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The English Language Proficiency Assessments for California (ELPAC), aligned with the 2012 California English Language Development (ELD) Standards (California Department of Education [CDE], 2014), is comprised of two separate English Language Proficiency (ELP) assessments: one initial assessment to identify students as English learners, and a second annual summative assessment to both measure a student’s progress in learning English and identify the student’s level of ELP. With the implementation of the new ELD standards and the administration of the new Summative ELPAC comes the need for a standard-setting process to evaluate students’ ELP against the new expectations.
The Summative ELPAC field test administration was conducted in spring 2017, and the first operational administration will occur in spring 2018. The summative assessment, given in paper and pencil, will be administered at seven grades or grade spans—kindergarten (K), grade one, grade two, grade span three through five, grade span six through eight, grade span nine through ten, and grade span eleven through twelve—and will assess the four domains of Listening, Speaking, Reading, and Writing. The task types and domain descriptions are described on the CDE Web site, at https://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/ep/. 
Figure 12 displays the score-reporting hierarchy for the SA, approved in September 2017 by the State Board of Education (SBE), which requires four performance levels to be reported for three composite scale scores: Oral Language, Written Language, and Overall. In addition, three performance levels will be reported for each domain. 

[bookmark: _Ref505777437][bookmark: _Toc511390601]Figure 1.  Summative ELPAC Score Reporting Hierarchy
See the Alternative Text for Figure 1 for a description of this image.
[image: Figure 1.  Summative ELPAC Score Reporting Hierarchy. Link to alternative text located above image. ]

To develop threshold-score recommendations aligned to the score reporting hierarchy, Educational Testing Service (ETS) conducted standard-setting workshops in Sacramento, California, for the seven Summative ELPAC grades and grade spans on October 17–20, 2017 (K, grade one, and grade two) and October 23–26, 2017 (grade spans three through five, six through eight, nine through ten, and eleven through twelve). Standard setting for K through grade two was conducted in week one and for grades three through twelve in week two. All four domains and the overall score were considered in the process of standard setting. The Bookmark standard-setting method was applied to the Reading and Listening domains, and the Performance Profile standard-setting method was applied to the Speaking and Writing domains, for all grades and grade spans.
For each domain and grade/grade span, the standard-setting panel recommended threshold scores to indicate the score that must be earned for a student to reach the beginning (i.e., threshold) of three of the four performance levels (Levels 2 through 4); final recommendations were made for each domain and for the composite overall score. California educators utilized the 2012 California ELD Standards: Kindergarten Through Grade 12 (CDE, 2014), the ELPAC General Performance Level Descriptors (PLDs) (SBE 2017); and the domain and grade/grade-span–specific PLDs (CDE, 2017). The general PLDs were approved by the SBE on September 13, 2017; specific PLDs were reviewed and approved by the CDE following the SBE approval, in September 2017. A standard-setting plan was presented to the CDE on September 19, 2017, in preparation for the meetings. 
This document provides the following information:
The purpose of the standard-setting workshops and a discussion of the work conducted prior to the workshop
Overview of the standard-setting methods implemented, including discussions of the Bookmark, Performance Profile, and Integrated Judgments methods used to develop the overall score thresholds
Description of the panels and materials used in the approach, the process before and during the workshop and a discussion of the data training
The results, including summary data from the panel judgments and evaluations by the panelists
[bookmark: _Toc216780897][bookmark: _Toc513978489]Purpose and General Description of the Standard-Setting Workshops
The purpose of standard setting for the Summative ELPAC, scheduled for October 2017, was to collect recommendations for the placement of the ELPAC threshold scores for review by the CDE, with final determination by the SBE. For each grade and grade-span assessment, four performance levels were assigned (Levels 1 through 4). A threshold score defines the beginning of a higher level of performance or achievement. A review of the standard-setting literature supports the need for attention to best practices (Brandon, 2004; Hambleton & Pitoniak, 2006, Tannenbaum & Katz, 2013), which include the following: 
Careful selection of panel members 
Sufficient number of panel members to represent varying perspectives and provide for replication 
Sufficient time devoted to develop a common understanding of the assessment domain 
Adequate training of panel members 
Development of a description of each performance level 
Multiple rounds of judgments
The inclusion of data, where appropriate, to inform judgments 
The approach used in this study adheres to these guidelines.
The overall approach used for setting standards for the Summative ELPAC is aligned with the new ELD standards, which reflect the interdependence of the language domains. By design, the Summative ELPAC and standard-setting methodology explicitly support a treatment of skills in combination, such as speaking and listening, rather than as isolated skills. Educators working on standard-setting panels considered the assessment by domain, articulated skills that are expected in Listening, Speaking, Reading, and Writing, and made final threshold score recommendations by considering the interdependence of these skills. 
Specifically, the Bookmark Method (Lewis, et al., 1996; Mitzel, et al., 2001) was applied to the Reading and Listening domains; a Performance Profile approach was applied to the Writing and Speaking domains (Baron & Papageorgiou, 2014; Tannenbaum & Cho, 2014; Tannenbaum & Baron, 2010; Wan, Bay, & Morgan, 2017). In the final round, panelists were instructed to think holistically across the four domains and consider consequence data when they made the overall threshold score recommendations.
[bookmark: _Toc216780899][bookmark: _Toc513978490]Method
This section includes descriptions of the Bookmark and Performance Profile methods of standard setting; the integrated, holistic approach used to develop the overall score threshold scores; the panels; the materials used in the workshop; and the processes implemented before, during, and after the workshop.
Two standard-setting methods will be described. For each method, panelists were trained in the method, practiced making judgments, and discussed rationales for judgments, prior to the start of actual standard setting, as described next. After training, panelists completed a training evaluation form confirming their understanding and readiness to proceed.
Each method was implemented in two rounds of panelists’ judgments. The first round of judgments, Round 1, was made independently, without discussion; however, after Round 1 judgments were collected, panelists received feedback and discussed their rationales in small groups and as a panel. Round 2 judgments for each domain were then made independently. After each round, panelists’ judgments were collected, analyzed, and summarized. The third and final round (Round 3) of judgments were made after the process was completed for all four domains. In Round 3, panelists considered the integration of all four domains on the overall score scale and made recommendations for threshold scores holistically rather than for each domain.
Each test-specific panel was split up and seated in small groups to facilitate discussion. This table format provides an environment more conducive to panelists sharing their opinions and rationales, as some panelists may be less inclined to speak or have less opportunity to be heard in a large group. The table format also increases the independence of the threshold-score recommendations because each table of experts provides its own recommendations, which are then aggregated across the tables. This also allows analysis of the variability across tables and can be considered a type of replication.
[bookmark: _Bookmark_Method][bookmark: _Toc483515570][bookmark: _Toc513978491][bookmark: _Toc216780900]Bookmark Standard Setting: Reading and Listening
[bookmark: _Toc390785060][bookmark: _Toc448838709]The Summative ELPAC standard-setting process employed the Bookmark Method for the seven grade and grade spans (K, grade one, grade two, grade span three through five, grade span six through eight, grade span nine through ten, and grade span eleven through twelve), for the Reading and Listening domains, which consisted of dichotomously scored multiple-choice items.[footnoteRef:2] This portion of the workshop resulted in recommendations for threshold scores for these two domains.  [2:  The grade two assessment included two items that were multipoint items. These items appeared twice in the OIB, according to the RP67 theta value associated with each score point. ] 

In this method, test items were ordered based on item parameters estimated from field test data from easiest to most difficult and are presented in a booklet known as an ordered item booklet (OIB). The task of each panelist was to place a “bookmark” in the OIB at the threshold of each performance level. The “bookmark” differentiates item content that a student with just enough English language proficiency to be performing at a defined performance level would likely know from item content that he or she would not likely know. For both the Listening and Reading domains, three bookmarks were placed to identify the beginning of Level 2, Level 3, and Level 4.
To make judgments and place bookmarks in the OIB, panelists reviewed each item in the OIB in sequence and considered whether the student at the beginning of Level 2, known as the borderline Level 2 student, would most likely be able to answer the item correctly. Instructions to the panelists were to place the Level 2 bookmark on the first item encountered in the OIB that he or she believes the borderline Level 2 student would most likely not be able to address because items beyond that point are too difficult for that borderline student. The panelist continues from that point in the OIB and then stops at the item that the borderline Level 3 student would most likely not be able to address (i.e., the item that likely exceeds the content understanding of the borderline Level 3 student). 
For the Summative ELPAC, panelists placed the third bookmark on the item that the borderline Level 4 student would most likely not be able to address. Panelists were instructed to consider the definition of “most likely” as having a two-thirds likelihood of answering a multiple-choice item correctly. In ordering the items in the OIB, a response probability of 0.67 was employed in the item response theory model; thus, the instructions to the panelists and the analytical model were aligned. Panelists recorded the bookmark page, or OIB number, for each threshold score. Judgments were summarized and discussed prior to the next round of judgments (see Feedback and Discussion: Round 2 for Each Domain). Panelists completed two rounds of bookmark judgments for Reading and Listening for their assigned grade or grade span; the panelists then began work on the Speaking and Writing domains for the same assigned grade or grade span.
[bookmark: _Toc483515571][bookmark: _Toc513978492]Performance Profile Standard Setting: Speaking and Writing
The Summative ELPAC standard-setting process employed the Performance Profile method for the Speaking and Writing domains, which consisted of constructed-response items. This portion of the workshop resulted in recommendations for threshold scores for these two domains. 
[bookmark: _Toc42405392]The Performance Profile method is a holistic method that requires panelists to make decisions or judgments based on an examinee’s score profiles, or overall performance, rather than on each separate test item or task. This method has been used in standard-setting studies for English learner assessments and other types of K–12 statewide assessments throughout the United States (e.g., Baron & Papageorgiou, 2014; Educational Testing Service, 2014). 
In this approach, panelists reviewed actual samples of student responses across multiple tasks, such as Speaking video samples of student performance on the Speaking tasks, and multiple Writing responses. Item scores for a student’s set of responses to the items form a profile; panelists considered the performance at each total score represented by the profiles of responses across tasks. Writing profiles were sampled from field-test responses, and speaking profiles were sampled from scorer training videos developed by the Sacramento County Office of Education in June 2017. Profiles were selected to represent the full range of scores and the most frequently occurring score patterns. 
In each of two rounds of judgments, all panelists independently selected total scores associated with score profiles and marked the score representing the expected knowledge and skills at the threshold of each performance level, using the definitions of borderline students. The instructions to the panelists were to base decisions about which total score aligns best with the definition of the borderline student on the full set of evidence provided across all test items in Speaking. (The same process was followed for Writing.) Panelists recorded their Round 1 recommended Speaking or Writing total score for each threshold score. After Round 1, each panelist’s individual cut-score recommendations were shared with the panel and discussed; panel judgments were summarized and discussed prior to the next round of judgments.
[bookmark: _Toc216780901][bookmark: _Toc513978493]Standard-Setting Panels
[bookmark: OLE_LINK5][bookmark: OLE_LINK6]In recruiting panelists, the goal was to include a diverse, representative group of California educators with experience in the education of students who will take the ELPAC and who are familiar with the 2012 California English Language Development Standards. An additional goal was to recruit subject-area teachers working with these students in grades six and above because these teachers provide a perspective on content-specific learning goals for the students taking the ELPAC, which may be an important consideration in the identification of students who are English learners compared to students who will be identified as Initially Fluent English Proficient. Educator selection utilized the following criteria:
1. Educators who are working with English learners, in the grade level(s) assigned to the panel
2. English-language specialists
3. Educators teaching the subject areas of mathematics, science, and/or social studies
The final decision on the panelists selected for the workshops was made by the CDE. After the final list of panelists was approved, panelists were notified, and completed 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.
For the Summative ELPAC, there were six panels of educators: three panels—K, grade one, and grade two—met in the first week of the workshop, and three panels—grade spans three through five, six through eight, and nine through twelve—met in the second week. The number of panelists is displayed in Table 1.
[bookmark: _Ref505778638][bookmark: _Toc505957382][bookmark: _Toc513978557]Table 1.  Panel Sample
	Panel
	N

