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Background
The California Alternate Performance Assessment (CAPA) assesses the performance of students with significant cognitive disabilities on sets of California’s content standards for English–language arts (ELA) and mathematics (grades two through eleven) and science (grades five, eight, and ten). Students’ individualized education program (IEP) teams determined, on a student-by-student basis, whether each student would take the California Standards Tests (CSTs)/California Modified Assessment (CMA)-California Achievement Tests, Sixth Edition Survey (CAT/6 Survey) or the CAPA. 

CAPA is composed entirely of performance tasks. Each content area includes eight performance tasks which are scored by a trained, certificated, or licensed school staff member on either a 4- or 5-point rubric, depending on the test level being assessed. 
Purpose of the Standard Setting

The purpose of the standard setting held in fall 2008 was to collect recommendations for the placement of the CAPA cut scores for use by the California Department of Education (CDE) after approval by the State Board of Education (SBE). The method employed for CAPA was the Performance Profile Method, a holistic judgment approach based on profiles of student test performance for the content areas of ELA and mathematics at all five test levels, and for science at Levels I, III, IV, and V. 
It is important that cut score recommendations be based on the knowledge and perspectives of California teachers and administrators and other school professionals such as school psychologists who are familiar with CAPA and who have direct experience with students who take the CAPA. The recommendations collected are presented herein to the CDE. 
It is ETS’s understanding that, after a period of public comment, the SBE will review all recommendations and that the SBE has final decision-making authority of the cut scores to be used operationally to assign students to the following four performance levels: below basic, basic, proficient and advanced.
 Three cut scores were constructed to define four performance levels. All scores that do not meet a lower boundary for the category of basic were assigned to the below basic level. The cut score set to further assign students to far below basic was determined as part of the scaling of CAPA ELA, Mathematics and Science, for each of the levels mentioned. 
Time and Location

A standard setting workshop was held from September 16 to September 18, 2008. ETS secured meeting rooms in which to conduct the standard setting sessions. A “walk-through” of the process was attended by CDE and ETS staff on Friday, September 12, 2008, at the ETS Sacramento offices. A final logistics walkthrough at the Hilton Arden West meeting location with CDE was held on September 15. 
Panelists

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

1. Level I CAPA—across areas ELA, Mathematics, and Science

2. ELA Levels II–V

3. Mathematics Levels II–V

4. Science Levels III–V  
In order to allow replication of results recommended at the Technical Advisory Group (TAG) meeting on April 4, 2008, ETS recommended having no fewer than 18 educators on each panel to allow replication of results. The final decision on the panelists selected for the workshops was made by the CDE.
Replication Study
In response to a discussion at the TAG meeting in April, ETS proposed a plan for a replication study, in which each panel of 18 would be split into two subgroups of nine each for a within-room replication. However, the number of panelists who actually participated was 42, too few to permit replication. The threshold used for executing the planned replication was that there should be no fewer than seven in each of two tables to permit replication. 
The reason(s) for the disappointing participant rate is currently being analyzed. Although a total of 84 panelists applied, the number approved for invitation was 56, and of those invited 42 participated. Among the 14 educators invited who did not attend, reasons given for the lack of participation varied, including difficulties associated with teacher’s absence from the classroom for three days, lack of availability of a substitute, and the time of year. A number of panelists cancelled and a few did not provide any explanation; others simply did not arrive. ETS will continue to analyze this issue with a goal of improving the participation rates for standard setting and other committee work. 
The number of panelists who participated in the CAPA standard setting is depicted in Table 1. The final panels included primarily special education teachers and administrators; no community representatives attended. 
Table 1. Number of Participants in CAPA Standard Setting

