12 (PI.B.6.c).

**Reading Comprehension items align to reading/viewing closely at grades K–3 (PI.B.6); describing ideas at grades 4–5 and explaining ideas at grades 6–12 (PI.B.6.a); using morphological knowledge at grades 4–12; expressing inferences and conclusions at grades 6–8 (PI.B.6.b); and explaining inferences and conclusions at grades 9–12 (PI.B.6.c).

Table 16: CELDT Test Component Summary of Item Alignment Ratings, Speaking
	CELDT Test Component
	Grade Span
	Number of Items 
in CELDT Item Pool
	Number of Items with Primary Alignment
	Percentage of Items with Alignment
	2012 ELD Standard(s)

	Speaking

	Oral Vocabulary
	K–2
	42
	0
	0
	n.a.

	
	3–5
	39
	0
	0
	n.a.

	
	6–8
	42
	0
	0
	n.a.

	
	9–12
	46
	0
	0
	n.a.

	Sub-Total
	169
	0
	0
	

	Speech Functions*
	K–2
	20
	20
	100
	PI.A.4 (Gr. 2)

	
	3–5
	22
	22
	100
	PI.A.4

	
	6–8
	20
	20
	100
	PI.A.4

	
	9–12
	24
	24
	100
	PI.A.4

	Sub-Total
	86
	86
	100
	

	Choose and Give Reasons
	K–2
	14
	0
	0
	n.a.

	
	3–5
	13
	0
	0
	n.a.

	
	6–8
	13
	0
	0
	n.a.

	
	9–12
	12
	0
	0
	n.a.

	Sub-Total
	52
	0
	0
	

	4-Picture Narrative**
	K–2
	8
	8
	100
	PI.C.9

	
	3–5
	8
	8
	100
	PI.C.9

	
	6–8
	9
	0
	0
	n.a.

	
	9–12
	10
	0
	0
	n.a.

	Sub-Total
	35
	16
	46
	

	Total for Speaking
	342
	102
	30
	


Note: n.a. means items in this test component had no alignment to a 2012 ELD Standard.

*Speech Functions items align to adapting language choices at grades 2–12 (PI.A.4).

**4-Picture Narrative items align to presenting at grades K–5 (PI.C.9).
Table 17: CELDT Test Component Summary of Item Alignment Ratings, Writing
	CELDT Test Component
	Grade Span
	Number of Items 
in CELDT Item Pool
	Number of Items with Primary Alignment
	Percentage of Items with Alignment
	2012 ELD Standard(s)

	Writing

	Grammar and Structure
	K–2
	66
	0
	0
	n.a.

	
	3–5
	66
	0
	0
	n.a.

	
	6–8
	63
	0
	0
	n.a.

	
	9–12
	58
	0
	0
	n.a.

	Sub-Total
	253
	0
	0
	

	Sentences
	K–2*
	18
	0
	0
	n.a.

	
	3–5
	19
	0
	0
	n.a.

	
	6–8
	17
	0
	0
	n.a.

	
	9–12
	17
	0
	0
	n.a.

	Sub-Total
	71
	0
	0
	

	Short Compositions**
	K–2*
	8
	8
	100
	PI.C.10, PI.C.11
(Gr. 2)

	
	3–5
	7
	7
	100
	PI.C.10.a, PI.C.10.b,
PI.C.11 (Gr. 3),
PI.C.11.a (Gr. 4–5)

	
	6–8
	9
	9
	100
	PI.C.10.a, PI.C.11.a

	
	9–12
	9
	9
	100
	PI.C.10.a, PI.C.10.b,

PI.C.11.a

	Sub-Total
	33
	33
	100
	

	Copying Letters and Words
	K–2***
	23
	0
	0
	n.a.

	Sub-Total
	23
	0
	0
	

	Writing Words
	K–2***
	16
	0
	0
	n.a.

	Sub-Total
	16
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Punctuation and Capitalization
	K–2***
	20
	0
	0
	n.a.

	Sub-Total
	20
	0
	0
	

	Total for Writing
	416
	33
	8
	


Note: n.a. means items in this test component had no alignment to a 2012 ELD Standard.

*Sentences and Short Compositions items are only included in the writing test at grade 2. 

**Short Compositions items align to writing at grades 2 (PI.C.10); writing literary and information texts at grades 3–12 (PI.B.10.a); writing summaries at grades 3–5 and 9–12 (PI.B.10.b); supporting opinions at grades 2–3 (PI.B.11); supporting opinions and persuading others at grades 4–5 and justifying opinions and persuading others at grades 6–12 (PI.B.11.a).

***Copying Letters and Words, Writing Words, and Punctuation and Capitalization items are only included in the writing test at grades K–1.

5.3 Results of Gap Analysis
The intent of the gap analysis is to identify those standards that were rated to have items with alignment and those standards where no alignment was seen. The gap analysis was based on the results from the CELDT item pool (i.e., the total pool of 1,843 items) that served as the basis of the test component summaries presented in section 5.2.
Below is a description of the gap analysis results for the Part I and Part II standards. Table 18 displays a summary of the gap analysis, showing each 2012 ELD Standard with the percentage of items aligned to each standard across the grade spans.

Tables H1–H4, in appendix H, present a more detailed gap analysis by standard and grade span, including the number of items in the item pool, and the number and corresponding percentage of CELDT items that were judged to have a primary alignment to each 2012 ELD Standard.
5.3.1 Alignment of Part I Standards—Interacting in Meaningful Ways

The data in table 18 show that only standards from Part I, Interacting in Meaningful Ways, had aligned items, as summarized in the bullets below.

Part I, A: Collaborative mode of communication

· Of the four standards in the Collaborative mode of communication, only one standard, adapting language choices (PI.A.4), had some aligned items from the Speech Functions test component across all grade levels.
· There were no aligned items for this mode of communication in the other three language domains: listening, reading, or writing.
· The other standards in the Collaborative mode of communication (i.e., exchanging information and ideas [PI.A.1], interacting via written English [PI.A.2], and offering opinions [PI.A.3]), had no aligned items.
Part I, B: Interpretive mode of communication

· Of the four standards in the Interpretive mode of communication, only two had aligned items. Listening actively (PI.B.5) has some aligned items from the Extended Listening Comprehension test component across all grade spans. Reading/viewing closely (PI.B.6) and its sub-standards (PI.B.6.a, PI.B.6.b, and PI.B.6.c) had some aligned items in the Reading Comprehension test component in all grade spans. Describing/explaining ideas (PI.B.6.a) had aligned items at grades 3–12; and using morphological knowledge/expressing or explaining inferences and conclusions (PI.B.6.b) had some aligned items from the Reading Comprehension test component in grades 4–12.
· Two sub-standards of reading/viewing closely (i.e., using morphological knowledge/expressing or explaining inferences and conclusions [PI.B.6.b and PI.B.6.c]) had some aligned items from the Fluency and Vocabulary test component in grades 3–12. And the sub-standard using morphological knowledge (PI.B.6.c) also had items with alignment from the Reading Comprehension test component in grades 6–12.

· The other two standards in the Interpretive mode of communication (i.e., evaluating language choices [PI.A.7] and analyzing language choices [PI.A.8]), had no aligned items.

Part I, C: Productive mode of communication

· Of the four standards in the Productive mode of communication, three of them had some items with alignment. Presenting (PI.C.9) had some aligned items from the 4-Picture Narrative test component in grades K–5. In addition, the writing standard (PI.C.10) had some aligned items from the Short Compositions test component in grade 2, and supporting opinions (PI.C.11) had some aligned items from the Short Compositions test component in grades 2–3.
· Writing literary and informational texts (PI.C.10.a) and writing summaries (PI.C.10.b) sub-standards had some aligned items from the Short Compositions test component in grades 3–12.
· The supporting opinions sub-standard, persuading others/justifying opinions (PI.C.11.a), had some aligned items from the Short Compositions test component in grades 4–12.
· The other standards and sub-standards in the Productive mode of communication (i.e., expressing attitudes and opinions [PI.C.11.b], selecting language resources [PI.C.12], using detailed sentences & key words, using academic words [PI.C.12.a], and using general and domain-specific words to add detail/using appropriate affixes [PI.C.12.b]), had no aligned items.
· There were no aligned items for the Productive mode of communication from the listening or reading domains.

5.3.2 Alignment of Part II Standards—Learning About How English Works

The results of the alignment study indicated that no items had primary alignment to any of the language processes in the Part II Standards: Structuring Cohesive Texts (PII.A), Expanding and Enriching Ideas (PII.B), and Connecting and Condensing Ideas (PII.C). There are two general reasons for this. One reason is that constructed-response items that were found to assess Part II Standards had stronger alignment to a Part I Standard. For example, 4-Picture Narrative items were found to have primary alignment at grades K–5 with presenting (PI.C.9), but raters tended to identify only secondary alignment of 4-Picture Narrative items with Part II Standards, such as using verbs and verb phrases (PII.B.3), using nouns and noun phrases (PII.B.4), and modifying to add details (PII.B.5). Another reason for lack of primary alignment to Part II Standards is that discrete multiple-choice items were found not to meet the spirit and intent of the standards. For instance, a number of Grammar and Structure items potentially might have been primarily aligned to using verbs and verb phrases (PII.B.3); however, the fact that the items are presented as isolated sentences outside of a clear communicative context led to the judgment that they did not meet the rigor of that standard, which calls for students to be able to use a variety of verbs and verb tenses appropriate for text types such as a science experiment or a history report.
Table 18: Summary Gap Analysis: 2012 ELD Standards with Aligned CELDT Items
	2012 ELD Standard
	Percentage of Items with Alignment

	
	K–2
(560 Items)
	3–5
(432 Items)
	6–8
(425 Items)
	9–12
(426 Items)

	Part I: Interacting in Meaningful Ways

	A. Collaborative

	1. Exchanging information and ideas (Gr. K–3)

    Exchanging information/ideas (Gr. 4–12)
	0
	0
	0
	0

	2. Interacting via written English
	0
	0
	0
	0

	3. Offering opinions
	0
	0
	0
	0

	4. Adapting language choices (Gr. 2–12)
	4
	5
	5
	6

	B. Interpretive

	5. Listening actively
	4
	5
	6
	6

	6. Reading/viewing closely (Gr. K–3)
	9
	12*
	n.a.
	n.a.

	a. Describing ideas (Gr. 4–5)
Explaining ideas (Gr. 6–12)
	n.a.
	12*
	9
	11

	b. Using morphological knowledge (Gr. 4–5)
Expressing inferences and conclusions (Gr. 6–8)

Explaining inferences and conclusions (Gr. 9–12)
	n.a.
	1
	6
	4

	c. Using morphological knowledge (Gr. 6–12)
	 n.a.
	 n.a.
	2
	3

	7. Evaluating language choices
	0
	0
	0
	0

	8. Analyzing language choices
	0
	0
	0
	0

	C. Productive

	9. Presenting
	1
	2
	0
	0

	10. Writing
	1
	 n.a.
	 n.a.
	 n.a.

	a. Writing literary and informational texts
	 n.a.
	1
	1
	1

	b. Writing summaries
	 n.a.
	1
	0
	1

	11. Supporting opinions (Gr. K–3)
	1
	1*
	 n.a.
	 n.a.

	a. Supporting opinions, persuading others (Gr. 4–5)

Justifying opinions, persuading others (Gr. 6–12)
	 n.a.
	1*
	1
	1

	b. Expressing attitudes and opinions (Gr. 4–12)
	 n.a.
	0
	0
	0

	12. Selecting language resources (Gr. 3)
	 n.a.
	0
	 n.a.
	 n.a.

	a. Using detailed sentences and key words (Gr. K–2)

Using academic words (Gr. 4–12)
	0
	0
	0
	0

	b. Using general and domain-specific words to add detail (Gr. K–2)

Using appropriate affixes (Gr. 4–12)
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Part II: Learning About How English Works

	A. Structuring Cohesive Texts

	1. Understanding text structure
	0
	0
	0
	0

	2. Understanding cohesion
	0
	 n.a.
	 n.a.
	 n.a.

	a. Making texts more cohesive
	 n.a.
	0
	0
	0

	b. Linking ideas, events and reasons
	 n.a.
	0
	0
	0

	B. Expanding and Enriching Ideas

	3. Using verbs and verb phrases
	 n.a.
	0
	0
	0

	a. Using a variety of verb types
	0
	 n.a.
	 n.a.
	 n.a.

	b. Using a variety of verb tenses
	0
	 n.a.
	 n.a.
	 n.a.

	4. Using nouns and noun phrases
	0
	0
	0
	0

	5. Modifying to add details
	0
	0
	0
	0

	C. Connecting and Condensing Ideas

	6. Connecting ideas
	0
	0
	0
	0

	7. Condensing ideas (Gr. 1–12)
	0
	0
	0
	0


Note: n.a. indicates the standard does not exist at this grade span.

Table includes a total of 1,843 items from the CELDT item pool (items from 2009–10 through 2013–14).

All percentages are based on the number of items within each grade span with alignment to the 2012 ELD Standards: grades K–2 N=560 items; grades 3–5 N=432 items; grades 6–8 N=425 items; grades 9–12 N=426 items.
*These items are the same (i.e., common across the grade span).
5.4 Results of Relative Importance Survey

The Relative Importance Survey was conducted to gather educator input on the relative importance of assessing each of the 2012 ELD Standards. The survey responses provide value judgments regarding which 2012 ELD Standards to consider assessing with items on the ELPAC.
The survey was administered to the educators who participated in the Item Alignment meeting and was different at each grade span (as the 2012 ELD Standards are different at each grade). Thus, approximately 25 educators at each grade span were asked to rate the relative importance of assessing each of the 2012 ELD Standards on the following scale:

· Critical Standard (C): It is critical to assess the standard; the language knowledge, skills, and abilities described in this standard are almost always needed for English learners to meaningfully engage in learning in a grade-level content classroom.

· Important Standard (I): It is important to assess the standard; the language knowledge, skills, and abilities described in this standard are often needed for English learners to meaningfully engage in learning in a grade-level content classroom.

· Somewhat Important Standard (SI): It is somewhat important to assess the standard; the language knowledge, skills, and abilities described in this standard are only occasionally needed for English learners to meaningfully engage in learning in a grade-level content classroom.

The number and percentage of participant educators who responded to each scale and the average rating of each standard are shown in appendix I. Table 19 presents a summary showing the rating (i.e., Critical, Important, Somewhat Important) that received the highest number of responses from the participant educators for each standard at the grade span. If there was a tie in the ratings, both ratings are provided (e.g., C/I).
As seen in table 19, the majority of the 2012 ELD Standards were judged by participant educators to be critical to assess across all grade spans. Only a few standards were judged to be important to assess across most of the grade spans (PI.B.7, P.I.C.11.b, PI.C.12.b, and PII.A.2.a). No standards were judged to be somewhat important to assess in any of the grade spans.
These results suggest that it was difficult for participant educators to make decisions regarding which 2012 ELD Standards would not be critical to assess with the ELPAC. While these results are helpful as a beginning or baseline measure, it is too costly (in terms of test development and testing time) to develop an assessment that tests all or most of the standards. It will be important to collect additional value judgments from California educators, stakeholders, 2012 ELD Standards experts, and assessment specialists to further guide the design phase of the ELPAC in terms of which standards to assess. Some suggestions for further research include giving the same survey to a larger sample, developing a different type of survey, and/or conducting focus groups to determine the relative importance of assessing each of the 2012 ELD Standards on the ELPAC.

Table 19: Results of the Relative Importance Survey

	Standard
	Grade Spans

	
	K–2
	3–5
	6–8
	9–12

	Part I: Interacting in Meaningful Ways

	A. Collaborative

	1. Exchanging information and ideas (Gr. K–3)

    Exchanging information/ideas (Gr. 4–12)
	C
	C
	C
	C

	2. Interacting via written English
	C
	C
	C
	C

	3. Offering opinions
	C
	C
	C
	C

	4. Adapting language choices (Gr. 2–12)
	C
	C
	n.a.
	C

	B. Interpretive

	5. Listening actively
	C
	C
	C
	C

	6. Reading/viewing closely (Gr. K–3)
	C
	C
	n.a.
	n.a.

	a. Describing ideas (Gr. 4–5)

Explaining ideas (Gr. 6–12)
	n.a.
	C
	C
	C

	b. Using morphological knowledge (Gr. 4–5)

Expressing inferences and conclusions (Gr. 6–8)

Explaining inferences and conclusions (Gr. 9–12)
	n.a.
	C
	C
	C

	 c. Using morphological knowledge (Gr. 6–12)
	n.a.
	n.a.
	C/I
	C

	7. Evaluating language choices
	I
	I
	C
	I

	8. Analyzing language choices
	C
	I
	C
	I

	C. Productive

	9. Presenting
	C
	I
	C
	C

	10. Writing
	C
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.

	a. Writing literary and informational texts
	n.a.
	I
	C
	C

	b. Writing summaries
	n.a.
	C
	C
	C

	11. Supporting opinions (Gr. K–3)
	C
	C
	n.a.
	n.a.

	a. Supporting opinions, persuading others (Gr. 4–5)

Justifying opinions, persuading others (Gr. 6–12)
	 n.a.
	C
	C
	C

	b. Expressing attitudes and opinions (Gr. 4–12)
	 n.a.
	I
	I
	I

	12. Selecting language resources (Gr. 3)
	 n.a.
	C
	n.a.
	n.a.

	a. Using detailed sentences and key words 
(Gr. K–2)

Using academic words (Gr. 4–12)
	C
	C
	C
	C

	b. Using general and domain-specific words to add detail (Gr. K–2)
Using appropriate affixes (Gr. 4–12)
	C
	I
	I
	I

	Part II: Learning About How English Works

	A. Structuring Cohesive Texts

	1. Understanding text structure
	I
	C/I
	C
	C

	2. Understanding cohesion
	C
	 n.a.
	 n.a.
	 n.a.

	a. Making texts more cohesive
	 n.a.
	I
	I
	I

	b. Linking ideas, events and reasons
	 n.a.
	C
	C
	I

	B. Expanding and Enriching Ideas

	3. Using verbs and verb phrases
	 n.a.
	C
	C
	C

	a. Using a variety of verb types
	C
	 n.a.
	 n.a.
	n.a.

	b. Using a variety of verb tenses
	C
	 n.a.
	 n.a.
	 n.a.