	Grade K
	8

	Grade 1
	9

	Grade 2
	10

	Grades 3–5
	11

	Grades 6–8
	11

	Grades 9–10
	11

	Grades 11–12
	11

	Total
	71


During day one of the workshop, one table leader for each table was selected. The responsibilities of the table leaders were to help keep discussions on track at the table, report interim discussions to the room, and collect materials at the table. Table leader training was conducted by the standard-setting director at the start of the second day of the workshops.
Because standard setting is based on expert judgment—informed by performance data—it is important that panelists collectively reflect the diversity of the educators working with students who take the assessment. Special efforts were made to assemble panels that were representative of the geographic and socioeconomic diversity of California in general and the ELPAC educator population in particular. Table 2 provides the distribution of the panel by gender; each panel included at least one male educator. 
[bookmark: _Ref505778734][bookmark: _Toc505957383][bookmark: _Toc513978558]Table 2.  Panelist Gender
	Gender
	K
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grades 3–5
	Grades 6–8
	Grades 9–10
	Grades 11–12
	Total

	Female
	7
	7
	9
	9
	8 
	9
	10
	59

	Male
	1
	2
	1
	2
	3 
	2
	 1
	12


Table 3 provides the educators’ responses to their ethnic or racial background. The two largest groups represented were Hispanic (n = 23) and White (n = 27). All panelists responded to the question, What is your primary ethnicity/race?
[bookmark: _Ref505778841][bookmark: _Toc505957384][bookmark: _Toc513978559]Table 3.  Panelist Primary Ethnicity/Race
	Ethnicity/Race
	K
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grades 3–5
	Grades 6–8
	Grades 9–10
	Grades 11–12
	Total

	American Indian/Alaskan Native
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0 
	0
	1
	1

	Asian
	2
	2
	1
	0
	1
	1
	2
	9

	Black or African American
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	2
	2
	5

	Filipino
	0
	0
	0
	1
	2
	1
	0
	4

	Hispanic or Latino
	2
	4
	4
	6
	2
	4
	1
	23

	Pacific Islander
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1

	White
	4
	2
	5
	2
	6
	3
	5
	27

	Other
	0
	0
	0
	1
	 0
	0
	 0
	1


Table 4 presents the location in California educators are teaching. A majority of the educators indicated they are working in the southern region of California. 
[bookmark: _Ref505778983][bookmark: _Toc505957385][bookmark: _Toc513978560]Table 4.  Panelist Geographical Region of Educators
	Region
	K
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grades 3–5
	Grades 6–8
	Grades 9–10
	Grades 11–12
	Total

	Northern
	2
	2
	3
	2
	 3
	2
	2
	16

	Central
	1
	0
	2
	1
	2
	2
	3
	11

	Southern
	5
	7
	5
	8
	 6
	7
	 6
	44


Table 5 presents the teaching experience in each panel and across the standard-setting workshop by the number of years taught. A majority of the educators indicated they had more than five years of experience working with English learners.
[bookmark: _Ref505779102][bookmark: _Toc505957386][bookmark: _Toc513978561]Table 5.  Panelist Years Experience Working with English Learners
	Experience
	K
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grades 3–5
	Grades 6–8
	Grades 9–10
	Grades 11–12
	Total

	1 to 5 years
	2
	3
	5
	3
	 5
	4
	1
	23

	6 to 10 years
	1
	1
	3
	3
	5
	2
	1
	16

	10+ years
	5
	5
	2
	5
	 1
	5
	 9
	32


Educators were asked what subject or subjects they currently teach; multiple responses were permitted. Table 6 shows that most panels included educators with experience teaching mathematics, science, social studies, and English. The two high school panels did not include educators who were teaching social studies, and the grades eleven through twelve panel did not include an educator teaching science.
[bookmark: _Ref505779289][bookmark: _Toc505957387][bookmark: _Toc513978562]Table 6.  Panelist Subject(s) Currently Teaching
	Subject
	K
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grades 3–5
	Grades 6–8
	Grades 9–10
	Grades 11–12
	Total