	Panel
	Number of Panelists

	Level I
	9

	ELA
	12

	Math
	9

	Science
	12

	Total
	42


Standard Setting Materials 
Prior to the standard-setting workshop, panelists were mailed a letter explaining the purpose of the standard setting with a homework assignment and Web addresses for the California content standards and the CAPA blueprints. In the letter, panelists were asked to review the blueprints and standards and to consider the competencies needed at each performance level (below basic, basic, proficient, and advanced) for the CAPA level(s) and subject area(s) to which they had been assigned. For the Level I panelists, the homework letter included the 2009 scoring rubric, which they were asked to review. The task for the panelists was to consider what competencies a student should have for each of the performance levels. Panelists were asked to take notes when thinking about this question and bring these notes with them to the standard-setting workshop. 
Reference materials made available to panelists at the standard-setting session included the policy descriptors and a draft list of competencies and that were to be used to describe the range of student performance. This list was drafted by a panel of practitioners based on the policy descriptors and the content standards. 
Security of materials was maintained throughout the workshop; panelists were assigned an ID number and all materials included an ID number. A record was kept of the materials distribution and panelists were required to sign a security agreement notifying them of the confidentiality of the materials used in the standard setting and prohibiting the removal of the materials from the meeting area. Panelists received a binder containing CAPA tasks and scoring rubrics from the spring 2008 CAPA administration. For Level I, the new 2009 scoring rubric and the scoring flowchart were presented. 
The basis for the judgments in the standard setting was a set of student profiles selected to represent differential performance across tasks within each content area at each test level. See Appendix A for a mock sample student profile. Two to five profiles were presented at selected raw score levels. For Levels II–V, operational data were used to ensure that the performance profiles most often achieved were included in the profile packet. Test development experts familiar with the CAPA reviewed the profiles to ensure that they represented reasonable profiles for the obtained scores. 
For Level I, no score data were used because the scoring rubric applied during the 2008 test administration will not be applied when the performance levels are reported on the 2009 test administration data. Performance profiles for Level I were selected to characterize patterns at selected score levels, and test development experts familiar with CAPA Level I and the 2009 scoring rubric verified that these represented realistic examples of possible patterns for each score. 
Panelists were asked to complete a biographical information form, the purpose of which was to document the composition of the panels. Panelists were also asked to respond to two evaluation forms, which included questions regarding training, relevant factors contributing to their judgment and the panels’ final recommendations. A complete description of the panels and an analysis of the evaluation forms will be included in the final technical report in December 2008. This executive summary provides a partial analysis of the final evaluation responses, specifically, a brief summary of panelists’ responses indicating their level of confidence in the final set of recommended cut scores constructed during the process.
Performance Profile Method

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

The procedure implemented is a modification to the Performance Profile Method used for CAPA standard setting in 2003 (Morgan, 2003). Panelists marked the raw score that corresponds to the performance profiles judged to be representing the competencies a student should have at each performance level, i.e, basic, proficient, advanced. 
Representative student profiles were presented at selected raw scores. Score profiles were presented in increasing order based on total raw score
. For most raw score points, two to three profiles were examined; but in the part of the score range where total scores were achieved by a large group of students as indicated by the operational data, up to five profiles were presented. For total scores in which one or more profiles were more frequently achieved, those profiles were chosen for representation at the associated raw scores. Profiles for each test level and content area were ordered from the lowest total raw score to the highest. 
While it is recognized that any number of combinations of item ratings may result in the same raw score, the intent in the performance profile method is to set a cut score that is compensatory in nature. Therefore, profiles within the same raw score were ordered randomly. Panelists were instructed that it was permissible to select total raw scores “between” the selected raw scores as their recommended cut score judgment for any level.
For CAPA ELA and Mathematics, there are five test levels and eight tasks per level. For CAPA Science, there are four test levels and eight tasks per level. On the Level I tests, a 5-point rubric is applied for performance scoring; on Levels II–V, a 4-point rubric is used. On Level I, it is possible to obtain any raw score between 0 and 40; on the other test levels, raw scores range from 0 to 32. 