	4. Using nouns and noun phrases
	C
	C
	C
	C

	5. Modifying to add details
	C
	I
	C
	I

	C. Connecting and Condensing Ideas

	6. Connecting ideas
	C/I
	C
	C
	C

	7. Condensing ideas (Gr. 1–12)
	I
	C
	C
	C

	Part III Category: Using Foundational Literacy Skills

	1. Print concepts
	C
	C
	C
	C

	2. Phonological awareness
	C
	C
	C
	C

	3. Phonics and word recognition
	C
	C
	C
	C

	4. Fluency
	C
	C
	C
	C


Note: n.a. indicates the standard does not exist at this grade span. C=Critical, I=Important, C/I=tie of Critical/Important
Each cell represents the rating most frequently given to the standards by the educators who submitted an opinion. The following number of participant educators provided ratings (not all raters provided opinions on every 2012 ELD Standard in their grade span): 24 raters at grades K–2; 25 raters at grades 3–5; 25 raters at grades 6–8; 24 raters at grades 9–12.
6 Recommendations

The findings of this study, as detailed in chapter 5, reveal that a relatively small number of items in the CELDT item pool are aligned to the 2012 ELD Standards, and that considerable development of new items and test components will be necessary as part of the ELPAC design and development process. This is not a surprising result given that the 2012 ELD Standards are, as detailed in section 1.1, significantly different in both philosophy and emphasis from the 1999 ELD Standards on which the CELDT was based.
There are three recommendations based on these results:

Recommendation 1: Consider using those CELDT items that have primary alignment for the ELPAC. (See table 13.)
· In the listening domain, consider using those specific Extended Listening Comprehension items that were judged to have primary alignment to PI.B.5.

· In the reading domain, consider using those specific items within the Reading Comprehension test component that were identified as aligning to standard PI.B.6 or one of its sub-standards.
· In the speaking domain, consider using items within the Speech Functions test component to assess PI.A.4 at grades 2–12, and consider using the 4-Picture Narrative test component items to assess standard PI.C.9 at grades K–5.
· In the writing domain, consider using the Short Compositions test component to assess either PI.C.10 or PI.C.11 and their sub-standards, depending on the grade.
A caveat: The fact that current test items align to a given new standard does not necessarily mean that those test items are sufficient to assess that standard in appropriate depth. It is possible that the aligned test items all assess the standard in a partial and/or overlapping manner and that additional items, perhaps of different types, are needed to fully assess the standard.
Recommendation 2: Consider retiring from the item pool, or substantially modifying, test items that do not have primary alignment to one of the 2012 ELD Standards.
Items considered to have no alignment to any of the 2012 ELD Standards should not, in their current form, be considered for use in the ELPAC. Some of the test components, however, may be suitable for revision for potential use in the ELPAC. For instance, it was determined that Choose and Give Reasons items were not aligned to either PI.A.3 or PI.C.11 (or related sub-standards, depending on the grade) because the items do not require students to negotiate with or persuade others (as described in PI.A.3) or support opinions with relevant textual evidence or relevant background knowledge (as described in PI.C.11 or PI.C.11.a). Although Choose and Give Reasons items are not aligned in their existing form, it may well be possible to adapt this item type to elicit information about relevant language abilities. Similarly, it may be appropriate to modify the existing specifications for Reading Comprehension and Extended Listening Comprehension test components to include items that focus on areas of particular interest in the 2012 ELD Standards, such as understanding text structure and cohesion. If a substantial number of the 2012 ELD Standards can be assessed by modified CELDT item types, the amount of new development needed for the ELPAC could be considerably lessened.

One factor contributing to the overall low level of alignment for CELDT items was the fact that many items in several test components were judged to correspond with categories in Part III: Using Foundational Literacy Skills. Part III categories are not 2012 ELD Standards and thus are unlikely to be considered in the design of the ELPAC summative assessment; however, it may be appropriate for them to be considered in designing a screening assessment or possible formative assessments.
Recommendation 3: In the design and development of future test items, follow a process that reflects lessons learned from this Item Alignment Study in order to ensure that the new assessment materials appropriately reflect the innovative nature of the 2012 ELD Standards.
The 2012 ELD Standards reflect a shift from previous practice in several important ways: they explicitly call for demonstration of collaborative, as well as interpretive and productive skills, and they call for students to demonstrate the language skills necessary to use higher-order critical thinking skills. In addition, each of the 2012 ELD Standards contains a cluster of language skills, rather than individual discrete skills.
Before new item types are designed and additional items are developed, a meeting of California educators, 2012 ELD standards experts, and assessment development experts should be convened to analyze each standard. The goal of the meeting would be to identify the core expectations of each standard, including the various sub-skills. This type of analysis would help ensure that test design and item development cover a full range of language skills required to demonstrate proficiency in the 2012 ELD Standards. While such a collaboration among educators, standards experts and assessment experts would be advisable for any standards-based assessment design effort, it is particularly important here given the complexity and novelty of the 2012 ELD Standards.

The participant educators commented that the Item Alignment meeting was a valuable professional development opportunity. During the item alignment process, the participant educators learned how to analyze items and interpret the 2012 ELD Standards from an assessment perspective rather than an instructional one. The educators also provided valuable input about the content and quality of items based on their experience working with EL students. Hence, a process for reviewing new or modified item types and items that is similar to the process used in this alignment study may serve as a critical step for future item development by providing an opportunity to gather important validity evidence about the items in a systematic way. This review process should be based on a systematic protocol; the item alignment protocol used in this study may provide a starting point for developing such a protocol. Although the results from the other alignment categories, such as secondary alignment, Language Complexity Levels, text type, and audience were not reported in this present study, these categories have the potential to meaningfully inform item and test design and help to ensure alignment to the 2012 ELD Standards.
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Appendix A: Item Alignment Protocol 

The CELDT Alignment Protocol: Rating Manual, Grades 3–5 is included as a sample. A unique protocol was created for each of the four grade spans (K–2, 3–5, 6–8, and 9–12) since the 2012 ELD Standard descriptions are different across the grades.
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Appendix B: Number of Items Sampled

Table B1: Number of Items Sampled in Each Step of the Process, Grades K–2

	Test Components
	Number of Items Sampled

	
	Assessment Specialist Preliminary Analysis
	Participant Educator Review*
	 Independent  Expert Review**
	TAG/CDE Review***

	Listening

	   Following Oral Directions
	21
	10
	3
	6

	   Teacher Talk
	14
	10
	2
	6

	   Extended Listening Comprehension
	20
	11
	2
	7

	   Rhyming
	6
	6
	3
	4

	Total Listening
	61
	37
	10
	23

	Reading

	   Word Analysis
	45
	31
	3
	19

	   Fluency and Vocabulary
	37
	26
	3
	16

	   Reading Comprehension
	41
	23
	3
	17

	Total Reading
	123
	80
	9
	52

	Speaking

	   Oral Vocabulary
	22
	17
	3
	11

	   Speech Functions
	10
	8
	3
	4

	   Choose and Give Reasons
	10
	6
	3
	4

	   4-Picture Narrative
	7
	4
	3
	2

	Total Speaking
	49
	35
	12
	21

	Writing

	   Grammar and Structure 
	40
	32
	3
	24

	   Sentences 
	10
	6
	4
	4

	   Short Compositions
	4
	4
	3
	2

	   Copying Letters and Words
	12
	6
	3
	4

	   Writing Words
	9
	8
	3
	4

	
	
	
	
	

	   Punctuation and Capitalization
	13
	8
	3
	4

	Total Writing
	88
	64
	19
	42

	Total for K–2
	321
	216
	50
	138


*Consists of a subset of the items included in the Preliminary Analysis, including training and calibration items.

**Consists of a subset of the study sample items reviewed by educators.

***Consists of all study sample items reviewed by educators. TAG members reviewed a subset of the items reviewed by the CDE.
Table B2: Number of Items Sampled in Each Step of the Process, Grades 3–5

	Test Components
	Number of Items Sampled

	
	Assessment Specialist Preliminary Analysis
	Participant Educator Review*
	Independent Expert Review**
	TAG/CDE Review***

	Listening

	   Following Oral Directions
	17
	17
	3
	11

	   Teacher Talk
	23
	20
	3
	14

	   Extended Listening Comprehension
	22
	20
	4
	12

	Total Listening
	62
	57
	10
	37

	Reading

	   Word Analysis
	19
	15
	3
	10

	   Fluency and Vocabulary
	26
	16
	3
	10

	   Reading Comprehension
	44
	26
	4
	18

	Total Reading
	89
	57
	10
	38

	Speaking

	   Oral Vocabulary
	24
	27
	3
	19

	   Speech Functions
	16
	16
	3
	12

	   Choose and Give Reasons
	7
	7
	1
	3

	   4-Picture Narrative
	7
	7
	4
	3

	Total Speaking
	54
	57
	11
	37

	Writing

	   Grammar and Structure 
	44
	41
	4
	27

	   Sentences 
	11
	9
	3
	6

	   Short Compositions 
	6
	6
	3
	4

	Total Writing
	61
	56
	10
	37

	Total for 3–5
	266
	227
	41
	149


*Consists of a subset of the items included in the Preliminary Analysis, including training and calibration items.

**Consists of a subset of the study sample items reviewed by educators.

***Consists of all study sample items reviewed by educators. TAG members reviewed a subset of the items reviewed by the CDE.
Table B3: Number of Items Sampled in Each Step of the Process,  Grades 6–8

	Test Components
	Number of Items Sampled

	
	Assessment Specialist Preliminary Analysis
	Participant Educator Review*
	 Independent  Expert Review**
	TAG/CDE Review***

	Listening

	   Following Oral Directions
	20
	16
	3
	11

	   Teacher Talk
	17
	12
	4
	8

	   Extended Listening Comprehension
	31
	20
	3
	13

	Total Listening
	68
	48
	10
	32

	Reading

	   Word Analysis
	18
	13
	3
	6

	   Fluency and Vocabulary
	22
	17
	3
	7

	   Reading Comprehension
	74
	36
	3
	21

	Total Reading
	114
	66
	9
	34

	Speaking

	   Oral Vocabulary
	26
	21
	4
	15

	   Speech Functions
	13
	11
	3
	7

	   Choose and Give Reasons
	6
	5
	3
	3

	   4-Picture Narrative
	7
	5
	3
	3

	Total Speaking
	52
	42
	13
	28

	Writing

	   Grammar and Structure 
	30
	30
	3
	19

	   Sentences 
	10
	8
	3
	4

	   Short Compositions 
	6
	5
	3
	3

	Total Writing
	46
	43
	9
	26

	Total for 6–8
	280
	199
	41
	120


*Consists of a subset of the items included in the Preliminary Analysis, including training and calibration items.

**Consists of a subset of the study sample items reviewed by educators.

***Consists of all study sample items reviewed by educators. TAG members reviewed a subset of the items reviewed by the CDE.
Table B4: Number of Items Sampled at Each Step of the Process,  Grades 9–12

	Test Components
	Number of Items Sampled

	
	Assessment Specialist Preliminary Analysis
	Participant Educator Review*
	Independent  Expert Review**
	TAG/CDE Review***

	Listening

	   Following Oral Directions
	13
	12
	3
	8

	   Teacher Talk
	19
	19
	3
	15

	   Extended Listening Comprehension
	22
	22
	3
	15

	Total Listening
	54
	53
	9
	38

	Reading

	   Word Analysis
	16
	14
	3
	7

	   Fluency and Vocabulary
	35
	26
	3
	19

	   Reading Comprehension
	37
	30
	3
	24

	Total Reading
	88
	70
	9
	50

	Speaking

	   Oral Vocabulary
	34
	34
	4
	28

	   Speech Functions
	19
	19
	3
	13

	   Choose and Give Reasons
	9
	9
	3
	7

	   4-Picture Narrative
	7
	7
	3
	5

	Total Speaking
	69
	69
	13
	53

	Writing

	   Grammar and Structure 
	35
	34
	3
	21

	   Sentences 
	9
	5
	3
	3

	   Short Compositions 
	7
	5
	3
	2

	Total Writing
	51
	44
	9
	26

	Total for 9–12
	262
	236
	40
	167


*Consists of a subset of the items included in the Preliminary Analysis, including training and calibration items.

**Consists of a subset of the study sample items reviewed by educators.

***Consists of all study sample items reviewed by educators. TAG members reviewed a subset of the items reviewed by the CDE.
Appendix C: Alignment Rating Rater Agreement
Table C1: Agreement on Alignment Ratings between each Pair of Assessment Specialists

	Grade Span
	Domain
	No. of Reviewers
	No. of 
Items
	Exact Agreement Percentage

	K–2
	Listening
	2
	22
	100

	
	Speaking
	
	20
	40

	
	Reading
	
	65
	72

	
	Writing
	
	42
	74

	3–5
	Listening 
	2
	44
	100

	
	Speaking
	
	28
	61

	
	Reading 
	
	39
	49

	
	Writing 
	
	35
	49

	6–8
	Listening 
	2
	35
	77

	
	Speaking 
	
	31
	29

	
	Reading 
	
	42
	90

	
	Writing
	
	36
	31

	9–12
	Listening
	2
	42
	98

	
	Speaking
	
	43
	67

	
	Reading
	
	49
	57

	
	Writing
	
	34
	35


Note: The numbers of items and percentages are based on the study sample set of items that were administered and developed in 2009–10 and later.

The exact agreement percentage is computed by calculating the percentage of agreement between the two raters on each item in each domain.
Table C2: Agreement on Alignment Ratings among Individual Participant Educators

	Grade Span
	Domain
	No. of Reviewers
	No. of 
Items
	Exact Agreement Percentage

	K–2


	Listening
	11
	22
	77

	
	Speaking
	
	24
	92

	
	Reading
	13
	65
	68

	
	Writing
	12
	45
	93

	3–5


	Listening
	13
	46
	96

	
	Speaking
	
	38
	100

	
	Reading
	11
	39
	69

	
	Writing
	12
	35
	100

	6–8


	Listening
	12
	35
	86

	
	Speaking
	
	31
	94

	
	Reading
	13
	42
	45

	
	Writing
	
	36
	89

	9–12


	Listening
	13
	46
	85

	
	Speaking
	
	43
	88

	
	Reading
	12
	49
	82

	
	Writing
	
	34
	88


Note: The numbers of items and percentages are based on the study sample set of items that were administered and developed in 2009–10 and later.
The exact agreement percentage is the percentage of items within each domain where there was exact agreement among raters. Exact agreement was determined when approximately 70 percent of the raters in the group achieved consensus (i.e., 9 of 13, or 8 of 11 or 12) on an item.
Table C3: Agreement on Consensus Ratings between Assessment Specialists and Participant Educators
	Grade Span
	Domain
	No. of Items
	Exact Agreement Percentage

	K–2
	Listening
	22
	68

	
	Speaking
	22
	64

	
	Reading
	65
	71

	
	Writing
	45
	73

	3–5
	Listening
	46
	96

	
	Speaking
	38
	76

	
	Reading
	39
	74

	
	Writing
	35
	54

	6–8
	Listening
	35
	89

	
	Speaking
	31
	94

	
	Reading
	42
	55

	
	Writing
	36
	64

	9–12
	Listening
	46
	91

	
	Speaking
	43
	67

	
	Reading
	49
	55

	
	Writing
	34
	53


Note: The numbers of items and percentages are based on the study sample set of items that were administered and developed in 2009–10 and later.