	All Subjects
	2
	0
	1
	1
	 0
	0
	0
	4

	Mathematics
	2
	4
	3
	5
	2
	1
	1
	18

	Science
	2
	2
	3
	4
	1
	1
	0
	13

	Social Studies
	2
	3
	3
	4
	3
	0
	0
	15

	English
	4
	4
	5
	6
	9
	6
	8
	42

	Other
	2
	1
	2
	5
	 3
	5
	 5
	23


[bookmark: _Toc506992718][bookmark: _Toc507179427][bookmark: _Toc54409669][bookmark: _Toc54409828][bookmark: _Toc54498699][bookmark: _Toc55879526][bookmark: _Toc128913999][bookmark: _Toc216780902][bookmark: _Toc513978494]Materials
Prior to the standard-setting workshop, panel members were provided with a letter describing the purpose and procedures of the standard-setting workshop, along with a preworkshop assignment specific to their panel assignment, a note-taking form for the assignment, a link to the State Board of Education–approved Summative ELPAC general performance level descriptors (PLDs), available at https://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/ep/elpacgpld.asp, and the domain and grade- and grade-span specific PLDs for the tests the panelists would be reviewing. At the standard-setting workshop, panelists received training materials and a set of operational materials. Items were kept secure by assigning panelists an individual identification number and giving them material marked with the same number. Each panelist was asked to sign a nondisclosure agreement, check the material out and in each day, and accept responsibility for controlling all documents labeled with his or her identification number. The Sacramento County Office of Education and Educational Testing Service (ETS) staff monitored each room to ensure that materials remained in the rooms and that no room was left unattended when unlocked. 
Although the samples were selected from the field test administration, the items and test forms reviewed during the standard setting were the operational test forms developed for the spring 2018 first operational test administration. The set of operational materials included the test books, the ordered item booklet (OIB), an item map for Reading and Listening domains, passage and script books, rubrics, judgment recording forms, and training evaluation scan forms. Panelists developed borderline student definitions in the workshop; see Attachment B in Appendix 1. The item map, OIB, and performance profile samples are described more fully in the next subsection. 
[bookmark: _Toc54409829][bookmark: _Toc54498700][bookmark: _Toc55879527][bookmark: _Toc128914000][bookmark: _Toc216780903][bookmark: _Toc513978495]Item Map
The item map is a summary document displaying relevant information regarding each item. It shows the ordered item number, the original item number in the test, the correct answer, a difficulty value, and the passage title and score level scale. The item map was ordered by difficulty in the same manner as the OIB. The difficulty metric provided—the Standard-Setting Scale—is a working scale for the panelists to see where items are similar or different compared to adjacent items in the OIB. In the item map for item sets associated with a Reading or Listening passage, a reference to the passage topic was included on the item map, linking items, and passages. The passage titles were deleted in the sample for security purposes. Items on the Summative ELPAC include one-point and two-point items; item scores are indicated on the item map. Two-point items appear twice in the OIB and item map; a score of 1+ represents a score of one on a two-point item; a score of 2+ represents a score of two on a two-point item. See Attachment C in Appendix 1 for a sample item map. 
[bookmark: _Toc54409830][bookmark: _Toc54498701][bookmark: _Toc55879528][bookmark: _Toc128914001][bookmark: _Toc216780904][bookmark: _Toc306259099][bookmark: _Toc513978496]Ordered Item Booklet
There were two OIBs used by each panel; the Reading OIB contained the operational items that were included in the ELPAC Reading domain and the Listening OIB contained all Listening items. For each item, the page of the OIB shows the item, along with any short passage or graphic, the possible responses, and the correct answer. For the items that are associated with a passage, a separate passage booklet was included with the OIB for panelists to reference for items associated with a passage. 
[bookmark: _Toc513978497][bookmark: _Toc54409831][bookmark: _Toc54498702][bookmark: _Toc55879529][bookmark: _Toc128914002][bookmark: _Toc216780905]Performance Profile Samples
Panelists reviewed student responses to the Speaking and Writing tests. For Speaking, video files of students responding to all tasks were displayed. Each student score was known to the panelists, allowing them to visualize a sample of students across the range of performance. All student videos played for each panel showed students taking the same items. 
For Writing, copies of students as they write responses to the full set of writing tasks were provided in a booklet of writing samples. The writing sample book included the prompt and written response for a range of Writing domain scores. More than one score sample was displayed, where available, for both Speaking and Writing. Panelists also utilized the scoring rubrics for Speaking and Writing in their discussions and in their individual judgments. 
[bookmark: _Toc513978498]Evaluation Forms 
[bookmark: _Toc54409670][bookmark: _Toc54409832][bookmark: _Toc54498703][bookmark: _Toc55879530][bookmark: _Toc128914003][bookmark: _Toc216780906]It is important to collect information from the panelists to document procedural validity (Cizek & Bunch, 2007; Hambleton & Pitoniak, 2006). Panelists received evaluation forms at two points during the process to gauge their understanding and gather other information (see Attachment D in Appendix 1 for the evaluation forms). Evaluations included questions about training, understanding the tasks, the influence of different aspects of the standard-setting process, and panelists’ beliefs about the final recommended threshold scores. Because ETS was interested in knowing as soon as possible if panelists were not satisfied with the level of training they received, the first evaluation form was given to the panelists at the end of the training to gauge their current understanding of the process and their comfort level with the tasks they would be performing. The evaluation forms were analyzed immediately and responses were reviewed by the panel facilitator and lead facilitator so they could review any tasks or materials that appeared to be unclear. In all six panels, no additional review and discussion was needed; panelists indicated they were comfortable with the process and ready to proceed. An overview of the results obtained through the evaluation forms is included in the results section of this report.
[bookmark: _Toc306259101][bookmark: _Toc513978499]Process
[bookmark: _Toc54409833][bookmark: _Toc54498704][bookmark: _Toc55879531][bookmark: _Toc128914004][bookmark: _Toc216780907]This section of the report describes what occurred prior to and during the standard-setting workshop. Prior to the standard setting, a pre-workshop assignment, along with instructions, a note-taking form, and the links to the general performance level descriptors (PLDs) and the grade or grade-span specific PLDs, were sent to the panelists (see Attachment A in Appendix 1). During the workshop, panelists used their notes from the pre-workshop assignment and a draft list of competencies to develop borderline student definitions; they had available as reference the 2012 California English Language Development Standards, the ELPAC test blueprints, as well as the general and specific PLDs. 
The workshop process began with a welcome provided by the California Department of Education (CDE) and a general overview and initial training provided by the Educational Testing Service (ETS) standard-setting director. Panelists then worked in grade or grade-band specific panel rooms, took the test for which they were setting standards (see the Test Familiarization subsection), received training (including practice), and placed bookmarks to indicate threshold scores in an ordered item booklet (OIB) over the course of two rounds of judgment, feedback, and discussion for the Reading and Listening domains. For the Speaking and Writing domains, panelists received training and practice on the judgment process, and made two rounds of judgment, feedback and discussion. The final round of judgments was made on the overall score. Panelists reviewed their own judgments and discussed the range of judgments in the panel, then reviewed the impact data, i.e., the percent of students who would be classified into each of four performance levels, based on Round 2 judgments and the overall score. After feedback and discussion including impact data, panelists made final judgments for threshold scores on the overall score. At the conclusion of the workshop, the results were shared with the panelists and the CDE.
[bookmark: _Toc513978500]General Session Training
Panelists were trained in various aspects of the process throughout the course of the workshop; training was often followed immediately by doing the task addressed in the training. On the first day, a general orientation session was held for the entire group where the need for threshold scores was explained. Because this was the field test administration of the ELPAC, panelists were invited to ask questions during the general session, and staff from the CDE and ETS were available throughout the process to answer questions about the test, the policies surrounding the test, and the standard-setting procedures.
Dr. Patricia Baron, ETS Standard-Setting Director, introduced the two approaches—the Bookmark and the Performance Profile methods for setting threshold scores—and presented the agenda and expectations for panel members’ participation. Dr. Baron then continued the general session with initial training on the two methods, after which panelists moved into domain/grade-specific groups, where the panel facilitators continued with training and guided the panelists through the rest of the standard-setting activities. 
[bookmark: _Test_Familiarization][bookmark: _Toc513978501]Test Familiarization
Panelists became familiar with each of the four ELPAC domains separately, prior to developing the borderline student definitions for that domain. For the Reading and Listening domains, they reviewed the items without the correct answer. Correct answers were provided to the panel after they completed the test. For Speaking and Writing, which required student-produced responses, panelists reviewed the task and the rubric and independently made notes on examples of responses they would expect for each rubric score. 
The Speaking domain familiarization included a video of a Test Examiner and student proceeding through a test administration, which allowed the panelists to see the test-taking experience prior to making judgments about the Speaking tasks and range of responses. The purpose of taking the test was to allow the panelists to familiarize themselves with the content and the difficulty of the items on the test. ETS and CDE content experts were available to respond to any concerns the panelists had with specific items or tasks.
Once the test familiarization was complete, panelists were asked to discuss, at their tables, the demands of the items, what content is measured by the test, and what might be challenging for the ELPAC students.
[bookmark: _Toc513978502]Borderline Student Definitions
Panelists reviewed the general PLDs for their group and, after the facilitator familiarized the panel with the task, worked as a whole group to describe one aspect of the Level 4 borderline student. By working on one bullet as a whole group, the process was modeled and the facilitator provided guidance, to insure that the focus was on the differentiation between Level 3 and Level 4 PLDs. The panel then worked in two small groups to complete the borderline student definitions for Level 4. 
In small groups, the panelists started by utilizing notes from their preworkshop assignments, their knowledge of the standards and the PLDs for the ELPAC for their assigned grade, and their knowledge of the students who were administered the ELPAC, and then began describing the skills and knowledge required of a borderline student using their knowledge of what the test is assessing. This work was done first at the table level, where panelists listed the major components that defined the borderline Level 4 student. One panelist at each table served as scribe for the table. The next step was to share the descriptions from each table; a full-room discussion occurred to reach consensus on definitions for each borderline student definition.
It was pointed out to the panelists that the documents provided were for their use during the process; perfect language was not necessary. Rather, the goal was to capture the essence of the skills and knowledge of each borderline student. Each room reached agreement on the descriptions of the borderline students. The descriptions were used by the panels as working definitions in the standard-setting process. The borderline student definitions are provided in Attachment B in Appendix 1.
[bookmark: _Toc513978503]Table Leader Training
ETS trained the table leaders in a half-hour session during breakfast on Day 2 of each week. The training began with a description of a table leader’s role and responsibilities. The table leaders received instruction on the following tasks:
Helping to control secure materials
Notifying the facilitator of any difficulties during discussions 
Coordinating the review of the OIB
Collecting and checking all rating forms for completeness and accuracy
Taking notes and presenting a summary of the Round 1 table discussion
Sharing feedback data with the panelists at the table
[bookmark: _Toc483515572][bookmark: _Toc513978504]Training and Practice Prior to Round 1 Judgments 
Panelists were provided the opportunity to practice on items for both standard-setting methods prior to the start of the actual standard setting. As part of the training, the facilitator asked the panelists to discuss the rationales behind their judgments. The facilitator guided this instructional discussion and provided clarity on the procedure as needed. After practice for each method, each panelist was asked to complete an initial evaluation form indicating the extent to which the training in the procedure and materials had been clear and whether or not the panelist was ready to proceed. The evaluation forms were reviewed and any retraining needs were addressed. Evaluation data are presented in the Results section of this report. Once any additional training was completed, panelists placed their Round 1 operational judgments independently. 
[bookmark: _Toc513978505]Review of Ordered Items and Practice in Bookmark Placement
Reading and Listening domain judgments were collected using the Bookmark Method. The first activity for each domain was to read independently the consensus borderline student definitions. Panelists then reviewed the OIB in sets of about 10 items, and discussed with others at their table what makes each set of items more difficult than the previous set of items in the OIB. During this review, they were instructed to answer and discuss two questions:
What do these items measure?
What makes this set more difficult than the previous set of items?
The table leaders facilitated this discussion; panel facilitators monitored each table. The purpose of this exercise was for the panelists to gain a common understanding about the knowledge and skills assessed by these items. This stage is considered essential to placing the first round of bookmarks. At this point, however, panelists were cautioned not to discuss the placement of the bookmark, but instead, to focus only on comparisons of the content of the items.
Panelists were then asked to practice placing a bookmark, using the borderline Level 2 student description, and placing only the first bookmark. Because this was “practice,” they were told to place a bookmark for the Level 2 threshold score only. Panelists were reminded to place a bookmark on the first item they thought the borderline student was not likely to answer correctly. Note that “not likely” was conceived of in terms of the “two-thirds rule” described previously. See the Bookmark Standard Setting: Reading and Listening section for details.
Facilitators provided instructions on the use of the item map, which provides student performance data about item difficulty. The item map included a column called “Standard-Setting Scale” which indicates the difference in difficulty across items. They were further told to examine their bookmark placements holistically—when they considered the first item they encountered as “too hard” for the borderline student, they should look at the next few items to confirm their judgment about where the bookmark should be placed. 
Facilitators were available during the practice task to answer questions. When the panelists were comfortable with the process, they returned their practice material and completed the first evaluation form. 
[bookmark: _Toc513978506][bookmark: _Toc54409834][bookmark: _Toc54498705][bookmark: _Toc55879532][bookmark: _Toc128914005][bookmark: _Toc216780909]Review of Speaking Videos for Performance Profile Judgments
Prior to the rating process, facilitators played a video of a full test administration, to familiarize the panelists with the procedures and test materials from both the administrators’ perspective and to observe a student taking the test. This was followed by instructions on how to make ratings. By design, the videos used for ratings focused on the students’ responses, not the test administration. 
Panelists received a judgment form that provided them with a list of students and student scores, highest to lowest. This form allowed them to take notes as they watched the student videos. Facilitators played videos showing one high score and one low score at the outset, to provide the range of performance, started with the next highest scoring student, and then played through all of the student scores. Panelists were able to ask for an additional score or to replay a video.
[bookmark: _Feedback_and_Discussion:][bookmark: _Toc483515573][bookmark: Feedback][bookmark: _Toc513978507]Feedback and Discussion: Round 2 for Each Domain
The purpose of feedback and discussion is to allow panelists to hear rationales of the other panelists, to both receive empirical information about item performance and student performance and to arrive at a mutual understanding of the expectations of the borderline students on this test. The process of judgment, feedback, and discussion is repeated over the four-day period until all threshold scores are collected.
For each domain, feedback was provided to the panelists based on Round 1 judgments. Each table received the median, high, and low, of the table-level judgments. The table-level feedback provided an opportunity for the panelists to discuss, in a small-group setting, the range of judgments and rationales for why they made the judgments they did. Next, the facilitator invited a room-level discussion as the panel’s median and range of judgments were projected in each panel room. In addition, each table leader provided a summary of the comments and questions from the table-level discussion, which allowed further discussions about rationales for the variance of judgments. 
After these discussions, panelists were asked to make an independent Round 2 judgment on the domain score for all levels. Feedback from the Round 2 domain-level judgments was provided at the start of the holistic overall score judgment process.
[bookmark: _Toc513978508]Additional Training Prior to Round 3
Prior to the start of Round 3, a cross-panel training was conducted by the standard-setting director; all panelists and facilitators were in attendance. The purposes of the training were to afford an opportunity for the panelists to see the type of data being introduced in Round 3, receive instruction on how to interpret the data, and provide instructions on the process for making Round 3 judgments. Panelists were shown data displays with a range of possible scenarios and were given the opportunity to ask questions. The CDE was present to answer policy questions. There was no time limit placed on the training and discussion session; the session was completed each week in about 35 minutes.
[bookmark: _Toc483515574][bookmark: _Toc513978509]Round 3 Integrated, Holistic Judgments: Standard Setting for the Overall Score
The first step in Round 3 was to provide panelists with feedback on Round 2 judgments. Feedback included the median, high, and low judgments on all four domains and for the combined overall score; each panelist received his or her individual judgments. The overall score was calculated in two steps, because the four domain scores were not on the same scale during the judgment process. To show panelists the overall score based on the Round 2 judgments, a temporary overall score scale was created specifically for standard setting. 
The overall score was calculated using the oral language and written language scores, as presented in Figure 1 in the Introduction section of this report. Panelists were reminded of the score reporting hierarchy and were asked to review scores at the domain and overall score level, to align with the level of work and judgments they made in the first two rounds of the standard-setting workshop. 
Panelists first considered their own scores in relation to the panel, and then the facilitator invited a room-level discussion. Additional feedback was then provided in the form of impact data, which is the percentage of students that will be placed into each category based on the overall score recommendations. Again, the facilitator invited a room-level discussion.
Panelists were asked to consider whether they would revise any of the threshold scores on any of the individual domain scores by considering the integrated skills represented by the overall score, and to discuss rationales for this judgment. The discussions included whether panelists wanted to limit the extent to which a high score in one domain may compensate for a low score in another domain.
Panelists also considered additional impact data which allowed them to compare the grade or grade-span scores and impact data for the ELPAC test takers with data from a comparison group or with scores on an external assessment. The K, grade one and grade two panels reviewed the impact data for a sample of English only (EO) students, and compared those results to the impact data for the target population of English learner (EL) students (refer to the Comparative Data: Additional Feedback subsection). Panelists were instructed to consider the placement of the EO students into four performance levels based on the recommended threshold scores for the EL students. In the grades three through five, six through eight, nine through ten and eleven through twelve panels, impact data for ELPAC students who also have California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress (CAASPP) English language arts/literacy scores and CAASPP performance levels was presented (refer to the Comparative Data: Additional Feedback subsection). Panelists reviewed how the ELPAC threshold scores affect students’ placement in comparison to performance levels based on the ELA scores.
At the end of the four-day workshop, Round 3 results for the test assigned to the panel were presented to the panelists, with instructions that these panel recommendations are confidential. It was reiterated that these results were not official and were pending review by the CDE and adoption by the State Board of Education.
[bookmark: _Discussion_on_the][bookmark: _Results][bookmark: _Toc54409671][bookmark: _Toc54409837][bookmark: _Toc54498708][bookmark: _Toc55879535][bookmark: _Toc128914008][bookmark: _Toc216780912][bookmark: _Toc513978510]Results
This section describes the results from the workshop, which include the domain judgments and overall score judgments, student impact data, and an evaluation of the process based on questionnaires completed by the panelists.
Data for each grade and grade span (K, grades one, two, three through five, six through eight, nine through ten, and eleven through twelve) are presented in this section. Seven types of tables are presented; a general description of the six types follows:
[bookmark: _Toc513978511]Seven Types of Data Tables
1. Median threshold scores, by round. Median threshold scores for Reading and Listening are presented in the metric of panelists’ judgments, locations in the ordered item booklet (OIB). The range of bookmark values is from one to the number of possible points in the test, which includes one-point and two-point items. Median threshold scores for Speaking and Writing are presented in the total score metric for each domain in each grade or grade span.
2. Standard errors of judgment (SEJs) by round. SEJs for Reading and Listening are presented in the metric of panelists’ judgments, OIB locations. SEJs for Speaking and Writing are presented in the total score metric for each domain in each grade or grade span. 
3. Round 2 median threshold scores for all domains are presented by grade or grade span as they were presented to the panelists prior to Round 3. Refer to Table 91 through Table 97.
4. Projected distribution of 2017 field test students, shown as the percent, at each level based on the recommended threshold scores for the overall scale score. Refer to Table 98 through Table 104.
5. Projected percentage of 2017 field test students at and above recommended domain threshold score, +/- 1 conditional standard errors of measurement (CSEM), and +/- 2 CSEMs for Written and Oral Scores. Refer to Table 105 through Table 139.
6. Comparative data. For K, grades one and two, comparative data for English learners (ELs) and English only (EO) students (Figure 1 through Figure 4) and for grades three through eight and eleven, comparative data from California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress (CAASPP) English language arts/literacy (ELA) and ELPAC performance levels (Figure 5 through Figure 11).
7. Recommended scale score thresholds after Round 3, and CSEM associated with the scale scores are presented in the Standard-Setting Scale (SS Scale).
Panelists worked at the domain level first and made final judgments on the overall score. The final recommended threshold score is based on the overall score, a weighted composite of the oral and written score scales. Except for K and grade one, the oral and written scores are weighted equally to construct the overall score; the data presented at standard setting for K used a weighting of 90/10 for oral and written, and the weighting used for grade one used a weighting of 70/30 for oral and written.
[bookmark: _Toc513978512]Reading and Listening Data Presentation
Panel threshold score recommendations for Reading and Listening were presented to panelists first as a location in the OIB, therefore in this report these data are reported in the OIB metric. Facilitators explained to the panelists the relationship between an item in the OIB and a scale score associated with student ability. For example, a panel recommendation of 16 for Kindergarten Reading at Round 3 means that the panel recommends the threshold score for that performance level (e.g., Level 4) should be at the point on the ability scale represented by an item at that location (item 16) in the OIB. Every item is associated with a theta (ability) scale value obtained through item calibration using the 2016–17 ELPAC field test student data file, and items are ordered based on this associated theta value in the OIB. The theta value for each item is defined at a 0.67 probability of answering the item correctly. Thus, the recommended median threshold score in the Bookmark Method is a location in the OIB and equivalent to a value of theta.
[bookmark: _Ref247080512]When panelists consider the relative difficulty of items using the item map, and also when impact data are presented, feedback is provided on a scale that is more user friendly to the panelists than the theta metric, which is unfamiliar to panelists, and ranges from approximately negative 3.00 to positive 3.00. Educational Testing Service (ETS) transformed the theta scale to a scale score unique to each grade, with a range of approximately 100 points, via a linear translation of the RP67 theta scale. All scale score information included in this technical report is based on the working scale—the SS Scale. 
The SEJs for Reading and Listening are also provided in the bookmark or OIB metric. The SEJ is calculated by multiplying 1.25 by the Round 3 standard error of the mean, which is a research-based estimate of the standard error of the median (see, for example, MacCann & Stanley, 2004) and is one way of estimating the reliability of the judgments. For the ELPAC results, there were only two table medians in each panel. The SEJ is one way of estimating the reliability of the judgments. It indicates how close the threshold score is likely to be to the current score of other panels of educators similar in composition to the current panel and similarly trained in the same standard-setting method. A comparable panel’s threshold score would be within one SEJ of the current threshold score 68 percent of the time and within two SEJs 96 percent of the time.[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Probabilities assume normality of the sample; sampling theory suggests that, as the size of the group increases, the distribution gets closer to normal.] 