Process

On Tuesday, September 16, 2008, in a general session that included all panelists, CDE provided a welcome and introduction to the workshop and ETS provided an explanation of the purpose of standard setting and the general process planned, a brief description of test development, and an initial training on the modified performance profile method. After the general session, panelists were instructed to break into four pre-assigned groups working on tests as follows: 
Group 1: CAPA Level I, ELA, Mathematics, and Science
Group 2: CAPA Levels II–V, ELA
Group 3: CAPA Levels II–V, Mathematics
Group 4: CAPA Levels III–V, Science
Panelists worked in these groups in separate meeting rooms for the remainder of the standard setting session.

Panelists in each group independently reviewed the tasks and scoring rubric for the assigned tests, with the tasks presented in the same format as they are administered. Panelists discussed the competencies required to receive the range of rubric scores on the eight tasks, and referred to the notes they had made in their homework task. Using these resources, which included notes from the homework assignment, the draft list of competencies, and the policy descriptors, panelists then began to work on articulation of the knowledge and competencies necessary to reach the basic, proficient, and advanced levels. Panelists developed a common understanding of what a student at the entry point for each level should know and be able to do; that is, they defined the “target student.” Panelists were instructed to limit the target student definitions to a few bullets, as these were for the panel’s use only.
Once target student definitions were created, panelists were given an opportunity to practice. As part of the training, the facilitator asked a few panelists to discuss the rationale behind their judgment. The facilitator was able to monitor this discussion and provide clarity on the procedure as needed. Each panelist then completed an evaluation form indicating the extent to which the training in the procedure and materials has been clear, and whether or not the panelist was ready to proceed. Only one panelist indicated any questions regarding the process; the panel facilitator in ELA provided retraining. When all panelists indicated readiness to proceed and subsequently reviewed independently the tasks for the first test level and content area assigned to their panel, they made their first round cut score judgments. 
The process of making judgments in the performance profile method is as follows: 
1. Starting with lowest total score and working toward the highest total, panelists reviewed the profiles, keeping in mind the target student. 
2. They located the total score most likely to be earned by the target basic student. 
3. They recorded this raw score on the rating form as the cut score for basic.
This procedure was then repeated for each cut score within that content area of that test level over the three-day workshop until all cut scores are set for each test level and content area. Panelists made judgments in the following order: basic, proficient, and advanced. The process was repeated within each group.
Groups were provided with a lunch and breaks; all groups were led by trained facilitators, including a lead facilitator who oversaw the process. 
As panelists left the session on the last day, all materials were 100 percent accounted for by the standard-setting staff. Materials were shredded and securely disposed of.
Analysis of Data

In order to provide feedback, data analysis was performed during the workshop for each panel. After each round of the standard-setting process, the raw score selected by each panelist was recorded for each cut score, and the panelists’ rating forms were returned to them. The range of cut score judgments was presented to the room along with the frequency for each score selected, if more than one panelist chose the same cut score. This provided panelists with a visual display of the variation in cut scores within the group. 
Beginning with the upper- and lower-most placements for each cut, discussion of the rationale for the placements for each cut score was held. After discussion, a second iteration of judgments occurred in which panelists were able to revisit and revise their judgments on any, none, or all of their first cut score recommendations. 
After the second iteration, the raw score selected by each panelist was again recorded for each cut score and displayed to the panel to facilitate discussion among panelists. ETS calculated the median of all judgments to find the interim recommended raw cut score for the panel. For Levels II–V, this raw score was then located on the cumulative frequency distributions for the spring 2008 operational administration and impact data, which indicated how many students would fall into each performance level based on the second iteration cuts, was presented. For Level I, the median, high, and low interim recommended raw cut for the room was displayed. 
Following large-group discussion, panelists were given the opportunity to revise their cut score decisions one more time. Results from the third iteration of the standard-setting process were displayed to the panelists at the end of the three day workshop, with instruction that these results were not official, pending review by the CDE, public hearings, and adoption by the SBE. 
Panelists Evaluations of Recommended Cut Scores

As part of the final evaluation form, panelists were asked to respond to the following question: “Do you believe that the final recommended cut score for each of the performance levels is too low, about right, or too high?” Overall, the result of the panelists’ ratings indicated that the majority of panelists thought the recommended cut scores were “about right.”   