The exact agreement percentage is computed by calculating the percentage of exact agreement between the preliminary analysis consensus ratings of the assessment specialists and the consensus ratings of the participant educators on each item in each domain.
Appendix D: Item Alignment Meeting Participants

Table D1: Participant List of California Educators 

	Name
	Organization
	Employment/
Position
	Assigned Grade Level
	Assigned Role

	Table Leaders

	Gilberto Barrios
	Vista Unified School District
	District or COE
	K–2
	Table Leader

	Marta Escobar
	Kern County Superintendent of Schools
	District or COE
	3–5
	Table Leader

	Elizabeth Fralicks
	Fresno Unified School District
	District or COE
	6–8
	Table Leader

	Karen Fujii
	Sacramento County Office of Education
	District or COE
	9–12
	Table Leader

	Alain Guevara
	Lake Elsinore Unified School District
	District or COE
	6–8
	Table Leader

	Kris Nicholls
	Riverside County Office of Education
	District or COE
	3–5
	Table Leader

	Keila Rodriguez
	Imperial County Office of Education
	District or COE
	K–2
	Table Leader

	Victor Solorio
	Montebello Unified School District
	EL or literacy
	9–12
	Table Leader

	Participant Educators

	Linda Adrian
	Natomas Unified School District
	Classroom teacher
	K–2
	Participant

	Holly Ahmadi
	Butte County Office of Education
	District or COE
	9–12
	Participant

	Kim Allred
	Windsor Unified School District
	Classroom teacher
	9–12
	Participant

	Tammy Ashworth
	Coachella Valley Unified School District
	Classroom teacher
	6–8
	Participant

	Denise Avila
	Eastside Union School District
	Classroom teacher
	6–8
	Participant

	Leslie Banes
	University of California, Davis
	College or university
	9–12
	Participant

	Enock Benavides
	Vista Charter Middle School
	Classroom teacher
	6–8
	Participant

	Amy Bennett-Rosado
	Pomona Unified School District
	Classroom teacher
	K–2
	Participant

	Claudia Berkman
	King City Union School District
	School administrator
	K–2
	Participant

	Daniel Bump
	Arcadia Unified School District
	EL or literacy
	3–5
	Participant

	Mary Carey
	Santa Ana Unified School District
	Classroom teacher
	6–8
	Participant

	Norma Carvajal-Camacho
	Azusa Unified School District
	Classroom teacher
	3–5
	Participant

	Martha Cepeda-Medina
	Moreno Valley Unified School District
	District or COE
	3–5
	Table Leader Alternate

	Kirstin Coronado
	Sanger Unified School District
	Classroom teacher
	9–12
	Participant

	Marita D'Arnaud
	Mountain View School District
	Classroom teacher
	6–8
	Participant

	Doris De La Torre
	Castro Valley Unified School District
	EL or literacy
	K–2
	Participant

	Maurita De La Torre
	Lawndale Elementary School District
	School administrator
	6–8
	Participant

	Paul Delbick
	Monterey Bay Charter School
	School administrator
	9–12
	Participant

	Abelardo Diaz
	Los Angeles Unified School District
	Classroom teacher
	9–12
	Participant

	Linda Dixon
	Jurupa Vista Elementary Colton Joint Unified
	Classroom teacher
	3–5
	Participant

	Debra Dougherty
	San Diego Unified School District
	District or COE
	6–8
	Participant

	Kelly Everett
	Ventura Unified School District
	Classroom teacher
	9–12
	Participant

	Ellen Ferguson
	Chualar Union School District
	EL or literacy
	3–5
	Participant

	Fernando Figueroa
	San Mateo-Foster City School District
	EL or literacy
	3–5
	Participant

	Priscilla Figueroa
	Mountain View School District
	Classroom teacher
	3–5
	Participant

	Gustavo Flores
	Alvord Unified School District
	EL or literacy
	9–12
	Participant

	Scott Forrest
	Coachella Valley Unified School District
	Classroom teacher
	9–12
	Participant

	Joel Francisco
	Folsom Cordova Unified School District
	EL or literacy
	6–8
	Participant

	Josefina Gallardo
	Los Angeles Unified School District
	Classroom teacher
	K–2
	Participant

	Carol Gallegos
	Hanford Elementary School District
	District or COE
	K–2
	Participant

	Janna Gard
	Lake Tahoe Unified School District
	Classroom teacher
	9–12
	Table Leader Alternate

	Khushwinder Gill
	Lammersville Unified School District
	District or COE
	6–8
	Participant

	Blanca Gonzalez
	Lompoc Unified School District
	Classroom teacher
	3–5
	Participant

	Catalina González
	Val Verde Unified School District
	Classroom teacher
	3–5
	Participant

	Robbin Haitz
	San Juan Unified School District
	EL or literacy
	K–2
	Participant

	Jeanmarie Hamilton Boone
	Riverside County Office of Education
	District or COE
	9–12
	Participant

	Alyssa Honeycutt
	Irvine Unified School District
	EL or literacy
	K–2
	Participant

	Tricia Hyun
	Fullerton School District
	Classroom teacher
	6–8
	Participant

	Miyoko Itokazu
	Jurupa Unified School District
	Classroom teacher
	9–12
	Participant

	Gabrielle Jackson
	Desert Sands Unified School District
	Classroom teacher
	3–5
	Participant

	Donna Jordan
	San Bernardino City Unified School District
	Classroom teacher
	3–5
	Participant

	Kelly Kadi
	Woodland Joint Unified School District
	Classroom teacher
	9–12
	Participant

	Stacy Kopshy
	Folsom Cordova Unified School District
	EL or literacy
	9–12
	Participant

	Jessica Lee
	Ukiah Unified School District
	EL or literacy
	6–8
	Participant

	Matt Linton
	Pajaro Valley Unified School District
	EL or literacy
	9–12
	Participant

	Claudia Lockwood
	San Joaquin County Office of Education
	District or COE
	K–2
	Table Leader Alternate

	Bernice Lopez
	Soledad Enrichment Charter High School
	EL or literacy
	9–12
	Participant

	Jerome Lovejoy
	Natomas Unified School District
	Classroom teacher
	3–5
	Participant

	Cynthia Lyon
	Robla School District
	District or COE
	K–2
	Participant

	Chris Mason
	Los Angeles Unified School District
	District or COE
	K–2
	Participant

	Nabila Massoumi
	Berkeley Unified School District
	EL or literacy
	3–5
	Participant

	Christina McColley
	Elk Grove Unified School District
	EL or literacy
	6–8
	Participant

	Carol Mehochko
	Bakersfield City School District
	District or COE
	K–2
	Participant

	Kathleen Meiser
	Palmdale School District
	EL or literacy
	3–5
	Participant

	Lari Miller-Powell
	Folsom Cordova Unified School District
	Classroom teacher
	K–2
	Participant

	Suzanne Nakashima
	Yuba City Unified School District
	Classroom teacher
	3–5
	Participant

	Natasha Neumann
	Temple City Unified School District
	Classroom teacher
	3–5
	Participant

	David Nevarez
	Twin Rivers Unified School District
	School administrator
	3–5
	Participant

	Cheryl Ortega
	Los Angeles Unified School District
	Classroom teacher
	K–2
	Participant

	Julie Pernudi
	Mountain View School District
	Classroom teacher
	K–2
	Participant

	Rochell Pitts
	Los Angeles Unified School District
	Classroom teacher
	3–5
	Participant

	Kristen Prestridge
	Pajaro Valley Unified School District
	EL or literacy
	6–8
	Participant

	Andrea Pulido
	Oxnard School District
	Classroom teacher
	3–5
	Participant

	Donna Rico
	Sacramento City Unified School District
	EL or literacy
	3–5
	Participant

	Ana Rieping
	Madera Unified School District
	EL or literacy
	9–12
	Participant

	Silvia Rivas
	Buena Park School District
	District or COE
	6–8
	Participant

	Carmen Rivera
	Making Waves Academy
	EL or literacy
	6–8
	Participant

	Stacy Robb
	Firebuagh-Las Deltas Unified School District
	District or COE
	6–8
	Participant

	Luis Rodriguez
	Ravenswood City School District
	EL or literacy
	6–8
	Participant

	Luzelena Rosales
	San Bernardino City Unified School District
	EL or literacy
	K–2
	Participant

	Amy Rovai-Wieler
	San Juan Unified School District
	EL or literacy
	3–5
	Participant

	Marco Samaniego
	San Diego Unified School District
	EL or literacy
	6–8
	Table Leader Alternate

	Irene Sanchez
	Escondido Union High School District
	EL or literacy
	9–12
	Participant

	Alma Saucedo
	Salinas Union High School District
	EL or literacy
	6–8
	Participant

	Wendy Shaner
	Sulphur Springs School District
	Classroom teacher
	3–5
	Participant

	Gary Smith
	SIATech Charter High School
	EL or literacy
	9–12
	Participant

	Michael Smith
	William S. Hart Union High School District
	Classroom teacher
	9–12
	Participant

	Catherine Strother
	Charter Oak Unified School District
	Classroom teacher
	6–8
	Participant

	Ami Szerencse
	Montebello Unified School District
	EL or literacy
	9–12
	Participant

	Joseph Vagt
	Exeter Elementary School District
	Classroom teacher
	6–8
	Participant

	Tory Varner
	Snowline Joint Unified School District
	Classroom teacher
	9–12
	Participant

	Perla Vega
	Los Angeles Unified School District
	Classroom teacher
	K–2
	Participant

	Laura Voshall
	Tulare County Office of Education
	District or COE
	6–8
	Participant

	Vanessa Walling-Sisi
	Fairfield-Suisun Unified School District
	Classroom teacher
	9–12
	Participant

	Stephanie Wayment
	Lake County Office of Education
	District or COE
	K–2
	Participant

	Maria Welbourne
	Sulphur Springs School District
	EL or literacy
	K–2
	Participant

	Denise Williams
	Evergreen School District
	District or COE
	3–5
	Participant

	Isabelle Xiong
	Clovis Unified School District
	EL or literacy
	K–2
	Participant

	Olivia Yahya
	Saddleback Valley Unified School District
	District or COE
	K–2
	Participant

	Rubi Zamora
	Val Verde Unified School District
	Classroom teacher
	6–8
	Participant

	Sarah Zepeda
	Keppel Union School District
	Classroom teacher
	K–2
	Participant

	California Department of Education Non-participating Observers

	Deborah Busch
	Language Policy and Leadership Office
	Consultant
	6–8
	Observer

	Sandra Covarrubias
	Language Policy and Leadership Office
	Consultant
	9–12
	Observer

	Richard Critchfield
	English Language Proficiency Assessments Office
	Consultant
	6–8
	Observer

	Gaye Lauritzen
	English Language Proficiency Assessments Office
	Consultant
	3–5
	Observer

	Jim Long
	Instructional Resources Unit
	Consultant
	K–2
	Observer

	Amy Park
	English Language Proficiency Assessments Office
	Consultant
	9–12
	Observer

	Lillian Perez
	Instructional Resources Unit
	Consultant
	3–5
	Observer

	Lily Roberts
	English Language Proficiency Assessments Office
	Administrator
	 
	Observer

	Chris Smith
	English Language Proficiency Assessments Office
	Consultant
	K–2
	Observer


Table D2: Summary Demographics of California Educators Participating in the Item Alignment Meeting
	Demographic Category
	N
	Percentage

	School District Information

	Total number of participant educators
	99
	100

	Location
	Rural
	23
	23.2

	
	Suburban
	38
	38.4

	
	Urban
	38
	38.4

	District Enrollment
	1–500 Students
	6
	6.1

	
	501–5,000 Students
	22
	22.2

	
	5,001–10,000 Students
	17
	17.2

	
	10,001–50,000 Students
	41
	41.4

	
	Over 50,000 Students
	13
	13.1

	Gender
	Female
	79
	79.8

	
	Male
	20
	20.2

	Demographic Characteristics

	Ethnicity/Race
	American Indian or Alaskan Native
	0
	0.0

	
	Asian
	3
	3.0

	
	Black or African American
	3
	3.0

	
	Filipino
	1
	1.0

	
	Hispanic or Latino
	32
	32.3

	
	Pacific Islander
	0
	0.0

	
	White
	43
	43.4

	
	Two or More Races
	13
	13.1

	
	Other
	1
	1.0

	
	No Response
	3
	3.0

	Languages Spoken
(Mark all that apply) 
	None
	34
	34.3

	
	Arabic
	0
	0.0

	
	Armenian
	0
	0.0

	
	Cantonese
	0
	0.0

	
	Filipino (Pilipino or Tagalog)
	2
	2.0

	
	Hmong
	1
	1.0

	
	Korean
	1
	1.0

	
	Mandarin (Putonghua)
	0
	0.0

	
	Punjabi
	1
	1.0

	
	Spanish
	56
	56.6

	
	Vietnamese
	0
	0.0

	
	Other
	8
	8.1

	Position/Experience

	Current Position
	Classroom Teacher
	41
	41.4

	
	District Level or County Office Employee
	23
	23.2

	
	School Administrator
	4
	4.0

	
	EL or Literacy Specialist/Coach
	30
	30.3

	
	College or University Educator
	1
	1.0

	Currently Teaching English Learners
	Yes
	38
	38.4

	
	No
	3
	3.0

	
	No Response
	58
	58.6

	Experience with 2012 English Language Development Standards: 
(Mark all that apply.)
	Participated in meetings to discuss the development of the 2012 ELD Standards
	53
	53.5

	
	Participated on the 2012 ELD Standards panel
	3
	3.0

	
	Received training on the 2012 ELD Standards
	62
	62.6

	
	Provided training on the 2012 ELD Standards
	32
	32.3

	
	Watched a Webinar or participated in a Webcast about the 2012 ELD Standards
	37
	37.4

	
	Read through 2012 ELD standards on my own
	87
	87.9

	
	None of the above
	2
	2.0

	
	Other
	14
	14.1

	Level of familiarity with the 2012 ELD Standards
	Very familiar
	51
	51.5

	
	Somewhat familiar
	48
	48.5

	
	Somewhat unfamiliar
	0
	0.0

	
	Not familiar at all
	0
	0.0

	Have you served as an item writer for any of the following tests:
	California English Language Development Test (CELDT)
	3
	3.0

	
	California High School Exit Examination (CAHSEE)
	0
	0.0

	
	California Standards Tests (CST)
	0
	0.0

	
	California Modified Assessment (CMA)
	0
	0.0

	
	California Alternative Performance Assessment (CAPA)
	0
	0.0

	
	Early Assessment Program (EAP)
	0
	0.0

	
	Standards-Based Test in Spanish (STS)
	0
	0.0

	
	California Teachers of English Learners (CTEL)
	0
	0.0

	
	(Bilingual) Cross-cultural, Language, and Academic Development (BCLAD/CLAD) Examinations
	0
	0.0

	Have you served as a content reviewer for any of the following tests:
	California English Language Development Test (CELDT)
	11
	11.1

	
	California High School Exit Examination (CAHSEE)
	2
	2.0

	
	California Standards Tests (CST)
	3
	3.0

	
	California Modified Assessment (CMA)
	3
	3.0

	
	California Alternative Performance Assessment (CAPA)
	0
	0.0

	
	Early Assessment Program (EAP)
	1
	1.0

	
	Standards-Based Test in Spanish (STS)
	2
	2.0

	
	California Teachers of English Learners (CTEL)
	3
	3.0

	
	(Bilingual) Cross-cultural, Language, and Academic Development (BCLAD/CLAD) Examinations
	0
	0.0

	Have you served as a bias reviewer for any of the following tests
	California English Language Development Test (CELDT)
	4
	4.0

	
	California High School Exit Examination (CAHSEE)
	1
	1.0

	
	California Standards Tests (CST)
	1
	1.0

	
	California Modified Assessment (CMA)
	0
	0.0

	
	California Alternative Performance Assessment (CAPA)
	0
	0.0

	
	Early Assessment Program (EAP)
	0
	0.0

	
	Standards-Based Test in Spanish (STS)
	1
	1.0

	
	California Teachers of English Learners (CTEL)
	1
	1.0

	
	(Bilingual) Cross-cultural, Language, and Academic Development (BCLAD/CLAD) Examinations
	0
	0.0

	
	
	
	

	Have you served as a range finder for any of the following tests
	California English Language Development Test (CELDT)
	2
	2.0

	
	California High School Exit Examination (CAHSEE)
	1
	1.0

	
	California Standards Tests (CST)
	3
	3.0

	
	California Modified Assessment (CMA)
	1
	1.0

	
	California Alternative Performance Assessment (CAPA)
	0
	0.0

	
	Early Assessment Program (EAP)
	1
	1.0

	
	Standards-Based Test in Spanish (STS)
	2
	2.0

	
	California Teachers of English Learners (CTEL)
	0
	0.0


Appendix E: Item Alignment Meeting Documents
Shown in this appendix are the Item Alignment Meeting materials provided to the participant educators 
June 10–12, 2013.
The agendas for the June 10 table leader training and for the June 11–12 Item Alignment meeting with participant educators are provided below.
Fig. E1. Agendas for the Item Alignment Meeting
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The Confidentiality Agreement was signed by table leaders on June 10 and by the other participant educators on June 11 to indicate that they would not disclose test materials.

Fig. E2. Confidentiality Agreement
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Table leaders signed the following Table Leader Informed Consent Form on June 10 to indicate their willingness to participate in the item alignment study.
Fig. E3. Table Leader Informed Consent Form
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Participants who were not table leaders signed the following Educator Informed Consent Form on June 11 to indicate their willingness to participate in the item alignment study. 