[bookmark: _Toc513978513]Speaking and Writing Data Presentation
Threshold-score recommendations for Speaking and Writing were presented to the panels in the metric of the test score for that domain. For example, a panel recommendation of 18 for kindergarten Speaking at Round 3 means that the panel recommends the threshold score for that performance level (e.g., Level 4) should be at the point where a student achieves 18 points on the Speaking domain. For Speaking and Writing, the SEJ is provided in the total score metric for that domain. 
[bookmark: _Toc513978514]Oral Language and Written Language Impact Data
Impact data provided in this report are presented for the overall score and for the Oral Language and Written Language scores, and are based on the scores of students who took the ELPAC field test in spring 2017. Impact data are derived using item response theory, which provides a scale score equivalent to the theta values associated with the score derived from combining the recommended domain threshold scores into the two composite scores (oral and written scales). The threshold score to reach a particular performance level on the overall score is a score equivalent to the weighted combination of the oral and written scores, which as stated above was equal weighting for grades two and above; 70/30 weighting for oral and written scales for grade one and 90/10 weighting for oral and written scales for kindergarten. Threshold scores for each of the performance levels for the three composite scores were determined by this process. 
It is important to note that panelists do not determine the actual threshold score. Rather, panelists determine a point on the scale needed to reach a particular performance level based on the location of the items in the OIB on the theta scale or a score on the Speaking or Writing domain. The actual threshold score is a conversion of this point into the scale score metric. Impact data are the percentage of students who have test scores within threshold score bands. That is, if the threshold score to reach Level 2 is 289 and the threshold score to reach Level 3 is 362, the predicted percentage of students who would be categorized as Level 2 is the percentage of students who have scores on the working scale of at least 289 but less than 362. 
Note that the tables in this document reflect the process and panel recommendations of the ELPAC standard-setting participants. After standard setting was complete, the California State Board of Education (SBE) reviewed both the panel recommendations and the State Superintendent of Public Instruction’s (SSPI) recommendations. Additionally, the SSPI’s recommendations for weighting the oral and written scales differed from what was presented in the standard-setting data, due in part to the recommendations of the educators present. The recommendations for weighting for kindergarten was 70/30 for the oral and written scale and 50/50 for grades one and above. 
After the SBE approved the SSPI’s recommendation of the weighting and the preliminary threshold scores for the ELPAC, a reporting scale was developed. The scaling process provides a reported scale for Student Score Reports only; the scaling process is not part of standard setting and the details are not provided in this report. In the tables that follow, the recommended scale-score threshold scores and CSEMs are based on the working scale, or SS Scale equivalent of the median Round 3 threshold scores, as described previously. 
[bookmark: _Toc128914009][bookmark: _Toc200883455][bookmark: _Toc216780913][bookmark: _Toc513978515]English Language Proficiency Assessments for California (ELPAC) Reading and Listening Domain Score Results
Table 7 through Table 13 display the median bookmark threshold scores for the room after each round for each grade or grade span in Reading. The median was calculated for each table and for the room. The tables show how panelists moved the bookmarks across rounds. Lower numbers represent bookmark placements earlier in the OIB, indicating a threshold score on a less difficult item which translates to a lower threshold score. Higher numbers translate to a higher threshold score; a higher threshold score means that more is required for a student to be included in the level. 
The kindergarten median increased by more than one page in the OIB for Level 2 at Round 2. Both grade one and grades three through five results show an increase of one page for Level 4, at Round 2 for grade one and at Round 3 for grades three through five. The grades six through eight median increased at Round 2 for Level 3, and grades nine and ten the median for Level 3 decreased at Round 2. There were no changes across rounds for grade two and grades eleven and twelve.
[bookmark: _Ref507151801][bookmark: _Toc505957388][bookmark: _Toc513978563][bookmark: _Ref462831424][bookmark: _Ref462928110]Table 7.  Median Threshold Scores in Bookmark at the End of Each Round: Kindergarten—Reading
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	3.5
	5.0
	5.0