In the Level I panel, 100 percent of the thirteen panelists indicated that all recommended cut scores were about right. For the ELA panel for CAPA Levels II–V, all twelve panelists indicated that the cut scores for basic and proficient were about right. However, for advanced, one panelist felt the cut scores were too high and two indicated the recommendation for advanced was too low (75 percent said about right). 
In the mathematics panel for CAPA levels II–V, all eight panelists indicated that the cut score for basic was about right; seven panelists indicated that the cut score recommended for proficient and advanced was about right, and one indicated that both cut scores were too high. 
In the science panel for CAPA levels III–V, ten of twelve panelists (83 percent) said they thought the basic cut score was about right. Eleven (92 percent) thought the proficient and advanced recommendations were about right. One panelist indicated that basic was too high and two panelists said they thought proficient and advanced cut scores were too high.
Final Recommended Cut Scores

Three tables of recommended cut scores and California policy level descriptors are included in Appendix B. The recommended cut scores for basic, proficient and advanced are part of the result of the CAPA standard setting; the cut score for far below basic was determined as a result of the scaling for CAPA. On September 25th, ETS presented scaled CAPA data to the CDE. The CDE recommended that the below basic cut, differentiating students into far below basic and below basic levels, would be set at a raw score of 4. A raw score of 4 is the score a student would receive if facing forward ½ the time for eight tasks. This recommendation was applied for CAPA levels II-V ELA and Levels III-V science. For CAPA mathematics levels II-V, because several additional raw scores received the same scaled score, the raw score cut for mathematics was set to the highest raw score corresponding to that scaled score.
For more details on the scaling, refer to the ETS memo documenting CAPA 2009 Scaling (currently under internal review). Data presenting the percentages of students are based on the spring 2008 administration of CAPA. Cut scores are provided in the raw score metric. No percentage data are available for CAPA Level I due to the change in the Level I rubric following the spring 2008 test administration.
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Appendix A. Mock Student Sample Profile

	
	
	Sample Profiles Based on Scores of 1 to 4 for Each of Eight CAPA Tasks

	Sample Total Scores
	
	Task 1
	Task 2
	Task 3
	Task 4
	Task 5
	Task 6
	Task 7
	Task 8

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	
	1
	2
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0

	5
	
	0
	2
	2
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0

	10
	
	2
	2
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	10
	
	1
	1
	1
	3
	2
	1
	1
	0

	10
	
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	0
	0
	0

	10
	
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	2
	3
	3

	15
	
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	1

	15
	
	2
	3
	2
	3
	2
	3
	0
	0

	15
	
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	2
	1

	15
	
	1
	1
	2
	2
	3
	3
	3
	0

	15
	
	1
	1
	2
	2
	3
	4
	2
	0

	20
	
	2
	2
	2
	2
	3
	3
	3
	3

	20
	
	3
	3
	3
	2
	2
	2
	2
	3

	20
	
	1
	2
	3
	3
	3
	4
	4
	4

	25
	
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	4

	25
	
	3
	3
	4
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3

	25
	
	2
	2
	3
	3
	4
	3
	4
	4

	32
	
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4
	4


Appendix B. Cut Score Recommendations

Recommended Performance Levels for the Levels I–V California Alternate Performance Assessment for English–Language Arts

	CAPA

Level
	Far Below Basic
	Below Basic
	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced

	
	% Students
	Raw Cut Score*
	% at and above
	% Students
	Raw Cut Score
	% at and above
	% Students
	Raw Cut Score
	% at and above
	% Students
	Raw Cut Score
	% at and above
	% Students
	Raw Cut Score
	% at and above