Fig. E4. Educator Informed Consent Form
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The following Alignment Process PowerPoint presentation was delivered to the table leaders on June 10 and to all other participant educators on June 11.
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Fig. E5. Presentation on the Item Alignment Process
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ELD standards for item alignment review

Answer your questions

ToMTORLAKS ON

ELD Standards: Purposes

Designed to be used in tandem with Common Core State
Standards for English Language Arts & Literacy (CCSS for
ELA/Literacy)

Highlight and amplify the critical knowledge about language
and skills using language in CCSS for ELA/Literacy
necessary for ELs to be successful in school

Provide fewer, clearer, higher standards so teachers can
focus on what's most important

Strengthen ELD opportunities in core content instruction
and in targeted ELD in light of new content standards

Key Conceptual Shifts
in 2012 CA ELD Standards

FROM 0

TMIORASON | anguage acquisition > Language acquisition viewed as a
“HHSEES yiewed as anindividual  non-linear, social process
and lock-step linear

process

Language development > Language development focused on

focused on accuracy effective collaboration,

and grammatical interpretation, and communication

correctness, often across the disciplines;

isolated from content Discourse, text structure, syntax,

areas and vocabulary addressed within
meaningful contexts

Englishviewed as aset > English viewed as a meaning-

of rules making resource with different
language choices based on
audience, task, and purpose

Key Structural Shifts
in 2012 CA ELD Standards

FROM 70

Five proficiency levels - Three proficiency level
Emerging, Expanding, Bridging
(PLDs distinguish early stages and
exit for each level)

StandardsandPLDs = Standards and PLDs focusing on
focusing on four modes of communication
isolated domains: (collaborative, interpretive,
listening and speaking, productive), and language
reading, and writing as knowledge, awareness, and use
discrete skills (interweaving L,S,R W)

Standards in grade > Standards in grade levelsispans
spans that parallel CCSS
(K-2,3-5, 68, 9-12) (K, 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9-10, 11-12)

CA ELD STANDARDS: ELEMENTS

ignment to C(
A udents
Proficiency Level Descriptors (PLDs)
Structure of the grade level st

Grade Level ELD Standards:

ion 1: Goal, Critical Principles, At-a-glance Overview

ection 2: Elaboration on Critical Principles

« Part Interacting in Meaningful Ways

+ Partll Learning About How English Works
Part I1I: Using Foundational Literacy Skills

Appendices:
+ Appendix A: Foundational Liter
+ Appendix B: Learning About How
+ Appendix C: Theory and Research
+ Appendix D: Context, Development, Validation

ills
English Works

Glossary of Key Terms
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Overview of the PLDs

« Describe student knowledge, skills,
and abilities across a continuum,
identifying what ELs know and can do

* Provide three proficiency levels:
Emerging, Expanding, and Bridging —
at early and exit stages

« Guide targeted instruction in ELD, as
well as differentiated instruction in
academic content areas

Overview of the PLDs (cont.)
‘ D
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Learning

Native Language: Lifelong Language

Students come to Learning:
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Overview of the PLDs (cont.)

Include:

« Overall Proficiency: A general
descriptor of ELs’ abilities at entry
to/progress through, and exit from the
level

« Extent of linguistic support needed
per the linguistic and cognitive
demands of tasks, at early stages and
as ELs develop

See Handout

TOMTORLAKSON

Overview of the PLDs (cont.)

Include:

Descriptors for early stages of and exit from each
proficiency level, using ELD standard structure:
“Three Modes of Communication:

— Collaborative (engagement in dialogue with others)

— Interpretive (comprehension and analysis of written
and spoken texts)

— Productive (creation of oral presentations and written
texts)

“Two dimensions of Knowledge of Language:

— Metalinguistic Awareness (language awareness &
self-monitoring)

— Accuracy of Production (acknowledging variation)

_— . See Handout






	


The following PowerPoint presentation about the 2012 ELD Standards was delivered to the table leaders on June 10 and to all educators on June 11.
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See Handout

Section 1: Section 2: Grade level standards
2-page “At a Glance” overview by proficiency levels

Section 1: At-a-Glance Overview

Similar to the CCSS
anchor standards

Part |: Interacting in
meaningful ways

Part llI:
Founda-
tional
literacy

Part II:
Learning
about
how English
works

Section 2, Part I:
Interacting in Meaningful Ways
ey * Collaborative: Engaging in dialogue with others
Standards #1—4

Interpretive: Comprehending and analyzing
spoken and written texts
Standards #5-8

Productive: Creating oral presentations and
written texts
Standards #9-12

Section 2, Part II:
% Learning About How English Works
Structuring Cohesive Texts: Understanding text

'%;;g:"ﬂ“ structure, organization, and cohesion
Standards # 1-2

Expanding and Enriching Ideas: Using verbs &
verb phrases, nouns & noun phrases, and
modifiers to create precision, clarity, and
expand ideas.

Standards # 3-5

Connecting and Condensing Ideas: Connecting,
combining, and condensing ideas within
sentences.

Standards # 6-7







Fig. E6. 2012 ELD Standards Presentation
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Using 2012 ELD Standards to
Evaluate Current CELDT ltems (cont.)

Activity
Alignment Protocol Tables
@Choose one standard strand from
the Grade 5 ELD standards
@Examine strand’s key language
knowledge, skills, & abilities (KSAs)
as specified in Gr.3-5 protocol tables

@Discuss with partner how well the
KSAs capture that strand.
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CES00534

CES00739

CES00782

CES00921

CES10062

CES10063

CES00745

CES00691

CES00406






	


	[image: image44.jpg]Educators’ Consensus Rating Record Form
with ETS Preliminary Alignment Rating Results
Grades 3-5, Speaking Domain
California English Language Development Test
Item Alignment Meeting

Meeting Dates: June 11-12, 2013 Location: Sheraton Grand Sacramento Hotel

Table Leader Name (Last, First):

The process of rating and forming a consensus at your table includes three steps:
1. All members at the table individually rate each item using the Alignment Rating Sheets.
2. Aconsensus is formed on the ratings of the members at the table.
3. The table’s consensus is compared to the ratings of the ETS Assessment Specialists.

As needed throughout the process, ask an ETS advisor for assistance.

Instructions:

1. Step One: Do the Independent Alignment Analysis. Give raters at your table time to do their independent alignment analysis of
the items. Raters are to record their individual results on their own rating sheets. Remind them to keep their original rating even if
their rating is different from the consensus rating. As a table leader, you will also use a rating sheet to perform an independent
alignment analysis.







The following PowerPoint presentation, CELDT Alignment Protocol and Sample Items, was delivered to the table leaders on June 10 and to all other participant educators on June 11.
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2. Step Two:

a. Poll Raters. After table members complete the ratings for five to ten items, pause and poll each rater at your table to hear his o
her ratings for each item. When polling, ask for ratings of each category: Primary Standard, Secondary Standard(s), Grade(s),
and Language Complexity Level (LCL). To assist in tracking the information, on a separate blank rating sheet provided for this
purpose, make a tally of the ratings at your table for each category of the item.

b. Determine Table Consensus. Review the tallies to see if the table has reached consensus on each of the categories for each
item. Consensus has been reached when 70 percent of the table members indicate the same rating. (For a group of 13 table
members, consensus will be 9 votes. For groups of 11 or 12 table members, consensus will be 8 votes.) If the tallies indicate
that consensus is reached for each category, record the consensus ratings on this form in the “Table’s Consensus Ratings”
columns.

c. Lead Discussion. If the table members do not reach a 70 percent consensus in any of the four categories (Primary Standard,
Secondary Standard(s), Grade(s), or LCL), lead a discussion to reach consensus.

« Record the consensus ratings on this form in the “Table’s Consensus Ratings” columns.

« If consensus cannot be reached, record the multiple ratings of the members at the table and write comments in the space fo
Educator Notes. Include the item number and the reasons for the ratings in the notes.

3. Step Three: Compare the Table’s Consensus to the ETS Preliminary Ratings. Review the “ETS Preliminary Consensus
Ratings” columns on this form and determine if the table’s consensus ratings are the same as the ETS preliminary ratings.

« |If they are not, lead a discussion and determine if the group agrees with the ETS Preliminary Ratings and understands the
rationales, or does not. Read aloud the ETS Notes as appropriate to facilitate the discussion to reach consensus.

o If the group agrees with the ETS Preliminary Ratings and agrees to change the table’s consensus ratings, change the|
table’s ratings on this form to those of the ETS Preliminary Ratings. Make a comment in the Educators Notes section
including the item number, the original ratings, and the rationale for changing the original ratings to those of the ETS
Preliminary Ratings.

o If the group continues to disagree with the ETS Preliminary Ratings, do not change the Table’s ratings and write
comments in the space for Educator Notes. Include the item number and the reasons for the ratings in the notes.

June 11-12, 2013







Fig. E7. CELDT Alignment Protocol and Sample Items Presentation
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Table 5: Oral Vocabulary

Table’s Consensus Ratings ETS Preliminary Consensus Ratings
Nom# | Gondwa | Sndaw | 0o | ot | SRR ety | Gradels) Lot
CES00463 PLA.1, PL.C.12.3] 345 2
CES00402 PLA.1,Pl.C.12.a 345 2
CES00168 PLA.1,Pl.C.12.a 345 2
CES00740 PLA.1,PL.C.12.a 345 2
CES00734 PLA.1,PLC.12.a 345 2
CES00471 PLA.1,PL.C.12.a 345 2
CES00252 PLA.1,PL.C.12.a 345 1
CES00257 PLA.1, PI.C.12.3] 345 1
CES00258 PLA.1, PL.C.12.3] 345 1
CES00408 PLA.1,Pl.C.12.a 345 1
CES00741 PLA.1,Pl.C.12.a 345 1
CES00735 PLA.1,PL.C.12.a 345 1
CES00037 PLA.1,PL.C.12.a 345 1

June 11-12, 2013







[image: image47.jpg]Part I. Interacting in Meaningful Ways

A. Collaborative (engagement in dialogue with others) S|
Exchanging information and ideas with others through oral
PILLAA collaborative conversations on a range of social and academic
topics.
Interacting with others in written English in various communicative
PLA.2 : . . .
forms (print, communicative technology, and multimedia).
PLAS Offering and supporting opinions and negotiating with others
o in communicative exchanges.
PLA4 Adapting language choices to various contexts (based on task,
i purpose, audience, and text type).
B. Interpretive (comprehension and analysis of written and spoken texts) SI
PLB5 Listening actively to spoken English in a range of social and
academic contexts.
Reading closely literary and informational texts and viewing
PI.B.6 multimedia to determine how meaning is conveyed explicitly and
implicitly through language.
Evaluating how well writers and speakers use language to support
P1.B.7 ideas and opinions with details or reasons depending on modality,
text type, purpose, audience, topic, and content area.
Analyzing how writers and speakers use vocabulary and other
language resources for specific purposes (to explain, persuade,
PI.B.8 ; " i
entertain, etc.) depending on modality, text type, purpose,
audience, topic, and content area.
C. Productive (creation of oral presentations and written texts) Sl

Expressing information and ideas in formal oral presentations

PI.C.9 4 ;
on academic topics.
Writing literary and informational texts to present, describe,
PI.C.10 o . : : .
and explain ideas and information, using appropriate technology.
PLC.11 Supporting own opinions and evaluating others’ opinions in
o speaking and writing.
PLC.12 Selecting and applying varied and precise vocabulary and
o language structures to effectively convey ideas.
Retelling texts and recounting experiences using increasingly
Pl.C.12.a .
detailed complete sentences and key words.
Using a wide variety of general academic and domain-specific
PLC.A2b words, synonyms, antonyms, and non-literal language to create

an effect, precision, and shades of meaning while speaking and
writing.






	


	[image: image48.jpg]Part Il. Learning About How English Works

A. Structuring Cohesive Texts Sl
PILA1 Applying understanding of how different text types are organized
to express ideas to comprehend texts and write texts.
Applying understanding of how ideas, events, or reasons are linked
PILLA.2 throughout a text using a variety of connecting words or phrases
to comprehend texts and write texts.
B. Expanding and Enriching Ideas Sl
PII.B.3 Using verbs and verb phrases
Pll.B.3.a | Using a variety of verb types independently.
PII.B.3.b Using a wide variety of verb tenses appropriate for the text type
and discipline to convey time.
Using nouns and expanding noun phrases in a variety of ways
PIl.B.4 in order to enrich the meaning of phrases/sentences and to add
details about ideas, people, things, etc.
Modifying and expanding sentences with a variety of adverbials
Pll.B.S to provide details about a variety of familiar and new activities and
processes.
C. Connecting and Condensing Ideas Sl
PILC.6 Connecting ideas by combining clauses in a wide variety of ways
to make connections between and to join ideas
PILC.7 Condensing ideas by condensing clauses in a variety of ways
to create precise and detailed sentences.
Part lll. Using Foundational Literacy Skills
Sl
; Demonstrate understanding of the organization
Plll-1 | Print concepts and basic features of print.gl .
Phonological Demonstrate understanding of spoken words,
PIll.2
awareness syllables, and sounds (phonemes).
PIIL3 Phonics and word | Know and apply grade-level phonics and word
recognition analysis skills in decoding words.
Fluency Read emergent-reader texts with purpose and
Plll.4 . :
(Kindergarten) understanding.
Plll.4 Fluency Read with sufficient accuracy and fluency
(Grades 1-2) to support comprehension.

Thank you very much for providing your ratings of the importance of assessing the
2012 ELD Standards.
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and Sample ltems

California English Language Development Test
Item Alignment Meeting

Educational Data Systems with
Educational Testing Service
June 11,2013

Goal of the meeting

+ The goal of this meeting is to determine
the degree to which existing CELDT items
measure the type of language knowledge,
skills and abilities described in the 2012
California ELD Standards.

June 11, 2013 Algnment Protocal and Sample ftoms. 2

The ELD Standards

« Itis very important to be familiar with the
2012 ELD Standards to be able to
successfully identify and match items to
standards.

The organization: parts, sub-standards

The content: language knowledge, skills
and abilities

June 11,2013 Alignment Protoco! and Sample tems 3

The Rating Process

+ You are asked to complete four tasks for
every single item:
Determine the KSAs of the item
Determine the standard content match
Determine the grade level match

Determine the language complexity level of
the item

June 11,2013 Aligrmert Protocol and Sampl tams 4

Task 1: KSAs Assessed in the Item

- Determine the language knowledge and
skills that each item is assessing.

+ What KSAs are needed to answer the item
correctly?

June 11,2013 Alignmont Protoco! and Sample hems

Different Types of ltems

-n.m.‘ -IMM—MM

Tescher Tk

Exienord Usiering Comprehenion
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Reading Compeehension

[Speaking | Oral Vocabulary

[ Soeech Funcion

Choo ard Give Rewions

&

e Narrative
Writing | Gramnar and Structire
Sentarces

Shot Componition

9|9 & s|e el & 5535

June 11,2013 Alignmert Protocol and Sampl ems 6
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Choose the answer that means the
SAME or nearly the same as the
underlined word or words.

The scientists found a genuine fossil.

Task 2: Standard Content Match

« Determine if there is a content match
between the item and Part | and Part Il of
the Standards.

« If there is a match, enter an X for each
standard that applies.

June 11, 2013 Alignment Profocol and Sample Htoms. 8

© whole
O small
O regular
@ real
oo
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Example
PatlA | Partl. PartlC. (PartllAf PerthB, | PartllC  Partlll
(Grade(s)|LCL
liem NL‘«. JA4B.5(3.58.7 8.3 CIICI0CIICIZ AL|AL] E‘!M‘B‘S C6|C7 12 i|d
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63}
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PartlA

PartlB. PartllA| PartllB. | PartllC.  Partll.

Grade(g 1L

k!nu;tlkl JA4B535(8.7/8.8|CICINCIICIAL (A2 B3BABS| C5|CT 1(2 3)4

June 11, 2013 Alignment Protocol and Sample tems 10

ndations|
PatlA  ParlB. PartlC. YPartllA| PartlB, | ParthC. | Partill
(Grade[g|LcL
lter M\k AB3(35(57 B3| CICIOCIICIAAL A2 B‘!BA‘B‘S C6(C7 g2 !|4
AT i
CE1 /
Y, N\
June 11,2013 Alignment Protocol and Sample ltems "

Example

PatlA  PartlB. PartlC.  PartllA| PartlB. | PartilC.  Partl

Grades) LCL

[tem ALA2A3A48.5/35/B.7 B
i

C9ICI0CIICI2 A1|A2 B3BARS| C6 | CT 1|2 3[4

(k1
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Foundationa]
PartlA. PatlC  [PatllA. PamllB. | PartlC. | Partll.
Grade[s) LCL
Item{A1A2A3A46.5(86[87(88 CII0C1CIZAL (A2 BIBAIBS C6 | C7 |1(2|3[2
#
CE1 X
June 11,2013 Algnment Potocol and Sample Rems 1
Example
Patlh | Patld | PatlC  [PertilA. ParthB. | PartiC | Parill
Grades] LCL
Item{A1A2A3R4B.586/87(88 CICI0CI1CIAA1L[A2 BIBABS) C5 [C7 |1(2|3|4
#
(€1 X X X
une 11,2013 Algnment Potosol and Sample tems 15

Degree or Strength of the Match

« Primary Match: This rating identifies one standard
that the item is primarily intended to measure. There
is a strong match between the standard and the
item.

- Secondary Match: This rating identifies one or
more standards of which the language knowledge
and skills are partially measured in an item. There is
a moderate match between the standard(s) and the
item.

June 11, 2013 Aignment Protocol and Samplo fems. 1

Marking the Degree of the Match

+ Determine if there is a primary match
between the item and any of the standards
that were coded.

« If there is a primary match, enter another X.
« If there is no primary match, leave the one X.