	Level 3
	11.5
	12.0
	12.0

	Level 4
	15.5
	16.0
	16.0


[bookmark: _Toc505957389][bookmark: _Toc513978564]Table 8.  Median Threshold Scores in Bookmark at the End of Each Round: Grade One—Reading
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	11.0
	11.0
	11.0

	Level 3
	15.0
	15.0
	15.0

	Level 4
	18.0
	19.0
	19.0


[bookmark: _Toc505957390][bookmark: _Toc513978565]Table 9.  Median Threshold Scores in Bookmark at the End of Each Round: Grade Two—Reading
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	8.0
	8.0
	8.0

	Level 3
	15.5
	16.0
	16.0

	Level 4
	24.0
	24.0
	24.0


[bookmark: _Toc505957391][bookmark: _Toc513978566]Table 10.  Median Threshold Scores in Bookmark at the End of Each Round: Grades Three Through Five—Reading
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	8.0
	8.0
	8.0

	Level 3
	16.0
	16.0
	16.0

	Level 4
	21.0
	21.0
	22.0


[bookmark: _Toc505957392][bookmark: _Toc513978567]Table 11.  Median Threshold Scores in Bookmark at the End of Each Round: Grades Six Through Eight—Reading
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	4.0
	4.0
	4.0

	Level 3
	10.0
	10.0
	11.0

	Level 4
	18.0
	18.0
	18.0


[bookmark: _Toc505957393][bookmark: _Toc513978568]Table 12.  Median Threshold Scores in Bookmark at the End of Each Round: Grades Nine Through Ten—Reading
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	6.0
	6.0
	6.0

	Level 3
	13.0
	12.0
	12.0

	Level 4
	21.0
	21.0
	21.0


[bookmark: _Ref507151811][bookmark: _Toc505957394][bookmark: _Toc513978569]Table 13.  Median Threshold Scores in Bookmark at the End of Each Round: Grades Eleven Through Twelve—Reading
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	6.0
	6.0
	6.0

	Level 3
	13.0
	13.0
	13.0

	Level 4
	21.0
	21.0
	21.0


Table 14 through Table 20 represent the room SEJs for Reading after each round, by grade and grade span. Lower numbers from Round 1 to Round 2 indicate the convergence of panelists’ judgments across tables over rounds during the bookmark process. Ideally, the SEJ should decrease across rounds; although, occasionally, the introduction of impact data will result in the SEJ increasing, as panelists have different reactions to the normative data. 
Round 3 results are based on consideration of additional data, including impact data for the overall score and the comparative data for English learners (ELs) and English only (EO) students for kindergarten, grades one and two (refer to Figure 2 through Figure 4) and comparative data from CAASPP ELA and ELPAC performance levels (refer to Figure 5 through Figure 11). Panelists working on grades nine through twelve reviewed the CAASPP ELA grade eleven data.
The SEJs decreased or remained within 0.1 increase over three rounds for Reading in all seven panels except in grades three through five, which increased by 0.2 in Round 3.
[bookmark: _Ref507152270][bookmark: _Toc505957395][bookmark: _Toc513978570][bookmark: OLE_LINK1]Table 14.  Standard Errors of Judgment (SEJs) in Bookmark Placement by Round: Reading, Kindergarten
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	0.9
	1.0
	1.0

	Level 3
	1.5
	1.0
	1.0

	Level 4
	0.4
	0.5
	0.5


[bookmark: _Toc505957396][bookmark: _Toc513978571]Table 15.  SEJs in Bookmark Placement by Round: Reading, Grade One
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	0.6
	0.0
	0.0

	Level 3
	0.3
	0.1
	0.1

	Level 4
	0.4
	0.3
	0.1


[bookmark: _Toc505957397][bookmark: _Toc513978572]Table 16.  SEJs in Bookmark Placement by Round: Reading, Grade Two
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	0.2
	0.0
	0.0

	Level 3
	0.7
	0.4
	0.4

	Level 4
	0.8
	0.4
	0.4


[bookmark: _Toc505957398][bookmark: _Toc513978573]Table 17.  SEJs in Bookmark Placement by Round: Reading, Grades Three Through Five
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	0.3
	0.3
	0.5

	Level 3
	0.5
	0.5
	0.5

	Level 4
	0.5
	0.3
	0.3


[bookmark: _Toc505957399][bookmark: _Toc513978574]Table 18.  SEJs in Bookmark Placement by Round: Reading, Grades Six Through Eight
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	0.5
	0.3
	0.2

	Level 3
	1.7
	1.3
	1.2

	Level 4
	1.4
	1.0
	0.9


[bookmark: _Toc505957400][bookmark: _Toc513978575]Table 19.  SEJs in Bookmark Placement by Round: Reading, Grades Nine Through Ten
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	0.2
	0.1
	0.1

	Level 3
	0.9
	0.7
	0.7

	Level 4
	0.7
	0.2
	0.4


[bookmark: _Ref507152275][bookmark: _Toc505957401][bookmark: _Toc513978576]Table 20.  SEJs in Bookmark Placement by Round: Reading, Grades Eleven Through Twelve
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	0.3
	0.3
	0.2

	Level 3
	0.6
	0.3
	0.3

	Level 4
	0.9
	0.7
	0.6


Table 21 through Table 27 present the final round threshold-score recommendations converted to rounded scale scores and the CSEM at each recommended threshold score for Reading by grade or grade span. Every test has measurement error, and the CSEM presents the error surrounding one particular score, the recommended threshold score. The CSEM is a way to take into consideration the reliability of test scores. More specifically, this statistic is an indication of the degree of uncertainty at each scale score and is sometimes used as guidance when evaluating the appropriateness of threshold scores. The pattern in the Reading tables show the CSEM is largest for the Level 4 recommended scale score across all panels.
[bookmark: _Ref507153878][bookmark: _Toc505957402][bookmark: _Toc513978577][bookmark: _Ref462832490]Table 21.  Recommended Scale Score Threshold Scores and Conditional Standard Errors of Measurement (CSEM): Reading, Kindergarten
	Level
	Scale Score
	CSEM

	Level 2
	292
	31

	Level 3
	411
	36

	Level 4
	466
	48


[bookmark: _Toc505957403][bookmark: _Toc513978578]Table 22.  Recommended Scale Score Threshold Scores and CSEM: Reading, Grade One
	Level
	Scale Score
	CSEM

	Level 2
	405
	17

	Level 3
	418
	18

	Level 4
	452
	22


[bookmark: _Toc505957404][bookmark: _Toc513978579]Table 23.  Recommended Scale Score Threshold Scores and CSEM: Reading, Grade Two
	Level
	Scale Score
	CSEM

	Level 2
	415
	17

	Level 3
	453
	19

	Level 4
	499
	29


[bookmark: _Toc505957405][bookmark: _Toc513978580]Table 24.  Recommended Scale Score Threshold Scores and CSEM: Reading, Grades Three Through Five
	Level
	Scale Score
	CSEM

	Level 2
	484
	21

	Level 3
	528
	24

	Level 4
	615
	41


[bookmark: _Toc505957406][bookmark: _Toc513978581]Table 25.  Recommended Scale Score Threshold Scores and CSEM: Reading, Grades Six Through Eight
	Level
	Scale Score
	CSEM

	Level 2
	552
	31

	Level 3
	604
	34

	Level 4
	625
	35


[bookmark: _Toc505957407][bookmark: _Toc513978582]Table 26.  Recommended Scale Score Threshold Scores and CSEM: Reading, Grades Nine Through Ten
	Level
	Scale Score
	CSEM

	Level 2
	577
	34

	Level 3
	626
	37

	Level 4
	674
	44


[bookmark: _Ref507153887][bookmark: _Toc505957408][bookmark: _Toc513978583]Table 27.  Recommended Scale Score Threshold Scores and CSEM: Reading, Grades Eleven Through Twelve
	Level
	Scale Score
	CSEM

	Level 2
	589
	35

	Level 3
	649
	41

	Level 4
	729
	53


Table 28 through Table 34 display the median bookmark threshold scores for the room after each round for each grade or grade span in Listening. Calculations and interpretations of these data are the same as for Reading.
The median recommendation changed one page or less across three rounds for all grades and grades spans for Listening. There were no changes across rounds for grade one and grades eleven through twelve.
[bookmark: _Ref507153964][bookmark: _Toc505957409][bookmark: _Toc513978584]Table 28.  Median Threshold Scores in Bookmark at the End of Each Round: Kindergarten—Listening
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	5.0
	6.0
	5.5

	Level 3
	14.0
	14.0
	14.0

	Level 4
	17.0
	18.0
	18.0


[bookmark: _Toc505957410][bookmark: _Toc513978585]Table 29.  Median Threshold Scores in Bookmark at the End of Each Round: Grade One—Listening
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	6.0
	6.0
	6.0

	Level 3
	15.0
	15.0
	15.0

	Level 4
	19.0
	19.0
	19.0


[bookmark: _Toc505957411][bookmark: _Toc513978586]Table 30.  Median Threshold Scores in Bookmark at the End of Each Round: Grade Two—Listening
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	5.0
	4.0
	4.0

	Level 3
	11.0
	11.0
	11.0

	Level 4
	18.5
	18.0
	18.0


[bookmark: _Toc505957412][bookmark: _Toc513978587]Table 31.  Median Threshold Scores in Bookmark at the End of Each Round: Grades Three Through Five—Listening
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	7.0
	7.0
	7.0

	Level 3
	14.0
	14.0
	14.0

	Level 4
	18.0
	18.0
	19.0


[bookmark: _Toc505957413][bookmark: _Toc513978588]Table 32.  Median Threshold Scores in Bookmark at the End of Each Round: Grades Six Through Eight—Listening
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	4.0
	4.0
	4.0

	Level 3
	11.0
	12.0
	12.0

	Level 4
	17.0
	17.0
	17.0


[bookmark: _Toc505957414][bookmark: _Toc513978589]Table 33.  Median Threshold Scores in Bookmark at the End of Each Round: Grades Nine Through Ten—Listening
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	5.0
	5.0
	5.0

	Level 3
	12.0
	13.0
	13.0

	Level 4
	19.0
	19.0
	19.0


[bookmark: _Ref507153971][bookmark: _Toc505957415][bookmark: _Toc513978590]Table 34.  Median Threshold Scores in Bookmark at the End of Each Round: Grades Eleven Through Twelve—Listening
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	5.0
	5.0
	5.0