	I
	-
	<4
	-
	-
	4
	-
	-
	10
	-
	-
	20
	-
	-
	31
	-

	II
	1%
	<4
	100%
	2%
	4
	99%
	16%
	10
	97%
	38%
	18
	81%
	44%
	25
	44%

	III
	1%
	<4
	100%
	4%
	4
	99%
	14%
	11
	95%
	40%
	18
	81%
	41%
	26
	41%

	IV
	2%
	<4
	100%
	8%
	4
	98%
	19%
	10
	91%
	41%
	16
	71%
	30%
	25
	30%

	V
	2%
	<4
	100%
	5%
	4
	98%
	16%
	9
	93%
	38%
	16
	77%
	39%
	25
	39%


	Advanced
	This category represents a superior performance. Students demonstrate a comprehensive and complex understanding of the knowledge and skills measured by this assessment, at this grade, in this content area. 

	Proficient
	This category represents a solid performance. Students demonstrate a competent and adequate understanding of the knowledge and skills measured by this assessment, at this grade, in this content area. 

	Basic
	This category represents a limited performance. Students demonstrate a partial and rudimentary understanding of the knowledge and skills measured by this assessment, at this grade, in this content area. 

	Below Basic
	This category represents a serious lack of performance. Students demonstrate little or a flawed understanding of the knowledge and skills measured by this assessment, at this grade, in this content area. 

	Far Below Basic
	This category represents a serious lack of performance. Students demonstrate little or a flawed understanding of the knowledge and skills measured by this assessment, at this grade, in this content area. 

	% Students**
	Percent of students statewide who would be placed at this performance standard (level) based on the results of the 2008 census tests for Levels I–V English–language arts.

	Raw Cut Score
	Minimum raw score needed to achieve this performance standard (level).

	% at and above
	Percent of students statewide who would be at and above this performance standard (level).


NOTE:  The Levels I–V California Alternate Performance Assessment in English–language arts have 40 score points for Level I and 32 for Levels II–V.

EXAMPLES OF HOW TO READ THIS CHART: Students with a raw score of less than 4 would be designated as far below basic. Raw scores of at least 10 in Levels I, II, and IV would be designated as basic or above.

*For future administrations, cut scores will be expressed in the corresponding scale scores.
**Level I % students and % at and above are not available due to scoring rubric change. 

Recommended Performance Levels for the Levels I–V California Alternate Performance Assessment for Mathematics
	CAPA

Level
	Far Below Basic
	Below Basic
	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced

	
	% Students
	Raw Cut Score*
	% at and above
	% Students
	Raw Cut Score
	% at and above
	% Students
	Raw Cut Score
	% at and above
	% Students
	Raw Cut Score
	% at and above
	% Students
	Raw Cut Score
	% at and above

	I
	-
	<4
	-
	-
	4
	-
	-
	8
	-
	-
	19
	-
	-
	29
	-

	II
	3%
	<7
	100%
	20%
	7
	97%
	20%
	15
	77%
	29%
	20
	57%
	28%
	27
	28%

	III
	1%
	<4
	100%
	11%
	4
	99%
	26%
	12
	88%
	33%
	20
	62%
	29%
	27
	29%

	IV
	2%
	<5
	100%
	23%
	5
	98%
	29%
	13
	74%
	25%
	20
	45%
	20%
	27
	20%

	V
	3%
	<6
	100%
	16%
	6
	97%
	15%
	13
	81%
	30%
	19
	66%
	37%
	26
	37%


	Advanced
	This category represents a superior performance. Students demonstrate a comprehensive and complex understanding of the knowledge and skills measured by this assessment, at this grade, in this content area. 

	Proficient
	This category represents a solid performance. Students demonstrate a competent and adequate understanding of the knowledge and skills measured by this assessment, at this grade, in this content area. 

	Basic
	This category represents a limited performance. Students demonstrate a partial and rudimentary understanding of the knowledge and skills measured by this assessment, at this grade, in this content area. 