June 11, 2013 Alignment Protocol and Sample Hems, ”

Example

PartlA | Partl. PatlC  [PertllA. PartliB. | PartlC. | Partll

[tem|A1AZA3A4B5(B€(87B3 CICIOCIICIAAL|A2 BIBABS| C6 | C7 1 1|2|3|4
#

(1 X X X

June 11, 2013 Algnment Protocol and Samplo fems. 18






	


[image: image52.jpg]| _— - What happens if the item is matched to a
sub-standard?
Pat A PartlB. PartlC.  [PartlLA| PartilB. | PartliC. | Partill. .
4 o0 Enter the small letter (a, b or c)
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:nemmlm hy ms,ss.s‘m 839 |rJ‘m 12 A1]A2(B3B4IBS) €| €7 |1 z|34 Item mln A4B5[35 789 csme.nau Al[A2 a.s|m.s [N
! N ||| L]
|
‘csi G: Gl ;D
e 11,2013 Algment Prtocol and Sampl s 2 4o 11, 2013 Algment Proocol and Sampl Hams 2

+ What happens if there is no match
between the KSAs measured in the item
and the KSAs described in Part | and Part
Il of the Standards?

PatlA

PartllB, | PartllC.

Partl3. PatIC.

[terfATAZA3A4B585(8.7(38 CICAOCIICIAAT A2]B3

B4BS| C6|C7

CEL

June 11, 2013 Alignment Protocol and Sample Hems. 23 June 11, 2013 Alignment Protocol and Sample fems 24






	


	[image: image53.jpg]Matching to Part |lI

« We only examine if there is a match to

Part Il if the item is not matched to Part |
or Part Il of the standards.

« If the item has a primary match with Part
1ll, we enter XX.

« If we find that the item has a secondary
match or no match with Part I, we leave
the row blank.

June 11, 2013 Alignment Protocol and Sample tems 2%

PatlA | Partld PertlC. PartllA| Partl8. | ParthC.  Partll.

wadel 1
Item ALA2A3A4B5(3.6/6.7/88/CSCI0CINCI2 AL|A2 B3BABS| C6|C7 1/2(3[4

o3} X
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Possible Coding Combinations

« There are four possible coding
combinations for standard content match

June 11, 2013 Alignment Prolocol and Sample ltems E)

Example
FatlA | Patlh | PatlC  [PatliA PatlB. | PartC. | Patll
rade(s) LCL
Item{A1A2A3A4B.5(8.6(87(83|CIC.10C11C12A1 (A2 B3(BAPBS| C5 C7|1(2 3 4
#
=
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sune 11, 2018 Algnment Protocol and Sampl ems =
Example
oundationsl
PartlA Part13, PartlC.  [PartlA| PartllB, | PartlC. | Partll.
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[tem ATA SB.GMBMB[.IJ‘.IIC,IIH A2[B3B4BS[C6[CT7 (12 3[4
#
i3]
NIt
June 11, 2013 Alignment Protocol and Sample Items 28
Scenario 1
« Primary and secondary alignment
PartlA Part1B. PartIC.  [PartllA Partll. | PartlC | Partlll. L
ItemAJA2A3A4.5(B.6 B.7 B.3|C9|CI0C11C12A1 A2 B3[BABS| C6 | C7(1]2 3 4
#
CE1 X xx X
e 11 2018 Algnment Protocol and Sampl s ®
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« Primary alignment, but no secondary

PatlA | Patlf. PatlC  [PartllA Patlla, | PartiiC. | Partill.
Grade(s) LCL|
Item|AJA2A30416.56.6 B.7(3.8|COICI0C.11C.12 A1 A2 83 B4IBS[ 6 | C7|1]2(3]4
¥
Gl xx |
|
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« Neither primary nor secondary alignment

Scenario 3

+ Secondary alignment, but no primary

PartlA | Pattlf. PartlC.  PartllA| Partllg. | PartiiC. | Partil
Grade(s)|LCL,
tem 124 3A48.585(.7[38|Cac0C.11c12 AL A2 B3(B4lBS| C6 €7 [1]2(3]4
#
CE1 X
June 11,2013 Aigament Prolocol and Sample llams 2

+ Only code if there is a match between the
item and at least one of the standards
(primary or secondary).

+ Do not code if there is no match (leave
blank)

« Enter all grade levels to which the item is
aligned within the grade span you are
working in.

.
June 11,2013 Alignment Protocol and Sample tems 34

Fatlh | P8 | RatlCPertllA| Partis, | pertiiC.| partil
! Grade(s) LCL
tem{A.12A3A4B5(86[37 B8] COC10C11C12 4.1 A2[33B4B| c6 | C7 [1]2[3 4
: | |
il ‘ ‘
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Example
PartlA Part18, PartlC.  [PartllA| PartllB. | PartilC. | Partll. L
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Example

PartlA | PartlB. PartlC. [Partll A Partll3. | PertllC. | Partill.

(Grade(s]|LCL|
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PatlA | PartlB. PatlC. [PartllA| Partll3, | PartlC. | Partlll
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Example

PartlA. | PartlB. PartlC [PertllA| PertllB. PartllC | Partlll.
Grade(s)|LCL|

[tem A.LAZA3A4B5 8.5(8.7)33|C9| IUL‘H I7A,1|AZB,ZBAE.S Cs(C12 3‘4

! | ||
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Example

PartIA. Part18. PartC.  [PartllA| Partll3. | PartllC. | Partil.

Grade) 1L

Item AJA2A.3A48.5/85(8.7/3 8|CIICI0CIIC1AAL A2 [B3BABS| C6 | C7|1]2]3)4
¥

@ (
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Task 4: Language Complexity Level

+ The last step is to determine the language
complexity level of the item.

Do this step regardless of the content
match.

« Level 1: Foundational language skills
« Level 2: Basic language skills
« Level 3: Advanced, high-order language

Example

PartlA. | Partl8. PartlC.  [PartllA | Partll3. | PartlC. | Partll.
Grade(g){LcL
[temATA2A3A4B58.58.7|3.8/CICI0CIICIAAL| A2 B3BABS| C6 [ CT7 1)2(3 )4
2
(el X
\Y
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skills
ine 1, 2013 Abrmers Praol ad Sl toms ©
Example
PartlA. Part18. PartlC. |PartllA] Partll8. | PartilC | Partlll
- - (Gradefs) |LCL,
Item ALAJA3A48.585(8.7/8.8)C3 C10C11C12 A1 A2[B3BAIBS| C6 | C7(1(2|3|4
‘
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‘ ‘
1 i) | 9101112@
|
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PartlA. [ Partl8. PartlC.  |PartlA| Partll3. | PartllC. | Partill.

Notes

« Enter notes as needed to provide
justification for decisions

June 11,2013 Alignment Protocol and Samplo hems a

Grades) LCL,
Item{AJAZA34B3(B6[37(35(CS CL0C11C121A1 A2B3BABS| C5 C71]2 3[4
#
o3 1
June 11,2013 Algrment Protocol and Sampl s P
Example
[ems Notes/lstifcations
[
CE1
(&2
i3]
(B4
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Important Document

+ Appendix A: Reference Sheet. This is a
reference for:
2012 ELD Standards codes
Language Complexity Level codes

June 11,2013 Alignment Protocol and Sample lems a5

Sample Items: Listenin

Listening Test Components

« Following Oral Directions

« Teacher Talk

« Extended Listening Comprehension
+ Rhyming (K-2 only)

June 11, 2013 Alignment Protocol and Sample lems

a7

Listening—Following Oral Directions
(Grades 6-8 )

Choose the picture that shows a line
connecting the bus to the truck. Mark your

answer.

W
<] ° 0}
une 11,2013 Algnment Protocol and Sample tams a8







	[image: image57.jpg]Listening—Following Oral Directions
(Grades 6-8
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Listening—Teacher Talk
(Grade 2)

04 oo o o cras: Powse civar your
ek 4t i cown. | il 1w you e
Teady when evaycoe i oing
Pane

it cartty o repont e iy,
et 2 iy

i e picure ot shows whh st
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Listening—Teacher Talk

|ceo000a e o # rase 2 sem. 1t £ s win stancs 105 ¢ graes 1.2

June 11, 2013 Alignment Protocol and Sample tems. 5t

EESIRIRY Liston 1 the parssage. Then @0 umbers.
oo
s caons cumesem. | 1. Where was Kim going?
She wanted to play with Buster.
Who's Buster, you ask? Busderis o flfly @ to a classroom

O to the pet store
O to the lunchroom

they have to come to Ms. Chi's clessroom
during luncheime.

50 Kim was on her way to see Buster.

June 11, 2013 Algnment Protocol and Sample llems 52

Listening—Extended Listening
C hension (Grades 3-5)

R T T R RS

[cexomoca e Grace 2 tem. 50t £ s wan s 7105  races iz

June 11, 2013 Alignment Protocol and Sample fems. 53

Listening—Rhyming
(Grades K;

[EZESI Listen to the passage.

IEX1/ am going to give you two words that
rhyme. Then | want you to give me one
‘more word that rhymes with them.

[ gate, date,

[Possible responses: bai, crate, eight, fate, freight, greal, hate,
late, mate, plate, rate, skate, siate, stale, straight, trait, wait]

June 11, 2013 Alignment Protocol and Sample ltems
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(Grades K-2)
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Reading Test Components
« Word Analysis

* Fluency and Vocabulary
+ Reading Comprehension

June 11, 2013 Alignment Protocol and Sample tems. 56

Reading—Word Analysis
(Grades K-1)

Pracice homA
Listen 1 the s . Examie agasts
e s

D e s 0 eachpte 35wt
sk | hat, bed, goat

([0 Poini 0 the picrure that begins with the
sound iy’

10 bt bed, goat.

® ®

June 11, 2013 Alignment Protocol and Sample ltems 5

Reading—Word Analysis
(Grades K—1)

Pain =y Patic[ratun] raans | ratic | raan  fretmnd it
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Reading—Fluency and Vocabulary
(G 9-12)

IEJ Choose the answer that means the
SAME or nearly the same as the
underlined word or words.

The scientists found a genuine fossil.
O whole

O small

O regular

@ real

June 11, 2013 Alignment Protocol and Sample ltems s

Reading—Fluency and Vocabulary

June 11, 2013 Alignment Protocol and Sample ltems. 0







	[image: image59.jpg]Reading—Reading Comprehension
(Grade 2)

SIS Read this story. Then do Numbers 1
through 3.

1. What s the BEST tite for this story?
O “Sara Wiites a Play”
© “How to Act like a Bird"
@ “The School Play”

play.She is going 1o be a bird.
She has 1o practice what she
il say and do on the stage.
Anna wants to be ready when
the piay begins!
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Reading—Reading Comprehension
(Grade 2
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Speaking Test Components
+ Oral Vocabulary

« Speech Functions

« Choose and Give Reasons
* 4-Picture Narrative
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Speaking—Oral Vocabulary
(G

B What s this?

[Possbin smswers. Backpock, schoctbog]
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Speaking—Oral Vocabulary
(Grades K—2

June 11, 2013 Aignment Protocol and Sample tems 65

Speech Functions: Scoring
(Grades 3-5

Score  Scoring Rationale

o ® Student does ot perform the language function required.
® Noresponse.
® Respomse i entirly in another language

Student performs the language function required.
Ervors in vocabulary, andor pr are
enongh to interfere with commuaication.

Studeat perforns the language function required.

‘Speech Is accurate enough not 1o inerfere with communication (5.,
sminor gramaatical. vocabulary. and/of prowunciation erTors By 0SCur
but they do not affect communication).
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	[image: image60.jpg]Speaking—Speech Functions
(Grades 3-5)

|EX You are drawing a picture. You want to
borrow a blue marker from your friend.
What would you say to your friend?

[The function is making a request. The student

might say, “Can | borrow your marker?” or “Is it OK

if 1 use your marker?"]
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Speaking—Speech Functions
(Grades 3-5)
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Choose and Give Reasons: Scoring
(Grades 6-8)

Score  Scoring Rationale

v @ Snadent does not make choice or does not support cholce with 3
relevant reason.
® Norespome
@ Response is cntirely n another Ianguage.
1 @ Snadent makes choice and supparts choice with at east ome rebevant
reavon.

@ Errors in grammar, vocabulary, and or pronusciation s sigaificant
‘encagh to nterfere with conmmication.

7 ‘@ Stadent makes choice snd supparts it with 3t least o relevant reasoms.
‘Speech Is generally accurate (i minos grammatical. vocabubiy.
‘o promunciation erors sy oceur, b they do nof affect
commmaication).
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Speaking—Choose and Give Reasons
(Grades 6-8)

-:mgmmnmaqmmm:m
to hear what you think.

[EEXI When do you prefer to do your homework,
right after school or right before class?
[Wait for inital response: right after school or
ight before class ]

[EEXA Tell me two reasons why.

[ a student gives a very short answer, ask the
student what other reasons he or she has for
making that choice]
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Speaking—Choose and Give Reasons
(Grades 6-8)
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4-Picture Narrative: Score 4
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The Readiness to Proceed Statement was signed by all participant educators on June 11 after they had reviewed training and calibration items. The purpose of the statement is to indicate readiness to make item alignment judgments.
[image: image28.jpg]Readiness to Proceed Statement
California English Language Development Test
Item Alignment Meeting

Meeting Dates: June 11-12, 2013 Location: Sheraton Grand Sacramento Hotel

The purpose of this form is to verify that you understand the general purpose of the Item Alignment
Meeting, have received sufficient information and training on the alignment tasks you will be
performing, and are ready to complete your item alignment judgments. Next to each statement in the
table below, please mark an “X” in either the “Yes” or “No” column.

Yes | No

| understand the purpose of the Item Alignment Meeting.

| understand the steps | am to follow to make my item alignment judgments.

| am ready to complete my item alignment judgments.

If you responded “Yes” to all three statements, please sign your name below and give this form to
the meeting facilitator.

If you responded “No” to any of the statements, please indicate on the lines below what additional
information or training you feel you need, sign your name, and give this form to the meeting facilitator.

Signature Affiliation/Organization

Print Name Date




Fig. E8. Readiness to Proceed Statement
Educators received printouts of the training, calibration, and study sample item sets. The following four pages show a sample of a Reading Comprehension set.
	[image: image61.jpg]Speaking—4-Picture Narrative
(Grades 9-12)
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Speaking—4-Picture Narrative
(Grades 9-12)
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Sample ltems: Writing

Writing Test Components for 2—12
+ Grammar and Structure

- Sentences

« Short Composition

June 11, 2013 Alignment Protocol and Sample tems 7

Writing—Grammar and Structure
(Grades 9-12)

|ESTEIER) Choose the word that BEST
completes the sentence.
Our pear tree had pears this summer
than last year
© fower
O many
© much
e
June 11, 2013 Alignment Protocol and Sample tems 6

Writing—Grammar and Structure
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Sentences: Score 3
(G

FULLY COMPETENT COMMUNICATION
‘Subject and predicate have some systactical complexity (defined a5 mltipe subjectsoe cbjecs,
g ver,use of an e or gesund a5 an cbiect o subject componnd of complen sentence

stuctue, phraseor pheasal ver, o \ The! maybe
seenas el
‘= Content s clear e agproprste o the grompt.

= Response s writen inStandond ogloh.

« Gramenae and synta contm v eres.

« Arices, possesives, peepositions, and phural endings e conect.

 Vocabudary adequatly adiesses the promgt with scme specicly.

« Spelling contains o ror.

= Punctuation andsoe capitalzaion may consn ol one evce i s captaliation ot
e bining of e sentence e punctuaton tthe end o th seeence. The serence may
s contain e folowing mior meschanical rrors: i pescs s st

s i he middeof e
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	[image: image62.jpg]Writing—Sentences
(Grades 6-8

[ECIEELETY Write a sentence that describes what
is happening in the picture.
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Writing—Sentences
(Grades 6-8
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Short Compositions: Score 4
(Grades 9-12)

FULLY COMPETENT COMMUNICATION
= Content fully addresses the prompt.
= Response is in paragraph form with sentences that suppot the topic sentence and may
contan a conchading sentence. Respomse is waitten in Standard English and contains
well-organized events or ideas s well 3 a few effective detals and transitional devices.
= Subject and predicate ar¢ in correct word order in a east three complete sentences.
One or moee of the completesentences must be syntacticaly complex (defined as multiple
subjects o abjects, multiple verbs, use of an infitive o gerund a5 an object o subject,
<ompound o comples senterce structure, prepostional phvase or phrasal ver, o relative
clavse).
The response may also contain other complete senteres or attempted sentences; the response
may not contain run-on sentences o sentence ragments.
= Grammar and syntax contain minimal errors that o ot interfere with meaning.
 Vocabulary s peecise and may incude idoms o fgurative language.
= Spelling and mechanics errors are minimal 3nd do not interfere with mearing,

June 11, 2013 Alignment Protocol and Sample ltems 8

Writing—Short Composition
(Grades 9-12)

For Number XX, you will write a short
essay about a given topic. Think about what you
will writs before you write it. Use descriptions,
details, and examples to make your writing
interesting. Your short essay should have
a beginning, a middle, and an end. Write at
least three complete sentences. Pay attention
to grammar, capital letters, punctuation, and
spelling. Make your writing ciear. Do not write
outside the box.