	Level 3
	12.0
	12.0
	12.0

	Level 4
	19.0
	19.0
	19.0


Table 35 through Table 41 represent the room SEJs for Listening after each round, by grade and grade span. As with Reading, lower numbers from Round 1 to Round 2 indicate the convergence of panelists’ judgments across tables over rounds. Panelists considered all four domains when making their Round 3 judgments. In all panels, the Listening SEJ decreased from Round 1 to Round 3.
[bookmark: _Ref507155381][bookmark: _Toc505957416][bookmark: _Toc513978591][bookmark: _Toc465175202]Table 35.  SEJs in Bookmark Placements by Round: Listening, Kindergarten
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	0.8
	0.7
	0.6

	Level 3
	0.9
	0.2
	0.4

	Level 4
	0.9
	0.2
	0.3


[bookmark: _Toc505957417][bookmark: _Toc513978592]Table 36.  SEJs in Bookmark Placements by Round: Listening, Grade One
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	0.8
	0.4
	0.4

	Level 3
	1.0
	0.6
	0.6

	Level 4
	0.4
	0.4
	0.3


[bookmark: _Toc505957418][bookmark: _Toc513978593]Table 37.  SEJs in Bookmark Placements by Round: Listening, Grade Two
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	0.8
	0.4
	0.4

	Level 3
	1.0
	0.5
	0.5

	Level 4
	0.5
	0.2
	0.2


[bookmark: _Toc505957419][bookmark: _Toc513978594]Table 38.  SEJs in Bookmark Placements by Round: Listening, Grades Three Through Five
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	0.6
	0.2
	0.5

	Level 3
	1.0
	0.6
	0.6

	Level 4
	0.9
	0.4
	0.5


[bookmark: _Toc505957420][bookmark: _Toc513978595]Table 39.  SEJs in Bookmark Placements by Round: Listening, Grades Six Through Eight
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	0.7
	0.5
	0.4

	Level 3
	1.1
	0.8
	0.9

	Level 4
	0.9
	0.5
	0.6


[bookmark: _Toc505957421][bookmark: _Toc513978596]Table 40.  SEJs in Bookmark Placements by Round: Listening, Grades Nine Through Ten
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	0.7
	0.4
	0.4

	Level 3
	1.2
	0.5
	0.5

	Level 4
	0.7
	0.4
	0.4


[bookmark: _Ref507155387][bookmark: _Toc505957422][bookmark: _Toc513978597]Table 41.  SEJs in Bookmark Placements by Round: Listening, Grades Eleven Through Twelve
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	0.8
	0.3
	0.3

	Level 3
	0.8
	0.6
	0.6

	Level 4
	0.6
	0.3
	0.5


Table 42 through Table 48 present the threshold score recommendations converted to rounded scale scores and the CSEM at each recommended threshold score for Listening by grade or grade span. As with Reading, the CSEM is largest for Level 4 throughout.
[bookmark: _Ref507155539][bookmark: _Toc505957423][bookmark: _Toc513978598]Table 42.  Recommended Scale Score Threshold Scores and CSEM: Listening, Kindergarten
	Level
	Scale Score
	CSEM

	Level 2
	308
	29

	Level 3
	370
	32

	Level 4
	414
	39


[bookmark: _Toc505957424][bookmark: _Toc513978599]Table 43.  Recommended Scale Score Threshold Scores and CSEM: Listening, Grade One
	Level
	Scale Score
	CSEM

	Level 2
	364
	24

	Level 3
	397
	27

	Level 4
	421
	28


[bookmark: _Toc505957425][bookmark: _Toc513978600]Table 44.  Recommended Scale Score Threshold Scores and CSEM: Listening, Grade Two
	Level
	Scale Score
	CSEM

	Level 2
	353
	26

	Level 3
	391
	28

	Level 4
	437
	36


[bookmark: _Toc505957426][bookmark: _Toc513978601]Table 45.  Recommended Scale Score Threshold Scores and CSEM: Listening, Grades Three Through Five
	Level
	Scale Score
	CSEM

	Level 2
	399
	36

	Level 3
	469
	42

	Level 4
	556
	55


[bookmark: _Toc505957427][bookmark: _Toc513978602]Table 46.  Recommended Scale Score Threshold Scores and CSEM: Listening, Grades Six Through Eight
	Level
	Scale Score
	CSEM

	Level 2
	411
	57

	Level 3
	479
	65

	Level 4
	614
	89


[bookmark: _Toc505957428][bookmark: _Toc513978603]Table 47.  Recommended Scale Score Threshold Scores and CSEM: Listening, Grades Nine Through Ten
	Level
	Scale Score
	CSEM

	Level 2
	438
	65

	Level 3
	519
	69

	Level 4
	604
	77


[bookmark: _Ref507155547][bookmark: _Toc505957429][bookmark: _Toc513978604]Table 48.  Recommended Scale Score Threshold Scores and CSEM: Listening, Grades Eleven Through Twelve
	Level
	Scale Score
	CSEM

	Level 2
	479
	70

	Level 3
	552
	78

	Level 4
	618
	84


[bookmark: _Toc513978516]ELPAC Speaking and Writing Domain Score Results
Table 49 through Table 55 display the median threshold scores for the room after each round for each grade or grade span in Speaking. The median was calculated for each table and for the room. The table shows how panelists moved their scores across rounds. Lower numbers represent a lower expected score on Speaking to enter into the level. Higher numbers translate to a higher threshold score; a higher scores indicate higher expectations. For most panels, there was little change in the median threshold scores across rounds for Speaking. Slight changes of .5 or 1.0 points occurred for grade two and grades three through five. In the grades six through eight panel, the recommendation decreased by two points for Levels 2 and 3 and decreased by one point for Level 4. 
[bookmark: _Ref507155822][bookmark: _Toc505957430][bookmark: _Toc513978605]Table 49.  Median Threshold Scores in Performance Profile Metric by Round: Kindergarten—Speaking
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	11.0
	11.0
	11.0

	Level 3
	14.0
	14.0
	14.0

	Level 4
	18.0
	18.0
	18.0


[bookmark: _Toc505957431][bookmark: _Toc513978606]Table 50.  Median Threshold Scores in Performance Profile Metric by Round: Grade One—Speaking
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	12.0
	12.0
	12.0

	Level 3
	15.0
	15.0
	15.0

	Level 4
	18.0
	18.0
	18.0


[bookmark: _Toc505957432][bookmark: _Toc513978607]Table 51.  Median Threshold Scores in Performance Profile Metric by Round: Grade Two—Speaking
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	13.0
	13.5
	14.0

	Level 3
	18.5
	18.0
	18.0

	Level 4
	22.0
	21.5
	21.5


[bookmark: _Toc505957433][bookmark: _Toc513978608]Table 52.  Median Threshold Scores in Performance Profile Metric by Round: Grades Three Through Five—Speaking
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	19.0
	19.0
	19.0

	Level 3
	23.0
	22.0
	22.0

	Level 4
	25.0
	25.0
	26.0


[bookmark: _Toc505957434][bookmark: _Toc513978609]Table 53.  Median Threshold Scores in Performance Profile Metric by Round: Grades Six Through Eight—Speaking
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	16.0
	14.0
	14.0

	Level 3
	22.0
	20.0
	20.0

	Level 4
	25.0
	24.0
	24.0


[bookmark: _Toc505957435][bookmark: _Toc513978610]Table 54.  Median Threshold Scores in Performance Profile Metric by Round: Grades Nine Through Ten—Speaking
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	15.0
	15.0
	15.0

	Level 3
	22.0
	22.0
	22.0

	Level 4
	25.0
	25.0
	25.0


[bookmark: _Ref507155828][bookmark: _Toc505957436][bookmark: _Toc513978611]Table 55.  Median Threshold Scores in Performance Profile Metric by Round: Grades Eleven Through Twelve—Speaking
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	15.0
	15.0
	15.0

	Level 3
	19.0
	19.0
	19.0

	Level 4
	24.0
	24.0
	24.0


Table 56 through Table 62 represent the room SEJs for Speaking after each round, by grade and grade span. As with Reading and Listening, lower numbers from Round 1 to Round 2 indicate the convergence of panelists’ judgments across tables over rounds. Ideally, the SEJ should decrease across rounds; although, occasionally, the introduction of impact data will result in the SEJ increasing, as panelists have different reactions to the normative data. The results in Round 3 are based on consideration of all four domains, as well as impact data and comparative data.
The SEJ decreased or remained the same in most panels’ Speaking judgments from Round 1 to Round 2; changes in the SEJ from Round 2 to Round 3 incorporates judgments on the overall score. Slight increases or no change occurred in kindergarten, grade one, grade two, and grades nine through ten. The pattern in grades three through five, six through eight, and eleven through twelve show decreases in SEJs from Round 2 to Round 3 for one or more performance levels.
[bookmark: _Ref507156709][bookmark: _Toc505957437][bookmark: _Toc513978612]Table 56.  SEJs in Performance Profile Metric by Round: Speaking, Kindergarten
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	0.4
	0.2
	0.2

	Level 3
	0.3
	0.4
	0.4

	Level 4
	0.2
	0.2
	0.3


[bookmark: _Toc505957438][bookmark: _Toc513978613]Table 57.  SEJs in Performance Profile Metric by Round: Speaking, Grade One
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	0.5
	0.4
	0.4

	Level 3
	0.3
	0.3
	0.3

	Level 4
	0.0
	0.0
	0.1


[bookmark: _Toc505957439][bookmark: _Toc513978614]Table 58.  SEJs in Performance Profile Metric by Round: Speaking, Grade Two
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	0.9
	0.6
	0.6

	Level 3
	0.5
	0.5
	0.5

	Level 4
	0.4
	0.2
	0.3


[bookmark: _Toc505957440][bookmark: _Toc513978615]Table 59.  SEJs in Performance Profile Metric by Round: Speaking, Grades Three Through Five
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	1.3
	0.5
	0.4

	Level 3
	0.6
	0.2
	0.2

	Level 4
	0.2
	0.2
	0.2


[bookmark: _Toc505957441][bookmark: _Toc513978616]Table 60.  SEJs in Performance Profile Metric by Round: Speaking, Grades Six Through Eight
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	1.9
	1.0
	0.9

	Level 3
	0.7
	1.1
	0.6

	Level 4
	0.5
	0.5
	0.5


[bookmark: _Toc505957442][bookmark: _Toc513978617]Table 61.  SEJs in Performance Profile Metric by Round: Speaking, Grades Nine Through Ten
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	1.4
	0.4
	0.4

	Level 3
	0.5
	0.2
	0.2

	Level 4
	0.4
	0.1
	0.2


[bookmark: _Ref507156717][bookmark: _Toc505957443][bookmark: _Toc513978618]Table 62.  SEJs in Performance Profile Metric by Round: Speaking, Grades Eleven Through Twelve
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	1.3
	0.9
	0.7