	Below Basic
	This category represents a serious lack of performance. Students demonstrate little or a flawed understanding of the knowledge and skills measured by this assessment, at this grade, in this content area. 

	Far Below Basic
	This category represents a serious lack of performance. Students demonstrate little or a flawed understanding of the knowledge and skills measured by this assessment, at this grade, in this content area. 

	% Students**
	Percent of students statewide who would be placed at this performance standard (level) based on the results of the 2008 census tests for Levels I–V Mathematics.

	Raw Cut Score
	Minimum raw score needed to achieve this performance standard (level).

	% at and above
	Percent of students statewide who would be at and above this performance standard (level).


NOTE:  The Levels I–V California Alternate Performance Assessment in Mathematics have 40 score points for Level I and 32 for Levels II–V.

EXAMPLES OF HOW TO READ THIS CHART: In Level II, students with a raw score of lower than 7 would be designated as far below basic; raw scores of at least 15 would be designated as basic or above.

*For future administrations, cut scores will be expressed in the corresponding scale scores.

**Level I % students and % at and above are not available due to scoring rubric change.
Proposed Performance Levels for the Levels I and III–V California Alternate Performance Assessment for Science

	CAPA

Level
	Far Below Basic
	Below Basic
	Basic
	Proficient
	Advanced

	
	% Students
	Raw Cut Score*
	% at and above
	% Students
	Raw Cut Score
	% at and above
	% Students
	Raw Cut Score
	% at and above
	% Students
	Raw Cut Score
	% at and above
	% Students
	Raw Cut Score
	% at and above

	I
	-
	<4
	-
	-
	4
	-
	-
	11
	-
	-
	20
	-
	-
	30
	-

	III
	1%
	<4
	100%
	6%
	4
	99%
	21%
	11
	92%
	47%
	18
	71%
	24%
	27
	24%

	IV
	1%
	<4
	100%
	12%
	4
	99%
	34%
	13
	86%
	37%
	20
	53%
	16%
	27
	16%

	V
	3%
	<4
	100%
	10%
	4
	97%
	34%
	12
	87%
	40%
	20
	53%
	13%
	27
	13%


	Advanced
	This category represents a superior performance. Students demonstrate a comprehensive and complex understanding of the knowledge and skills measured by this assessment, at this grade, in this content area. 

	Proficient
	This category represents a solid performance. Students demonstrate a competent and adequate understanding of the knowledge and skills measured by this assessment, at this grade, in this content area. 

	Basic
	This category represents a limited performance. Students demonstrate a partial and rudimentary understanding of the knowledge and skills measured by this assessment, at this grade, in this content area. 

	Below Basic
	This category represents a serious lack of performance. Students demonstrate little or a flawed understanding of the knowledge and skills measured by this assessment, at this grade, in this content area. 

	Far Below Basic
	This category represents a serious lack of performance. Students demonstrate little or a flawed understanding of the knowledge and skills measured by this assessment, at this grade, in this content area. 

	% Students**
	Percent of students statewide who would be placed at this performance standard (level) based on the results of the 2008 census tests for Levels I and III-V Science.

	Raw Cut Score
	Minimum raw score needed to achieve this performance standard (level).

	% at and above
	Percent of students statewide who would be at and above this performance standard (level).


NOTE:  The Levels I–V California Alternate Performance Assessment in Science have 40 score points for Level I and 32 for Levels II–V.

EXAMPLES OF HOW TO READ THIS CHART: Students with a raw score of less than 4 would be designated as far below basic. Raw scores of at least 12 in Level V would be designated as basic or above.

*For future administrations, cut scores will be expressed in the corresponding scaled scores.
**Level I % students and % at and above are not available due to scoring rubric change
� At a Technical Advisory Group (TAG) meeting in spring 2008, it was decided that examinee records for which all items received a score of 0 or 1 will not be included in the performance profiles used at the standard setting workshop. 


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