Write 8 paragraph about something you would
Tike 0 foarm 10 do and explain why

June 11, 2013 Alignment Protocol and Sample ltems &2

Writing—Short Composition
(Grades 9-12)
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Sample Items: Writing

Writing Test Components for K—1
« Copying Letters and Words

« Writing Words

* Punctuation and Capitalization

June 11, 2013 Alignment Protocol and Sample ltems &







Fig. E9. Sample CELDT Reading Comprehension item card
	[image: image63.jpg]Copying Letters and Words
(Grades K1)

Scoring Rationale for Grades K—1
‘Writing—COPYING WORDS

This rubric is to be appied to all written responses in a consistent and rellabie manner. When
‘scoring this sechon, choose the scors thal best cormesponds to the charactenstics of the overall
response aithough the response may reflect some raits of the oher Score evels.

0—Draws ilogble lines or unacceptable response.

1—Copies part of the word. Must include corect iniial leter in the infial position and ane ofher
‘cormect lettor, Lotter reversas ore

2—Copies the word kegibly. Must mciudo correct il ltter in the initial positon. Alllotters are
i the cormect order. Letter reversais are not acceptabie.
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Copying Letters and Words
(Grades K1)

Practice tem B

[ (Examiner points to the word in the box | This
s the word “now.”

B (Examiner points to the blank box ] Copy the
word “now” here.

E=
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Copying Letters and Words
(Grades K-1)
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Writing Words
(Grades K-1)

Scoring Rationale for Grades K—1
WRITING WORDS (Word stated by examiner, picture prompt)
This rubeic s 10 be appied 1o all witien responses in @ consistent and rekatie manner. When
scoring this choose the score that best corresponds [0 the characteristics of the overall
eibonse SR 13 r03p0n6 oy aTect s Bt o ¢ Gt 0008 el

Mo spacific lists of example scosplable fesponses are provided in the Student Book.

O—Dranws agble nes o unaccspable response.
1—Vies port f the stated word. Must include the cofect el letier i the il position or
cormeet, S0und. Leter reversals are acoeptabe.

2—Virtes an acoeptabia (@5ponse 10 the prompt legibly. Must ncud the comect el later in
he inal position of correct phonemc sound, Lefter reversals afe accopladie
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Writing Words
G

Practice Item C

EEEA (Examiner points to the picture:) This s a cen.

B3] (Exominer points to the box ] Write the word
“can” here.
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Writing Words
(€]

i
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	[image: image64.jpg]Punctuation and Capitalization

Practice ltem F

[ESE [Examines ponts 1o each word as € is read |
Lok atthe sentence. It saya: When wil we
wt?

] Look st these marks. [Examnes ports o the
punciuabon marks.| Polnt 10 the mark that

90es at the end of the sentence.
When will we eat
b4
. 3 .
® ® L]
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Punctuation and Capitalization
(Grades K-1)

12
|cewoncod
[cemonams
[cevoncon
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Punctuation and Capitalization
(Grades K-1)

Practice Item E

[ [Examiner points to each word as it is read |
Look at the sentence. It says: Her name Is
Emma.

[E Point to the word that needs an uppercase
or capital letter.

Her name is emma.
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Punctuation and Capitalization
(Grades K-1)
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Educators recorded their individual ratings on sheets like those shown in figure E10. On the first page, raters indicated their ratings regarding alignment, grade(s), and LCL. They had the opportunity to record any comments on the second page. Rating sheets like these were issued to participant educators for each training, calibration, and study item that was rated.

	[image: image65.jpg]Passage Information
Passage Code: CER1P00X
Passage Title: My Favorite Artist

My Favorite Artist

Diego Rivera is my favorite artist. Rivera, who grew up in Mexico and started to paint as a young boy,
painted scenes of the struggles and daily life of the village people. His paintings reflected his political views.

At age 21, Rivera traveled to Europe to study the paintings of famous artists who lived before him. He
also wanted to paint with other young artists, like the modern Spanish painter Pablo Picasso. When he
returned from his studies in Europe, he applied his new knowledge to his work.

Today, Diego Rivera is famous for his colorful paintings of Mexican village life, as well as for his
enormous murals. Rivera had learned about mural painting while he was in Italy. Some of his most famous

murals are painted on the walls of many important buildings in Mexico and all over the world.
CER1P00X




[image: image66.jpg]California English Language Development Test 2012-2015
Item Review Card

Item Information

Item Code:

Grade:

Domain :
Component:

ltem Type:

Number of Options:
Points:

Correct Answer:

CERO0000A Passage Title: My Favorite Artist
6-8 Passage Code: CER1P00X
Reading

Reading Comprehension

4
1
A

This passage is MOSTLY about Diego Rivera’s

A work as a painter.

B village paintings.

C trip to Europe.

D murals in Mexico.






Fig. E10. Individual Ratings Sheets With Pre-Printed CELDT Item Numbers by Domain

After participant educators had arrived at their individual ratings, table leaders polled the members of their tables for consensus. Table leaders recorded consensus ratings on sheets like those shown in figure E11. Detailed instructions for leading discussions are provided on the first two pages. The table on the third and fourth pages provides areas for recording consensus ratings regarding alignment, grade(s), and LCL. ETS preliminary alignment rating results are described at the bottom of the table on page four. The table leader had space to enter comments on the next page. Record forms like these were issued to table leaders for each training, calibration, and study item that was rated.

	[image: image67.jpg]California English Language Development Test 2012-2015
Item Review Card

Item Information

Item Code:

Grade:

Domain :
Component:

ltem Type:

Number of Options:
Points:

Correct Answer:

CER0000B Passage Title: My Favorite Artist
6-8 Passage Code: CER1P00X
Reading

Reading Comprehension

4
1
B

Rivera applied new knowledge to his work when he

A left Mexico.

returned from Europe.

B
C was a young boy.
D

arrived in Europe.







Fig. E11. Educators’ Consensus Rating Record Form 

	[image: image68.jpg]California English Language Development Test 2012-2015
Item Review Card

Item Information

Item Code:

Grade:

Domain :
Component:

ltem Type:
Number of Options:
Points:

Correct Answer:

CER0000C Passage Title: My Favorite Artist
6-8 Passage Code: CER1P00X
Reading

Reading Comprehension

4
1
D

Rivera went to Europe to

A teach other artists.

B sell his colorful paintings.

C become a friend of Pablo Picasso.

D study the paintings of famous artists.






[image: image69.jpg]Meeting Evaluation Form (cont.)
CELDT Item Alignment Meeting

Section Two—Meeting Quality and Suggestions for Improvement

For the elements of the meeting listed in the table below, please identify the aspects you felt were of
high quality (if any) and provide suggestions for improvement (if any). In the box at the bottom, please
add any other comments you wish to share.

Element Aspects of High Quality Suggestions for Improvement

Facilitation

Activities

Materials

Facilities
and Food

Comments (use a separate sheet, if necessary):

Thank you very much for your feedback! Please turn in this form as you leave.
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Guiding Questions for Gap Analysis

e What current items can be used as part of
the ELPAC?

e What new types of items need to be
developed for the ELPAC?

June 11, 2013 Alignment Process 7

Preliminary Alignment Process

e Selected a representative sample of items
by reviewing items within each test
component

s Reviewed 2012 ELD Standards

* |earned to use Alignment Protocol

e Conducted Preliminary Alignment of CELDT
items

June 11, 2013 Alignment Process H

e Use subset of items from preliminary analysis

e Review 2012 ELD Standards

* Receive training to use Alignment Protocol

e Rate alignment of CELDT ltems
o Training ltems: rate together
o Calibration Items: rate individually and compare
o Study Items: rate individually and compare

June 11, 2013 Alignment Process 9

Educat

Process for Rating Study ltems
* |Independent Alignment Analysis
e Small Group Consensus
o Table leaders count ratings of table members
o T70% agreement or greater indicates consensus
e Comparison with Preliminary Analysis

June 11, 2013 Alignment Process 10

Educator Alignment Process (cont.)

e Survey Importance of assessing each
standard
o Critical to assess
o Important to assess
o Somewhat important to assess

June 11, 2013 Alignment Process 1

Potential Use of Current CELDT hems

( Standard
Grade Level

e e
(Could use current items; may fs0 current lems; devel jon
WSS | s oo vt s

this type)

Low Potential for Use,

Low Potential for Use High Potential for New tem Types
Needed

(May not want to use current
itoms; may not want to develop | (Could use current items; may noed fo
‘aditional items) dovelop new itom types that bettor align

to critical standards)

Alignment
Wask >>> >>»> >>»>> Strong]

[ Importance of Assessing
Lowlitte __>>>> >>>> >>>> >>>> >>>> __High/Critical
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The Alignment Report

e |nformation from before the Alignment
Meeting:
o Preliminary alignment ratings and
justifications
e |nformation from the Alignment Meeting:
o Alignment ratings and justifications

o Summary of importance of assessing each
standard

June 11, 2013 Alignment Process 13

The Alignment Report (cont.)

e |nformation from after the Alignhment

Meeting:

o Inventory showingthe number of active items
aligned to each standard

o Comments about strength/weakness of the
current body of items to assess the 2012
ELD Standards

o Recommendations for supplementing active
items with new item development

June 11, 2013 Alignment Process 14

Steps after Alighment Report

e CDE review of the alignment report
e Entry of standard codes into item bank

June 11, 2013 Alignment Process 15

Potential Future Work

e Develop test blueprints

e Plan new item development and test forms
s Write and review items

¢ Pilot test and field test items

e Develop 2015-16 edition

June 11, 2013 Alignment Process 18

The Role of Raters

e Understand the 2012 ELD Standards

e Determine alignment between items and
standards

e Compare your ratings with ratings from
preliminary alighment

* When differences occur: discuss and resolve
e Provide justifications for ratings

e Determine the importance of assessing each
standard

June 11, 2013 Alignment Process 7

The Role of Table Leaders

* Act as facilitators and moderators

e |Lead table-level training

e Lead calibration

e |ead discussions about study items

e Moderate discussions to help tables reach
consensus ratings

e Call for advice when clarification of preliminary
findings is needed

e Ensure that justifications for decisions are
recorded

June 11, 2013 Alignment Process 18






	


The table leader facilitated a discussion and completed a Table Questionnaire each time that a group finished rating the study sample items from a test component.
[image: image29.jpg]Table Questionnaire: Rating Results

California English Language Development Test
Item Alignment Meeting

Meeting Dates: June 11-12, 2013 Location: Sheraton Grand Sacramento Hotel

Purpose

The purpose of this questionnaire is to collect comments from educators about the rating of
items within each component. The questionnaire will be used to compile information about
rating trends as well as any issues discussed and the resolutions to those issues.
Instructions

The table leader will:

« Facilitate a discussion of the questions among table members after they have finished
rating items from a test component

o Fillin the questionnaire with a summary of the table members’ comments

* Submit the questionnaire in the appropriate folder at the end of each day
Item Information
Fill in the following information about the group of items that your table is discussing.
Grade span: Domain: Component:

Questions

1. To what standard(s) did the items tend to have primary or secondary match?
Describe the pattern and the rationale used for coding the items.





Fig. E12. Table Questionnaire: Rating Results
[image: image72.jpg]9/25/2013

The Role of Advisors

A EEEEEREEREEEEEEEREEEEEREEEEEEEEEEESEEEEREREEEEEEE
Advisors are available to assist table leaders and
raters with questions about:

* Processes

* Interpretation of the standards

* Interpretation of items

* Rationales for ratings from preliminary alignment

June 11, 2013 Algnment Process 1

The Role of Sacramento County Office of
Education (SCOE)

NN EEEEEEEEREEREEEEEEEEEEEEEREREEEEEEEEEEEEERREEEEEE
Members of SCOE are available to assist with
logistical issues, including questions about:

* Confidentiality agreements and informed consent
forms

* Booking of hotel rooms/flights/shuttle
+ Dietary menu

e Honorarium payments and substitute reimbursement
« Travel expense claim forms and reimbursement

June 11, 2013 Algnment Process 20

The Role of Observers

AR NN EEEEEEEEEEEEREEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEREEEEEEEEEEEEESE
* Observers will not participate in discussions
e Observers will:

o Take notes on proceedings

o Find an advisor to assist table members when
necessary

June 11, 2013 Algnment Process 21





Educators completed the Relative Importance Survey by rating the relative importance of assessing each standard. A separate survey was distributed for each grade span to reflect differences in the 2012 ELD Standards at each span. The survey for Kindergarten–Grade 2 is included here as a sample.

[image: image30.jpg]Survey of the 2012 English Language Development Standards
Kindergarten—Grade 2
California English Language Development Test
Item Alignment Meeting

Meeting Dates: June 11-12, 2013 Location: Sheraton Grand Sacramento Hotel

The purpose of this survey is to determine the relative importance of the 2012 California
English Language Development (ELD) Standards to be assessed with the future English
Language Proficiency Assessments for California (ELPAC) summative assessment. That is,
to what extent do you think it is critical to assess a given standard in the annual summative
assessment?

A. Please complete the background section below.

Background Information

Assigned Group O Listening/Speaking O Reading/Writing

Current Title:

Teaching experience: Years ___ Grade levels:

Currently teaching? Yes__ No___ Grade levels:

Currently observing classes /coaching teachers? Yes __ No___ Grade levels:
Received training on the 2012 ELD Standards prior to this meeting? Yes __ No____

B. Now rate each of the ELD standards on the following pages using the scale below.

Critical Standard (C): It is critical to assess the standard; the language knowledge,
skills, and abilities described in this standard are almost always needed for English
learners to meaningfully engage in learning in a grade-level content classroom.

Important Standard (1): It is important to assess the standard; the language
knowledge, skills, and abilities described in this standard are often needed for English
learners to meaningfully engage in learning in a grade-level content classroom.

Somewhat Important Standard (SI): It is somewhat important to assess the standard;
the language knowledge, skills, and abilities described in this standard are only
occasionally needed for English learners to meaningfully engage in learning in a
grade-level content classroom.

For all three parts of the standards, please mark an “X” in one of the three columns:
C, lor Sl. Using your copy of the 2012 ELD Standards, refer to the “Bridging” proficiency
level descriptors for a more detailed description of each standard.




Fig. E13. Sample Relative Importance Survey, K–2
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Callfornia English Language Development Test
Item Alignment Meeting

Educational Data Systems
with Educational Testing Service

June 11, 2013

Steps of Training

e Overview of California English Language
Development Test (CELDT) Alignment Study
e CELDT Alignhment Protocol: Rating Manual
o Overview
o Standards Content Match
o Grade Level Match
o Language Complexity Level (LCL) Match

e Sample ltems

June 11, 2013 Alignment Process 2

Broad Overview of CELDT

e Current items and forms are designed to align
with 1999 English Language Development (ELD)
Standards

e 2012 ELD Standards were adopted last fall

e CELDT to be replaced by English Language
Proficiency Assessments for California (ELPAC)

o Screener for new students identified by Home
Language Survey
o Annual assessment for English Learners (ELs)

June 11, 2013 Alignment Process 3

The degree to which expectations and
assessments are in agreement and serve in
conjunction with one another to guide the
system toward students learning what is
expected.

- Norman Webb

June 11, 2013 Alignment Process a

Types of Alignment

o Alignment between test and standards
o Purpose: Determine the appropriateness of
test forms for intended purposes

¢ Alignment between individual items and
standards

o Purpose: Inform decisions about which
items are appropriate to use for future tests

June 11, 2013 Alignment Process 5

Goals of Alignment Analysis

e During this meeting: Determine the
alignment of a sample of current CELDT
items to the 2012 ELD Standards

o After this meeting: Provide a gap analysis
showing
o Coverage provided by current items
o Standards that require new item

development

June 11, 2013 Alignment Process 6






[image: image74.jpg]Educational Data Systems
California English Language Development Test

Table’s Consensus Ratings ETS Preliminary Consensus Ratings
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ETS Notes: The ETS raters agreed that the items in “Oral Vocabulary” do not elicit enough speech to have primary alignment with
PLLA.1 or P1.C.12, but only partial skills were measured in these items. Thus, only secondary match was coded. Oral Vocabulary 2-
point items also had secondary alignment to P1.B.5 because a student demonstrates active listening by answering detailed questions.
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At the end of the meeting, participant educators used the Meeting Evaluation Form to evaluate the meeting facilitation, activities, materials, facilities, and food.
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California English Language Development Test

Item Alignment Meeting

Meeting Dates: June 11-12, 2013

Location: Sheraton Grand Sacramento Hotel

The California English Language Development Test (CELDT) Project Team would like to know what
you thought about the CELDT Item Alignment Meeting. Please evaluate the statements in Section
One—Impressions, by checking the box that best describes your agreement with the statements
about the meeting. Then, on the back of this sheet, fill in the table in Section Two—Meeting Quality
and Suggestions for Improvement, and provide any further comments you wish to share with the

CELDT team. All responses are anonymous.

Section One—Impressions

In the table below, please indicate your extent of agreement with the statements about the meeting.

Statements

Strongly
Agree

Agree

Not
Sure

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

1. The meeting reflected careful planning and
organization.

2. The facilitators were well informed and knew
the material.

3. The facilitators communicated clearly and
were easy to understand.

4. The facilitators were able to answer
questions, provide information, or clarify
points when needed.

5. The resources and materials were effective
in facilitating the decisions made at the
meeting.

6. |felt free to express my views regarding the
alignment of items to the 2012 English
Language Development (ELD) Standards
during the meeting.