	Level 3
	0.9
	0.7
	0.6

	Level 4
	0.7
	0.5
	0.5


Table 63 through Table 69 present the threshold-score recommendations converted to rounded scale scores and the CSEM at each recommended threshold score for Speaking by grade or grade span. The CSEMs for Speaking can be interpreted the same way as was done for Reading and Listening: as an indication of the degree of uncertainty at each scale score. The CSEM was highest at Level 4 for all panels.
[bookmark: _Ref507159447][bookmark: _Toc505957444][bookmark: _Toc513978619]Table 63.  Recommended Scale Score Threshold Scores and CSEM: Speaking, Kindergarten
	Level
	Scale Score
	CSEM

	Level 2
	363
	16

	Level 3
	390
	18

	Level 4
	444
	23


[bookmark: _Toc505957445][bookmark: _Toc513978620]Table 64.  Recommended Scale Score Threshold Scores and CSEM: Speaking, Grade One
	Level
	Scale Score
	CSEM

	Level 2
	392
	16

	Level 3
	421
	19

	Level 4
	464
	23


[bookmark: _Toc505957446][bookmark: _Toc513978621]Table 65.  Recommended Scale Score Threshold Scores and CSEM: Speaking, Grade Two
	Level
	Scale Score
	CSEM

	Level 2
	389
	20

	Level 3
	425
	22

	Level 4
	473
	27


[bookmark: _Toc505957447][bookmark: _Toc513978622]Table 66.  Recommended Scale Score Threshold Scores and CSEM: Speaking, Grades Three Through Five
	Level
	Scale Score
	CSEM

	Level 2
	425
	22

	Level 3
	457
	25

	Level 4
	521
	34


[bookmark: _Toc505957448][bookmark: _Toc513978623]Table 67.  Recommended Scale Score Threshold Scores and CSEM: Speaking, Grades Six Through Eight
	Level
	Scale Score
	CSEM

	Level 2
	407
	21

	Level 3
	467
	25

	Level 4
	524
	31


[bookmark: _Toc505957449][bookmark: _Toc513978624]Table 68.  Recommended Scale Score Threshold Scores and CSEM: Speaking, Grades Nine Through Ten
	Level
	Scale Score
	CSEM

	Level 2
	429
	22

	Level 3
	498
	28

	Level 4
	548
	37


[bookmark: _Ref507159452][bookmark: _Toc505957450][bookmark: _Toc513978625]Table 69.  Recommended Scale Score Threshold Scores and CSEM: Speaking, Grades Eleven Through Twelve
	Level
	Scale Score
	CSEM

	Level 2
	425
	23

	Level 3
	461
	24

	Level 4
	523
	32


Table 70 through Table 76 display the median threshold scores for the room after each round for each grade or grade span in Writing. Across panels, the median threshold score recommendation for Writing did not change more than one point over three rounds.
[bookmark: _Ref507159592][bookmark: _Toc505957451][bookmark: _Toc513978626]Table 70.  Median Threshold Scores in Profile at the End of Each Round: Kindergarten—Writing
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	5.0
	4.0
	4.0

	Level 3
	8.0
	8.0
	8.0

	Level 4
	10.0
	10.0
	10.0


[bookmark: _Toc505957452][bookmark: _Toc513978627]Table 71.  Median Threshold Scores in Profile at the End of Each Round: Grade One—Writing
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	7.0
	7.0
	7.0

	Level 3
	10.0
	9.0
	10.0

	Level 4
	12.0
	12.0
	13.0


[bookmark: _Toc505957453][bookmark: _Toc513978628]Table 72.  Median Threshold Scores in Profile at the End of Each Round: Grade Two—Writing
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	7.0
	7.0
	7.0

	Level 3
	9.0
	9.0
	9.0

	Level 4
	13.0
	12.0
	12.0


[bookmark: _Toc505957454][bookmark: _Toc513978629]Table 73.  Median Threshold Scores in Profile at the End of Each Round: Grades Three Through Five—Writing
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	7.0
	7.0
	7.0

	Level 3
	11.0
	11.0
	11.0

	Level 4
	14.0
	14.0
	15.0


[bookmark: _Toc505957455][bookmark: _Toc513978630]Table 74.  Median Threshold Scores in Profile at the End of Each Round: Grades Six Through Eight—Writing
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	7.0
	6.0
	6.0

	Level 3
	10.0
	10.0
	10.0

	Level 4
	14.0
	14.0
	14.0


[bookmark: _Toc505957456][bookmark: _Toc513978631]Table 75.  Median Threshold Scores in Profile at the End of Each Round: Grades Nine Through Ten—Writing
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	8.0
	8.0
	8.0

	Level 3
	11.0
	11.0
	11.0

	Level 4
	14.0
	14.0
	14.0


[bookmark: _Ref507159599][bookmark: _Toc505957457][bookmark: _Toc513978632]Table 76.  Median Threshold Scores in Profile at the End of Each Round: Grades Eleven Through Twelve—Writing
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	8.0
	8.0
	8.0

	Level 3
	11.0
	11.0
	11.0

	Level 4
	14.0
	14.0
	14.0


Table 77 through Table 83 represent the room SEJs for Writing after each round, by grade and grade span. The SEJ for Writing decreased or stayed the same for all panels from Round 1 to Round 3.
[bookmark: _Ref507159693][bookmark: _Toc505957458][bookmark: _Toc513978633]Table 77.  SEJs in Profile Placement by Round: Writing, Kindergarten
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	0.2
	0.2
	0.2

	Level 3
	0.3
	0.0
	0.0

	Level 4
	0.3
	0.2
	0.2


[bookmark: _Toc505957459][bookmark: _Toc513978634]Table 78.  SEJs in Profile Placement by Round: Writing, Grade One
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	0.4
	0.2
	0.2

	Level 3
	0.3
	0.2
	0.2

	Level 4
	0.2
	0.1
	0.2


[bookmark: _Toc505957460][bookmark: _Toc513978635]Table 79.  SEJs in Profile Placement by Round: Writing, Grade Two
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	0.7
	0.5
	0.6

	Level 3
	0.5
	0.2
	0.3

	Level 4
	0.3
	0.2
	0.3


[bookmark: _Toc505957461][bookmark: _Toc513978636]Table 80.  SEJs in Profile Placement by Round: Writing, Grades Three Through Five
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	0.4
	0.2
	0.3

	Level 3
	0.4
	0.2
	0.2

	Level 4
	0.4
	0.2
	0.3


[bookmark: _Toc505957462][bookmark: _Toc513978637]Table 81.  SEJs in Profile Placement by Round: Writing, Grades Six Through Eight
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	0.4
	0.2
	0.2

	Level 3
	0.3
	0.2
	0.3

	Level 4
	0.5
	0.3
	0.2


[bookmark: _Toc505957463][bookmark: _Toc513978638]Table 82.  SEJs in Profile Placement by Round: Writing, Grades Nine Through Ten
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	0.4
	0.2
	0.2

	Level 3
	0.4
	0.2
	0.2

	Level 4
	0.4
	0.2
	0.4


[bookmark: _Ref507159702][bookmark: _Toc505957464][bookmark: _Toc513978639]Table 83.  SEJs in Profile Placement by Round: Writing, Grades Eleven Through Twelve
	Level
	Round 1
	Round 2
	Round 3

	Level 2
	0.4
	0.2
	0.2

	Level 3
	0.3
	0.2
	0.2

	Level 4
	0.4
	0.2
	0.2


Table 84 through Table 90 present the threshold score recommendations converted to rounded scale scores and the CSEM at each recommended threshold score for Writing by grade or grade span. The CSEM was highest at Level 4 for all panels.
[bookmark: _Ref507159740][bookmark: _Toc505957465][bookmark: _Toc513978640]Table 84.  Recommended Scale Score Threshold Scores and CSEM: Writing, Kindergarten
	Level
	Scale Score
	CSEM

	Level 2
	297
	16

	Level 3
	338
	15

	Level 4
	363
	19


[bookmark: _Toc505957466][bookmark: _Toc513978641]Table 85.  Recommended Scale Score Threshold Scores and CSEM: Writing, Grade One
	Level
	Scale Score
	CSEM

	Level 2
	366
	23

	Level 3
	409
	26

	Level 4
	469
	35


[bookmark: _Toc505957467][bookmark: _Toc513978642]Table 86.  Recommended Scale Score Threshold Scores and CSEM: Writing, Grade Two
	Level
	Scale Score
	CSEM

	Level 2
	386
	26

	Level 3
	418
	28

	Level 4
	481
	33


[bookmark: _Toc505957468][bookmark: _Toc513978643]Table 87.  Recommended Scale Score Threshold Scores and CSEM: Writing, Grades Three Through Five
	Level
	Scale Score
	CSEM

	Level 2
	448
	30

	Level 3
	517
	30

	Level 4
	608
	42


[bookmark: _Toc505957469][bookmark: _Toc513978644]Table 88.  Recommended Scale Score Threshold Scores and CSEM: Writing, Grades Six Through Eight
	Level
	Scale Score
	CSEM

	Level 2
	448
	31

	Level 3
	514
	32

	Level 4
	601
	41


[bookmark: _Toc505957470][bookmark: _Toc513978645]Table 89.  Recommended Scale Score Threshold Scores and CSEM: Writing, Grades Nine Through Ten
	Level
	Scale Score
	CSEM

	Level 2
	488
	34

	Level 3
	550
	38

	Level 4
	632
	46


[bookmark: _Ref507159745][bookmark: _Toc505957471][bookmark: _Toc513978646]Table 90.  Recommended Scale Score Threshold Scores and CSEM: Writing, Grades Eleven Through Twelve
	Level
	Scale Score
	CSEM

	Level 2
	486
	37

	Level 3
	557
	40

	Level 4
	647
	47


Table 91 through Table 97 show the Round 2 median threshold score recommendations for each domain, by grade or grade span. These results were provided to the panelists after Round 2 as feedback to consider when making final Round 3 judgments. Panelists had available their own OIBs for Reading and Listening and the Speaking and Writing profiles. They received the panel judgments as well as their own individual judgments for all four domains and considered these data in combination with the overall scale score data shown in Table 98 through Table 104.
[bookmark: _Ref507090823][bookmark: _Toc505957472][bookmark: _Toc513978647]Table 91.  Round 2 Median Threshold Placements for Each Domain: Kindergarten
	
Level
	Reading Bookmark Placement
	Writing Profile Placement
	Listening Bookmark Placement
	Speaking Profile Placement

	Level 2
	5
	4
	6
	11

	Level 3
	12
	8
	14
	14

	Level 4
	16
	10
	18
	18


[bookmark: _Toc505957473][bookmark: _Toc513978648]Table 92.  Round 2 Median Threshold Placements for Each Domain: Grade One
	