7. There was adequate time for me to express
my views regarding the alignment of items to
the 2012 ELD Standards during the meeting.

Please continue on the other side.
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2. Describe any patterns you noticed when aligning the items to grade levels.

3. Describe any patterns you noticed when aligning the items to Language Complexity
Levels.

4. Were there any items that your table had difficulty coding? Describe the type of item
and the problem.

Thank you very much for providing comments about your table’s rating results.







Appendix F: Results of the Item Alignment Meeting Evaluation Survey
Table F1: Descriptive Statistics of the Meeting Evaluation Survey Responses

	Statements
	Frequency (Percent)
	Mean
	SD

	
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Not Sure
	Disagree 
	Strongly Disagree
	
	

	1. The meeting reflected careful planning and organization.
	74
(76.3%)
	19
(19.6%)
	0
(0%)
	4
(4.1%)
	0
(0%)
	4.68
	.685

	2. The facilitators were well informed and knew the material.
	69
(71.1%)
	21
(21.6%)
	1
(1.0%)
	6
(6.2%)
	0
(0%)
	4.58
	.801

	3. The facilitators communicated clearly and were easy to understand.
	61
(64.9%)
	25
(26.6%)
	2
(2.1%)
	6
(6.4%)
	0
(0%)
	4.50
	.826

	4. The facilitators were able to answer questions, provide information, or clarify points when needed.
	63
(64.9%)
	30
(30.9%)
	2
(2.1%)
	2
(2.1%)
	0
(0%)
	4.59
	.641

	5. The resources and materials were effective in facilitating the decisions made at the meeting.
	74
(77.1%)
	21
(21.9%)
	0
(0%)
	1
(1.0%)
	0
(0%)
	4.75
	.503


	6. I felt free to express my views regarding the alignment of items to the 2012 English Language Development (ELD) Standards during the meeting.
	80
(82.5%)
	14
(14.4%)
	0
(0%)
	3
(3.1%)
	0
(0%)
	4.76
	.609

	7. There was adequate time for me to express my views regarding the alignment of items to the 2012 ELD Standards during the meeting.
	53
(54.6%)
	32
(33.0%)
	4
(4.1%)
	6
(6.2%)
	2
(2.1%)
	4.32
	.963


Note: The scale for the survey is 5=Strongly Agree, 4=Agree, 3=Not Sure, 2=Disagree, 1=Strongly Disagree.
Appendix G: Study Sample Alignment Rating Results

Table G1: Summary of Final Alignment Ratings of Study Sample Items, Listening
	CELDT Test Component
	Grade Span
	Number of Items 
in Study 
Sample
	Number of Items with Alignment
	Percentage of Items with Alignment
	2012 ELD Standard(s) to which items aligned

	Listening

	Following Oral Directions
	K–2
	6
	0
	0
	—

	
	3–5
	11
	0
	0
	—

	
	6–8
	11
	0
	0
	—

	
	9–12
	8
	0
	0
	—

	Sub-Total
	36
	0
	0
	

	Teacher Talk
	K–2
	6
	0
	0
	—

	
	3–5
	14
	0
	0
	—

	
	6–8
	8
	0
	0
	—

	
	9–12
	15
	0
	0
	—

	Sub-Total
	43
	0
	0
	

	Extended Listening Comprehension
	K–2
	7
	4
	57
	PI.B.5

	
	3–5
	12
	9
	75
	PI.B.5

	
	6–8
	13
	13
	100
	PI.B.5

	
	9–12
	15
	13
	87
	PI.B.5

	Sub-Total
	47
	39
	83
	

	Rhyming
	K–2
	4
	0
	0
	—

	Sub-Total
	4
	0
	0
	

	Totals for Listening
	130
	39
	30
	


Note: Study sample items were drawn from the full CELDT item database and did not contain training or calibration items.
Table G2: Summary of Final Alignment Ratings of Study Sample Items, Reading
	CELDT Test Component
	Grade Span
	Number of Items 
in Study 
Sample
	Number of Items with Alignment
	Percentage of Items with Alignment
	2012 ELD Standard(s) to which item aligned

	Reading

	Word Analysis
	K–2
	19
	0
	0
	—

	
	3–5
	10
	0
	0
	—

	
	6–8
	6
	0
	0
	—

	
	9–12
	7
	0
	0
	—

	Sub-Total
	42
	0
	0
	

	Fluency and Vocabulary
	K–2
	16
	0
	0
	—

	
	3–5
	10
	1
	10
	PI.B.6.b (Gr. 4–5)

	
	6–8
	7
	1
	14
	PI.B.6.c

	
	9–12
	19
	2
	11
	

	Sub-Total
	52
	4
	8
	

	Reading Comprehension
	K–2
	17
	14
	82
	PI.B.6

	
	3–5
	18
	17
	94
	PI.B.6 (Gr. 3),
PI.B.6.a (Gr. 4–5)

	
	6–8
	21
	18
	86
	PI.B.6.a, PI.B.6.b,

PI.B.6.c

	
	9–12
	24
	23
	96
	PI.B.6.a, PI.B.6.b,

PI.B.6.c

	Sub-Total
	80
	72
	90
	

	Totals for Reading
	174
	76
	44
	


Note: Study sample items were drawn from the full CELDT item database and did not contain training or calibration items.
Table G3: Summary of Final Alignment Ratings of Study Sample Items, Speaking
	CELDT Test Component
	Grade Span
	Number of Items 
in Study 
Sample
	Number of Items with Alignment
	Percentage of Items with Alignment
	2012 ELD Standard(s) to which items aligned

	Speaking

	Oral Vocabulary
	K–2
	11
	0
	0
	—

	
	3–5
	19
	0
	0
	—

	
	6–8
	15
	0
	0
	—

	
	9–12
	28
	0
	0
	—

	Sub-Total
	73
	0
	0
	

	Speech Functions
	K–2
	4
	4
	100
	PI.A.4 (Gr. 2)

	
	3–5
	12
	12
	100
	PI.A.4

	
	6–8
	7
	7
	100
	PI.A.4

	
	9–12
	13
	13
	100
	PI.A.4

	Sub-Total
	36
	36
	100
	

	Choose and Give Reasons
	K–2
	4
	0
	0
	—

	
	3–5
	3
	0
	0
	—

	
	6–8
	3
	0
	0
	—

	
	9–12
	7
	0
	0
	—

	Sub-Total
	17
	0
	0
	

	4-Picture Narrative
	K–2
	2
	2
	100
	PI.C.9

	
	3–5
	3
	3
	100
	PI.C.9

	
	6–8
	3
	0
	0
	—

	
	9–12
	5
	0
	0
	—

	Sub-Total
	13
	5
	38
	

	Totals for Speaking
	139
	41
	29
	


Note: Study sample items were drawn from the full CELDT item database and did not contain training or calibration items.
Table G4: Summary of Final Alignment Ratings of Study Sample Items, Writing
	CELDT Test Component
	Grade Span
	Number of Items 
in Study 
Sample
	Number of Items with Alignment
	Percentage of Items with Alignment
	2012 ELD Standard(s) to which items aligned

	Writing

	Grammar and Structure
	K–2
	24
	0
	0
	—

	
	3–5
	27
	0
	0
	—

	
	6–8
	19
	0
	0
	—

	
	9–12
	21
	0
	0
	—

	Sub-Total
	91
	0
	0
	

	Sentences
	K–2
	4
	0
	0
	—

	
	3–5
	6
	0
	0
	—

	
	6–8
	4
	0
	0
	—

	
	9–12
	3
	0
	0
	—

	Sub-Total
	17
	0
	0
	

	Short Compositions
	K–2
	2
	2
	100
	PI.C.10, PI.C.11

	
	3–5
	4
	4
	100
	PI.C.10.a, PI.C.10.b,
PI.C.11 (Gr. 3),
PI.C.11.a (Gr. 4–5)

	
	6–8
	3
	3
	100
	PI.C.10.a, PI.C.11.a

	
	9–12
	2
	2
	100
	PI.C.10.b,

PI.C.11.a

	Sub-Total
	11
	11
	100
	

	Copy Letters and Words
	K–2
	4
	0
	0
	—

	Sub-Total
	4
	0
	0
	

	Writing Words
	K–2
	4
	0
	0
	—

	Sub-Total
	4
	0
	0
	

	Punctuation and Capitalization
	K–2
	4
	0
	0
	—

	Sub-Total
	4
	0
	0
	

	Totals for Writing
	131
	11
	8
	


Note: Study sample items were drawn from the full CELDT item database and did not contain training or calibration items.
Appendix H: Gap Analysis

Table H1: Gap Analysis: Number and Percentage of Items Aligned to 2012 ELD Standards, Grades K–2

	Standard
	Domains

	
	Listening

(93 Items)
	Reading

(232 Items)
	Speaking

(84 
Items)
	Writing

(151 Items)
	Total

(560 Items)

	Part I: Interacting in Meaningful Ways

	A. Collaborative

	1. Exchanging information and ideas
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	2. Interacting via written English
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	3. Offering opinions
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	4. Adapting language choices (Gr. 2)
	0
	0
	SF

(20 items, 24%)
	0
	20 items, 4%

	B. Interpretive

	5. Listening actively
	ELC

(20 items, 22%)
	0
	0
	0
	20 items, 4%

	6. Reading/viewing closely
	0
	RC

(50  items,

22%)
	0
	0
	50 items, 9% 

	7. Evaluating language choices
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	8. Analyzing language choices
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	C. Productive

	9. Presenting
	0
	0
	4-PN

(8 items,

10%)
	0
	8 items, 1%

	10. Writing
	0
	0
	0
	SC 

(7 items, 5%)
	7 items, 1%

	11. Supporting opinions
	0
	0
	0
	SC 

(1 item, 1%)
	1 item, 1%

	

	12. Selecting language resources

	a. Using detailed sentences and key words
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	b. Using academic words 
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Part II: Learning About How English Works

	A. Structuring Cohesive Texts

	1. Understanding text structure
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	2. Understanding cohesion
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	B. Expanding and Enriching Ideas

	3. Using verbs and verb phrases

	a. Using a variety of verb types
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	b. Using a variety of verb tenses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	4. Using nouns and noun phrases
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	5. Modifying to add details
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	C. Connecting and Condensing Ideas

	6. Connecting ideas
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	7. Condensing ideas (Gr. 1–2)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Total for Grades K–2
	20 (22%)
	50 (22%)
	28 (33%)
	8 (5%)
	106 (19%)


Note: 4-PN=4-Picture Narrative, ELC=Extended Listening Comprehension, FV=Fluency and Vocabulary, RC=Reading Comprehension, SC=Short Compositions, SF=Speech Functions.

Items included in the gap analysis were from the CEDLT item pool (2009–10 through 2013–14).
Table H2: Gap Analysis: Number and Percentage of Items Aligned to 2012 ELD Standards, Grades 3–5

	Standard
	Domains

	
	Listening
(92 Items)
	Reading
(166 items)
	Speaking
(82 items)
	Writing
(92 items)
	Total
(432 items)

	Part I: Interacting in Meaningful Ways

	A. Collaborative

	1. Exchanging information and ideas
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	2. Interacting via written English
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	3. Offering opinions
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	4. Adapting language choices
	0
	0
	SF
(22 items, 27%)
	0
	22 items, 5%

	B. Interpretive

	5. Listening actively
	ELC

(21 items,
23%)
	0
	0
	0
	21 items, 5%

	6. Reading/viewing closely (Gr. 3)
	0
	RC

(51 items*
31%)
	0
	0
	51 items*, 12% 

	a. Describing ideas (Gr. 4–5) 
	0
	RC
(51 items*,
31%)
	0
	0
	51 items*, 12%

	b. Using morphological knowledge (Gr. 4–5)
	0
	FV
(2 items,
1%)
	0
	0
	2 items, 1% 

	7. Evaluating language choices
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	8. Analyzing language choices
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	C. Productive

	9. Presenting
	0
	0
	4-PN
(8 items,
10%)
	0
	8 items, 2%


	10. Writing

	a. Writing literary and informational texts
	0
	0
	0
	SC 
(2 items, 2%)
	2 items, 1%

	b. Writing summaries
	0
	0
	0
	SC
(2 items, 2%)
	2 items, 1%

	11. Supporting opinions (Gr. 3)
	0
	0
	0
	SC 
(3 items*, 3%)
	3 items*, 1%

	a. Supporting opinions or persuading others (Gr. 4–5)
	0
	0
	0
	SC
(3 items*, 3%)
	3 items*, 1%

	b. Expressing attitudes and opinions (Gr. 4–5)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	12. Selecting language resources (Gr. 3)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	a. Using academic words 
(Gr. 4–5)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	b. Using appropriate affixes
(Gr. 4–5)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Part II: Learning About How English Works

	A. Structuring Cohesive Texts

	1. Understanding text structure
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	2. Understanding cohesion

	a. Making texts more cohesive
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	b. Linking ideas, events and reasons
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	B. Expanding and Enriching Ideas

	3. Using verbs and verb phrases
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	4. Using nouns and noun phrases
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	5. Modifying to add details
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	C. Connecting and Condensing Ideas

	6. Connecting ideas
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	7. Condensing ideas
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Total for Grades 3–5
	21 (23%)
	53 (32%)
	30 (37%)
	7 (8%)
	111 (26%)


Note: 4-PN=4-Picture Narrative, ELC=Extended Listening Comprehension, FV=Fluency and Vocabulary, RC=Reading Comprehension, SC=Short Compositions, SF=Speech Functions.

*These items are the same (i.e., common items across grade span).
Items included in the gap analysis were from the CEDLT item pool (2009–10 through 2013–14).
Table H3: Gap Analysis: Number and Percentage of Items Aligned to 2012 ELD Standards, Grades 6–8

	Standard
	Domains

	
	Listening
(94 Items)
	Reading
(158 items)
	Speaking
(84 items)
	Writing
(89 items)
	Total
(425 items)

	Part I: Interacting in Meaningful Ways

	A. Collaborative

	1. Exchanging information and ideas
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	2. Interacting via written English
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	3. Offering opinions
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	4. Adapting language choices
	0
	0
	SF
(20 items, 24%)
	0
	20 items, 5%

	B. Interpretive

	5. Listening actively
	ELC
(26 items,
28%)
	0
	0
	0
	26 items, 6%

	6. Reading/viewing closely 

	a. Explaining ideas 
	0
	RC
(38 items,
24%)
	0
	0
	38 items, 9% 

	b. Expressing inferences and conclusions
	0
	RC
(26 items,
16%)
	0
	0
	26 items, 6% 

	c. Using morphological knowledge
	0
	FV 
(8 items, 5%)
RC
(2 items, 1%)
	0
	0
	10 items, 2%

	7. Evaluating language choices
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	8. Analyzing language choices
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	C. Productive

	9. Presenting
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	

	10. Writing

	a. Writing literary and informational texts
	0
	0
	0
	SC
(4 items, 4%)
	4 items, 1%

	b. Writing summaries
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


	11. Supporting opinions

	a. Justifying opinions or persuading others 
	0
	0
	0
	SC 

(5 items, 6%)
	5 items, 1%

	b. Expressing attitudes and opinions
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	12. Selecting language resources

	a. Using academic words
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	b. Using morphological knowledge 
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Part II: Learning About How English Works

	A. Structuring Cohesive Texts

	1. Understanding text structure
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	2. Understanding cohesion

	a. Making texts more cohesive
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	b. Linking ideas, events and reasons
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	B. Expanding and Enriching Ideas

	3. Using verbs and verb phrases
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	4. Using nouns and noun phrases
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	5. Modifying to add details
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	C. Connecting and Condensing Ideas

	6. Connecting ideas
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	7. Condensing ideas
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Total for Grades 6–8
	26 (28%)
	74 (47%)
	20 (24%)
	9 (10%)
	129 (30%)


Note: ELC=Extended Listening Comprehension, FV=Fluency and Vocabulary, RC=Reading Comprehension, SC=Short Compositions, SF=Speech Functions.
Items included in the gap analysis were from the CEDLT item pool (2009–10 through 2013–14).
Table H4: Gap Analysis: Number and Percentage of Items Aligned to 2012 ELD Standards, Grades 9–12

	Standard
	Domains

	
	Listening
(95 Items)
	Reading
(155 items)
	Speaking
(92 items)
	Writing
(84 items)
	Total

(426 items)

	Part I: Interacting in Meaningful Ways

	A. Collaborative

	1. Exchanging information and ideas
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	2. Interacting via written English
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	3. Offering opinions
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	4. Adapting language choices
	0
	0
	SF

(24 items, 26%)
	0
	24 items, 6%

	B. Interpretive

	5. Listening actively
	ELC

(24 items,

25%)
	0
	0
	0
	24 items, 6%

	6. Reading/viewing closely 

	a. Explaining ideas 
	0
	RC

(48 items,

31%)
	0
	0
	48 items, 11% 

	b. Explaining inferences and conclusions 
	0
	RC

(16 items,

10%)
	0
	0
	16 items, 4% 

	c. Using morphological knowledge
	0
	FV 

(5 items, 3%)

RC 

(6 items, 4%)
	0
	0
	11 items, 3%

	7. Evaluating language choices
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	8. Analyzing language choices
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	C. Productive

	9. Presenting
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	

	10. Writing

	a. Writing literary and informational texts
	0
	0
	0
	SC (2 items, 2%)
	2 items, 1%

	b. Writing summaries
	0
	0
	0
	SC (3 items, 4%)
	3 items, 1%

	11. Supporting opinions

	a. Justifying opinions or persuading others 
	0
	0
	0
	SC (4 items, 5%)
	4 items, 1%

	b. Expressing attitudes and opinions
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	12. Selecting language resources

	a. Using academic words
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	b. Using morphological knowledge 
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Part II: Learning About How English Works

	A. Structuring Cohesive Texts

	1. Understanding text structure
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	2. Understanding cohesion

	a. Making texts more cohesive
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	b. Linking ideas, events and reasons
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	B. Expanding and Enriching Ideas

	3. Using verbs and verb phrases
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	4. Using nouns and noun phrases
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	5. Modifying to add details
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	C. Connecting and Condensing Ideas

	6. Connecting ideas
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	7. Condensing ideas
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Total for Grades 9–12
	24 (25%)
	75 (48%)
	24 (26%)
	9 (11%)
	132 (31%)


Note: ELC=Extended Listening Comprehension, FV=Fluency and Vocabulary, RC=Reading Comprehension, SC=Short Compositions, SF=Speech Functions.
Items included in the gap analysis were from the CEDLT item pool (2009–10 through 2013–14). 
Appendix I: Results of Relative Importance Survey

Tables I1–I4 show the number and the percentage of participant educators who responded to each scale point and the average rating of each standard. The mean was calculated as the sum of the total number of people selecting Critical (3), Important (2), and Somewhat Important (1) divided by the number of respondents.
Table I1: Descriptive Statistics of the Relative Importance Survey, Grades K–2

	Standard
	N
	Critical
	Important
	Somewhat Important
	Overall

	
	
	Freq.
	%
	Freq.
	%
	Freq.
	%
	Mean
	SD

	Part I: Interacting in Meaningful Ways

	PI.A.1
	24
	19
	79.2
	4
	16.7
	1
	4.2
	2.75
	.532

	PI.A.2
	24
	13
	54.2
	9
	37.5
	2
	8.3
	2.46
	.658

	PI.A.3
	24
	19
	79.2
	5
	20.8
	0
	0.0
	2.79
	.415

	PI.A.4 (Gr. 2)
	24
	19
	79.2
	5
	20.8
	0
	0.0
	2.79
	.415

	PI.B.5
	24
	19
	79.2
	5
	20.8
	0
	0.0
	2.79
	.415

	PI.B.6
	24
	18
	75.0
	4
	16.7
	2
	8.3
	2.67
	.637

	PI.B.7
	24
	9
	37.5
	11
	45.8
	4
	16.7
	2.21
	.721

	PI.B.8
	24
	12
	50.0
	8
	33.3
	4
	16.7
	2.33
	.761

	PI.C.9
	24
	16
	66.7
	6
	25.0
	2
	8.3
	2.58
	.654

	PI.C.10
	24
	16
	66.7
	7
	29.2
	1
	4.2
	2.63
	.576

	PI.C.11
	24
	16
	66.7
	8
	33.3
	0
	0.0
	2.67
	.482

	PI.C.12.a
	24
	16
	66.7
	7
	29.2
	1
	4.2
	2.63
	.576

	PI.C.12.b
	24
	14
	58.3
	10
	41.7
	0
	0.0
	2.58
	.504

	Part II: Interpretive

	PII.A.1
	24
	6
	25.0
	14
	58.3
	4
	16.7
	2.08
	.654

	PII.A.2
	24
	11
	45.8
	9
	37.5
	4
	16.7
	2.29
	.751

	PII.B.3.a
	24
	19
	79.2
	5
	20.8
	0
	0.0
	2.79
	.415

	PII.B.3.b
	24
	13
	54.2
	10
	41.7
	1
	4.2
	2.50
	.590

	PII.B.4
	24
	20
	83.3
	4
	16.7
	0
	0.0
	2.83
	.381

	PII.B.5
	24
	12
	50.0
	11
	45.8
	1
	4.2
	2.46
	.588

	PII.C.6
	24
	12
	50.0
	12
	50.0
	0
	0.0
	2.50
	.511


	PII.C.7
	24
	9
	37.5
	14
	58.3
	1
	4.2
	2.33
	.565

	

	Part III Category: Using Foundational Literacy Skills

	PIII.1
	24
	13
	54.2
	7
	29.2
	4
	16.7
	2.38
	.770

	PIII.2
	24
	15
	62.5
	7
	29.2
	2
	8.3
	2.54
	.658

	PIII.3
	24
	16
	66.7
	7
	29.2
	1
	4.2
	2.63
	.576

	PIII.4 (Gr.  K)
	24
	14
	58.3
	8
	33.3
	2
	8.3
	2.50
	.659

	PIII.4 
(Gr. 1–2)
	24
	20
	83.3
	3
	12.5
	1
	4.2
	2.79
	.509


Note: The scale for the survey: 3 = Critical, 2 = Important, 1 = Somewhat Important
Table I2: Descriptive Statistics of the Relative Importance Survey, Grades 3–5

	Standard
	N
	Critical
	Important
	Somewhat Important
	Overall

	
	
	Freq.
	%
	Freq.
	%
	Freq.
	%
	Mean
	SD

	Part I: Interacting in Meaningful Ways

	PI.A.1
	24
	20
	83.3
	2
	8.3
	2
	8.3
	2.75
	.608

	PI.A.2
	25
	16
	64.0
	8
	32.0
	1
	4.0
	2.60
	.577

	PI.A.3
	25
	19
	76.0
	6
	24.0
	0
	0.0
	2.76
	.436

	PI.A.4
	25
	15
	60.0
	9
	36.0
	1
	4.0
	2.56
	.583

	PI.B.5
	25
	18
	72.0
	7
	28.0
	0
	0.0
	2.72
	.458

	PI.B.6 (Gr3)
	25
	19
	76.0
	6
	24.0
	0
	0.0
	2.76
	.436

	PI.B.6.a (Gr4–5)
	25
	14
	56.0
	8
	32.0
	3
	12.0
	2.44
	.712

	PI.B.6.b (Gr4–5)
	25
	13
	52.0
	8
	32.0
	4
	16.0
	2.36
	.757

	PI.B.7
	25
	9
	36.0
	10
	40.0
	6
	24.0
	2.12
	.781

	PI.B.8
	25
	7
	28.0
	12
	48.0
	6
	24.0
	2.04
	.735

	PI.C.9
	25
	10
	40.0
	12
	48.0
	3
	12.0
	2.28
	.678

	PI.C.10.a
	25
	10
	40.0
	12
	48.0
	3
	12.0
	2.28
	.678

	PI.C.10.b
	25
	15
	60.0
	8
	32.0
	2
	8.0
	2.52
	.653

	PI.C.11 (Gr3)
	25
	17
	68.0
	8
	32.0
	0
	0.0
	2.68
	.476

	PI.C.11.a (Gr4–5)
	25
	12
	48.0
	10
	40.0
	3
	12.0
	2.36
	.700

	PI.C.11.b (Gr4–5)
	25
	6
	24.0
	12
	48.0
	7
	28.0
	1.96
	.735

	PI.C.12 (Gr3)
	25
	17
	68.0
	8
	32.0
	0
	0.0
	2.68
	.476

	PI.C.12.a (Gr4–5)
	25
	12
	48.0
	11
	44.0
	2
	8.0
	2.40
	.645

	PI.C.12.b (Gr4–5)
	25
	8
	32.0
	11
	44.0
	6
	24.0
	2.08
	.759

	Part II: Interpretive

	PII.A.1
	23
	8
	34.8
	8
	34.8
	7
	30.4
	2.04
	.825

	PII.A.2.a
	23
	6
	26.1
	11
	47.8
	6
	26.1
	2.00
	.739

	PII.A.2.b
	23
	11
	47.8
	10
	43.5
	2
	8.7
	2.39
	.656

	PII.B.3
	23
	14
	60.9
	7
	30.4
	2
	8.7
	2.52
	.665

	PII.B.4
	23
	12
	52.2
	8
	34.8
	3
	13.0
	2.39
	.722

	PII.B.5
	23
	9
	39.1
	11
	47.8
	3
	13.0
	2.26
	.689

	PII.C.6
	23
	13
	56.5
	6
	26.1
	4
	17.4
	2.39
	.783

	PII.C.7
	23
	10
	43.5
	8
	34.8
	5
	21.7
	2.22
	.795

	Part III Category: Using Foundational Literacy Skills

	PIII.1
	23
	12
	52.2
	6
	26.1
	5
	21.7
	2.30
	.822

	PIII.2
	23
	14
	60.9
	6
	26.1
	3
	13.0
	2.48
	.730

	PIII.3
	23
	14
	60.9
	5
	21.7
	4
	17.4
	2.43
	.788

	PIII.4
	23
	14
	60.9
	6
	26.1
	3
	13.0
	2.48
	.730


Note: The scale for the survey: 3 = Critical, 2 = Important, 1 = Somewhat Important

Table I3: Descriptive Statistics of the Relative Importance Survey, Grades 6–8

	Standard
	N
	Critical
	Important
	Somewhat Important
	Overall

	
	
	Freq.
	%
	Freq.
	%
	Freq.
	%
	Mean
	SD

	Part I: Interacting in Meaningful Ways

	PI.A.1
	25
	22
	88.0
	3
	12.0
	0
	0.0
	2.88
	.332

	PI.A.2
	24
	19
	79.2
	4
	16.7
	1
	4.2
	2.75
	.532

	PI.A.3
	25
	21
	84.0
	4
	16.0
	0
	0.0
	2.84
	.374

	PI.A.4
	25
	11
	44.0
	13
	52.0
	1
	4.0
	2.40
	.577

	PI.B.5
	25
	18
	72.0
	6
	24.0
	1
	4.0
	2.68
	.557

	PI.B.6.a
	25
	15
	60.0
	10
	40.0
	0
	0.0
	2.60
	.500

	PI.B.6.b
	25
	19
	76.0
	6
	24.0
	0
	0.0
	2.76
	.436

	PI.B.6.c
	25
	11
	44.0
	11
	44.0
	3
	12.0
	2.32
	.690

	PI.B.7
	25
	14
	56.0
	8
	32.0
	3
	12.0
	2.44
	.712

	PI.B.8
	25
	14
	56.0
	9
	36.0
	2
	8.0
	2.48
	.653

	PI.C.9
	25
	15
	60.0
	8
	32.0
	2
	8.0
	2.52
	.653

	PI.C.10.a
	25
	17
	68.0
	7
	28.0
	1
	4.0
	2.64
	.569

	PI.C.10.b
	25
	17
	68.0
	6
	24.0
	2
	8.0
	2.60
	.645

	PI.C.11.a
	25
	21
	84.0
	3
	12.0
	1
	4.0
	2.80
	.500

	PI.C.11.b
	25
	7
	28.0
	16
	64.0
	2
	8.0
	2.20
	.577

	PI.C.12.a
	25
	15
	60.0
	10
	40.0
	0
	0.0
	2.60
	.500

	PI.C.12.b
	25
	7
	28.0
	12
	48.0
	6
	24.0
	2.04
	.735

	Part II: Interpretive

	PII.A.1
	25
	17
	68.0
	8
	32.0
	0
	0.0
	2.68
	.476

	PII.A.2.a
	25
	7
	28.0
	15
	60.0
	3
	12.0
	2.16
	.624

	PII.A.2.b
	25
	14
	56.0
	10
	40.0
	1
	4.0
	2.52
	.586

	PII.B.3
	25
	17
	68.0
	7
	28.0
	1
	4.0
	2.64
	.569

	PII.B.4
	25
	16
	64.0
	8
	32.0
	1
	4.0
	2.60
	.577

	PII.B.5
	25
	15
	60.0
	9
	36.0
	1
	4.0
	2.56
	.583

	PII.C.6
	25
	16
	64.0
	6
	24.0
	3
	12.0
	2.52
	.714

	PII.C.7
	25
	15
	60.0
	8
	32.0
	2
	8.0
	2.52
	.653

	Part III Category: Using Foundational Literacy Skills

	PIII.1
	25
	13
	52.0
	6
	24.0
	6
	24.0
	2.28
	.843

	PIII.2
	25
	12
	48.0
	6
	24.0
	7
	28.0
	2.20
	.866

	PIII.3
	25
	12
	48.0
	7
	28.0
	6
	24.0
	2.24
	.831

	PIII.4
	25
	18
	72.0
	2
	8.0
	5
	20.0
	2.52
	.823


Note: The scale for the survey: 3 = Critical, 2 = Important, 1 = Somewhat Important
Table I4: Descriptive Statistics of the Relative Importance Survey, Grades 9–12

	Standard
	N
	Critical
	Important
	Somewhat Important
	Overall

	
	
	Freq.
	%
	Freq.
	%
	Freq.
	%
	Mean
	SD

	Part I: Interacting in Meaningful Ways

	PI.A.1
	24
	16
	66.7
	6
	25.0
	2
	8.3
	2.58
	.654

	PI.A.2
	24
	13
	54.2
	7
	29.2
	4
	16.7
	2.38
	.770

	PI.A.3
	24
	16
	66.7
	6
	25.0
	2
	8.3
	2.58
	.654

	PI.A.4
	24
	13
	54.2
	9
	37.5
	2
	8.3
	2.46
	.658

	PI.B.5
	24
	17
	70.8
	6
	25.0
	1
	4.2
	2.67
	.565

	PI.B.6.a
	24
	18
	75.0
	6
	25.0
	0
	0.0
	2.75
	.442

	PI.B.6.b
	24
	17
	70.8
	6
	25.0
	1
	4.2
	2.67
	.565

	PI.B.6.c
	24
	15
	62.5
	8
	33.3
	1
	4.2
	2.58
	.584

	PI.B.7
	24
	7
	29.2
	15
	62.5
	2
	8.3
	2.21
	.588

	PI.B.8
	24
	5
	20.8
	19
	79.2
	0
	0.0
	2.21
	.415

	PI.C.9
	24
	12
	50.0
	7
	29.2
	5
	20.8
	2.29
	.806

	PI.C.10.a
	24
	15
	62.5
	7
	29.2
	2
	8.3
	2.54
	.658

	PI.C.10.b
	24
	14
	58.3
	9
	37.5
	1
	4.2
	2.54
	.588

	PI.C.11.a
	24
	17
	70.8
	7
	29.2
	0
	0.0
	2.71
	.464

	PI.C.11.b
	24
	5
	20.8
	14
	58.3
	5
	20.8
	2.00
	.659

	PI.C.12.a
	24
	14
	58.3
	9
	37.5
	1
	4.2
	2.54
	.588

	PI.C.12.b
	24
	5
	20.8
	11
	45.8
	8
	33.3
	1.88
	.741

	Part II: Interpretive

	PII.A.1
	24
	13
	54.2
	9
	37.5
	2
	8.3
	2.46
	.658

	PII.A.2.a
	24
	9
	37.5
	13
	54.2
	2
	8.3
	2.29
	.624

	PII.A.2.b
	24
	7
	29.2
	16
	66.7
	1
	4.2
	2.25
	.532

	PII.B.3
	24
	15
	62.5
	8
	33.3
	1
	4.2
	2.58
	.584

	PII.B.4
	24
	15
	62.5
	8
	33.3
	1
	4.2
	2.58
	.584

	PII.B.5
	24
	9
	37.5
	13
	54.2
	2
	8.3
	2.29
	.624

	PII.C.6
	24
	16
	66.7
	8
	33.3
	0
	0.0
	2.67
	.482

	PII.C.7
	24
	14
	58.3
	9
	37.5
	1
	4.2
	2.54
	.588

	Part III Category: Using Foundational Literacy Skills

	PIII.1
	24
	11
	45.8
	10
	41.7
	3
	12.5
	2.33
	.702

	PIII.2
	24
	15
	62.5
	8
	33.3
	1
	4.2
	2.58
	.584

	PIII.3
	24
	14
	58.3
	9
	37.5
	1
	4.2
	2.54
	.588

	PIII.4
	24
	18
	75.0
	5
	20.8
	1
	4.2
	2.71
	.550


Note: The scale for the survey: 3 = Critical, 2 = Important, 1 = Somewhat Important

When looking at the frequency results, as in tables I1–I4, almost all of the 2012 ELD Standards were rated as critical to assess. However, a closer look at the mean scores provides a better indication of the participant educators’ overall ratings of each standard and the degree of those 2012 ELD Standards in terms of the relative importance scale. The scale included (3) Critical, (2) Important, and (1) Somewhat Important. If half of the participant educators had selected (2) Important, and half had selected (3) Critical, the mean would have been 2.5. Therefore, a mean of 2.60 was selected as the minimum score in order to identify the 2012 ELD Standards considered as critical to assess. 
Figures I1–I4 display the 2012 ELD Standards with mean scores of 2.60 or higher, which were considered Critical on average by the participant educators.
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Fig. I1. 2012 ELD Standards with a mean of 2.60 or higher, Grades K–2
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Fig. I2. 2012 ELD Standards with a mean of 2.60 or higher, Grades 3–5
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Fig. I3. 2012 ELD Standards with a mean of 2.60 or higher, Grades 6–8
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Fig. I4. 2012 ELD Standards with a mean of 2.60 or higher, Grades 9–12
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