Level
	Reading Bookmark Placement
	Writing Profile Placement
	Listening Bookmark Placement
	Speaking Profile Placement

	Level 2
	11
	7
	6
	12

	Level 3
	15
	9
	15
	15

	Level 4
	19
	12
	19
	18


[bookmark: _Toc505957474][bookmark: _Toc513978649]Table 93.  Round 2 Median Threshold Placements for Each Domain: Grade Two
	

Level
	Reading Bookmark Placement
	Writing Profile Placement
	Listening Bookmark Placement
	Speaking Profile Placement

	Level 2
	8
	7
	4
	14

	Level 3
	16
	9
	11
	18

	Level 4
	24
	12
	18
	22


[bookmark: _Toc505957475][bookmark: _Toc513978650]Table 94.  Round 2 Median Threshold Placements for Each Domain: Grades Three Through Five
	

Level
	Reading Bookmark Placement
	Writing Profile Placement
	Listening Bookmark Placement
	Speaking Profile Placement

	Level 2
	8
	7
	7
	19

	Level 3
	16
	11
	14
	22

	Level 4
	21
	14
	18
	25


[bookmark: _Toc505957476][bookmark: _Toc513978651]Table 95.  Round 2 Median Threshold Placements for Each Domain: Grades Six Through Eight
	

Level
	Reading Bookmark Placement
	Writing Profile Placement
	Listening Bookmark Placement
	Speaking Profile Placement

	Level 2
	4
	6
	4
	14

	Level 3
	10
	10
	12
	20

	Level 4
	18
	14
	17
	24


[bookmark: _Toc505957477][bookmark: _Toc513978652]Table 96.  Round 2 Median Threshold Placements for Each Domain: Grades Nine Through Ten
	

Level
	Reading Bookmark Placement
	Writing Profile Placement
	Listening Bookmark Placement
	Speaking Profile Placement

	Level 2
	6
	8
	5
	15

	Level 3
	12
	11
	13
	22

	Level 4
	21
	14
	19
	25


[bookmark: _Ref507090846][bookmark: _Toc505957478][bookmark: _Toc513978653]Table 97.  Round 2 Median Threshold Placement for Each Domain: Grades Eleven Through Twelve
	

Level
	Reading Bookmark Placement
	Writing Profile Placement
	Listening Bookmark Placement
	Speaking Profile Placement

	Level 2
	6
	8
	5
	15

	Level 3
	13
	11
	12
	19

	Level 4
	21
	14
	19
	24


Table 98 through Table 104 show the percent of students who would be placed in each performance level based on Round 2 median threshold score recommendations for the overall scale score. These impact data are based on the spring 2017 field test data and may differ from the percent of students in each level in the first operational administration in spring 2018. These data were presented to the panels as feedback to consider when making Round 3 judgments for the overall threshold scale score.
[bookmark: _Ref507090857][bookmark: _Toc505957479][bookmark: _Toc513978654]Table 98.  Projected Distribution of 2016–17 Students on Overall Scale Score Based on Round 2 Recommendations: Kindergarten
	Performance Level
	Overall Scale Score
	Percentage

	Level 1
	.
	10.64

	Level 2
	338
	20.42

	Level 3
	380
	35.76

	Level 4
	428
	33.18


[bookmark: _Toc505957480][bookmark: _Toc513978655][bookmark: _Ref462832776][bookmark: _Toc465175203]Table 99.  Projected Distribution of 2016–17 Students on Overall Scale Score Based on Round 2 Recommendations: Grade One
	Performance Level
	Overall Scale Score
	Percentage

	Level 1
	.
	9.12

	Level 2
	381
	13.02

	Level 3
	409
	20.06

	Level 4
	438
	57.80


[bookmark: _Toc505957481][bookmark: _Toc513978656]Table 100.  Projected Distribution of 2016–17 Students on Overall Scale Score Based on Round 2 Recommendations: Grade Two
	Performance Level
	Overall Scale Score
	Percentage

	Level 1
	.
	5.10

	Level 2
	389
	10.19

	Level 3
	424
	33.64

	Level 4
	475
	51.07


[bookmark: _Toc505957482][bookmark: _Toc513978657]Table 101.  Projected Distribution of 2016–17 Students on Overall Scale Score Based on Round 2 Recommendations: Grades Three Through Five
	Performance Level
	Overall Scale Score
	Percentage

	Level 1
	.
	8.08

	Level 2
	441
	21.44

	Level 3
	490
	36.47

	Level 4
	539
	34.01


[bookmark: _Toc505957483][bookmark: _Toc513978658]Table 102.  Projected Distribution of 2016–17 Students on Overall Scale Score Based on Round 2 Recommendations: Grades Six Through Eight
	Performance Level
	Overall Scale Score
	Percentage

	Level 1
	.
	6.50

	Level 2
	451
	24.60

	Level 3
	516
	40.65

	Level 4
	577
	28.25


[bookmark: _Toc505957484][bookmark: _Toc513978659]Table 103.  Projected Distribution of 2016–17 Students on Overall Scale Score Based on Round 2 Recommendations: Grades Nine Through Ten
	Performance Level
	Overall Scale Score
	Percentage

	Level 1
	.
	16.67

	Level 2
	484
	25.56

	Level 3
	544
	31.90

	Level 4
	607
	25.87


[bookmark: _Ref507090889][bookmark: _Toc505957485][bookmark: _Toc513978660]Table 104.  Projected Distribution of 2016–17 Students on Overall Scale Score Based on Round 2 Recommendations: Grades Eleven Through Twelve
	Performance Level
	Overall Scale Score
	Percentage

	Level 1
	.
	13.44

	Level 2
	486
	24.33

	Level 3
	547
	36.44

	Level 4
	618
	25.79


[bookmark: _Toc200883457][bookmark: _Toc128914010][bookmark: OLE_LINK23][bookmark: OLE_LINK24]The calculation of the overall score was based on composite scores of Written Language and Oral Language. The composite data are displayed in Appendix 2, and were included in the post-standard-setting deliberations because the overall scale scores are based on a weighted composite of the Written Language and Oral Language scores. 
[bookmark: _Comparative_Data:_Additional][bookmark: _Toc513978517]Comparative Data: Additional Feedback
For the K, grade one, and grade two panels, the comparative data show the percent of students classified (impact data) based on Round 2 panel recommendations, for two groups: the ELPAC target group (EL) and a group of EO students selected to take the ELPAC field test. Grade-specific data were presented to the panelists as part of the Round 2 feedback. The graphic data presented are shown in Figure 2 through Figure 4. Data used to create the graphs appear in Table 3.1 through Table 3.3 in Appendix 3.











[bookmark: _Ref507163121][bookmark: _Toc505957486][bookmark: _Toc511390602]Figure 2.  Projected 2016–17 Student Performance Based on Round 2 Panel Recommendations for English Learner (EL) and English Only (EO) Students: Kindergarten
See the Alternative Text for Figure 2 for a description of this image.




[bookmark: _Toc505957487][bookmark: _Toc511390603]Figure 3.  Projected 2016–17 Student Performance Based on Round 2 Panel Recommendations for EL and EO Students: Grade One
See the Alternative Text for Figure 3 for a description of this image.





[bookmark: _Ref507163127][bookmark: _Toc505957488][bookmark: _Toc511390604]Figure 4.  Projected 2016–17 Student Performance Based on Round 2 Panel Recommendations for EL and EO Students: Grade Two
See the Alternative Text for Figure 4 for a description of this image.




Figure 5 through Figure 11 provide comparative data for grades three through eight and grade eleven. Data show the percent of students classified (impact data) into four ELPAC performance levels based on Round 2 panel recommendations for the ELPAC overall score, and the distribution of those students based on CAASPP ELA performance levels. These data were displayed to the panels as part of the Round 2 feedback. Figure 5 through Figure 11 included the EO students, the targeted group for the ELPAC, and present grades for which CAASPP ELA data are available. Data used to create the graphs appear in Table 3.4 through Table 3.10 in Appendix 3.



[bookmark: _Ref507174729][bookmark: _Toc505957489][bookmark: _Toc511390605]Figure 5.  Projected 2016–17 Students California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress (CAASPP) English Language Arts/Literacy (ELA) Performance Level Within ELPAC Performance Levels Based on Round 2 Panel Recommendations for Grade Three
See the Alternative Text for Figure 5 for a description of this image.
 

[bookmark: _Toc505957490][bookmark: _Toc511390606]Figure 6.  Projected 2016–17 Students’ CAASPP ELA Performance Level Within ELPAC Performance Levels Based on Round 2 Panel Recommendations for Grade Four
See the Alternative Text for Figure 6 for a description of this image.









[bookmark: _Toc505957491][bookmark: _Toc511390607]Figure 7.  Projected 2016–17 Students’ CAASPP ELA Performance Level Within ELPAC Performance Levels Based on Round 2 Panel Recommendations for Grade Five
See the Alternative Text for Figure 7 for a description of this image.



[bookmark: _Toc505957492][bookmark: _Toc511390608]Figure 8.  Projected 2016–17 Students’ CAASPP ELA Performance Level Within ELPAC Performance Levels Based on Round 2 Panel Recommendations for Grade Six
See the Alternative Text for Figure 8 for a description of this image.


[bookmark: _Toc505957493][bookmark: _Toc511390609]

Figure 9.  Projected 2016–17 Students’ CAASPP ELA Performance Level Within ELPAC Performance Levels Based on Round 2 Panel Recommendations for Grade Seven
See the Alternative Text for Figure 9 for a description of this image.




[bookmark: _Toc505957494][bookmark: _Toc511390610]Figure 10.  Projected 2016–17 Students’ CAASPP ELA Performance Level Within ELPAC Performance Levels Based on Round 2 Panel Recommendations for Grade Eight
See the Alternative Text for Figure 10 for a description of this image.



[bookmark: _Ref507174735][bookmark: _Toc505957495][bookmark: _Toc511390611]Figure 11.  Projected 2016–17 Students’ CAASPP ELA Performance Level Within ELPAC Performance Levels Based on Round 2 Panel Recommendations for Grade Eleven
See the Alternative Text for Figure 11 for a description of this image.


[bookmark: _Toc513978518]Incorporating Additional Considerations in Setting Threshold Scores
In standard setting, policymakers sometimes wish to reduce the number of examinees who fall below the panel-recommended threshold scores due to random error. In addition to measurement error metrics (e.g., SEM, SEJ), policymakers should consider the likelihood of classification error; that is, when adjusting a threshold score, policymakers should consider whether it is more important to minimize a false-positive decision or to minimize a false-negative decision.
A false-positive decision occurs when a test taker’s score suggests one level of knowledge and skills, but the student’s actual level is lower (i.e., the student does not possess the required skills). A false-negative decision occurs when a test taker’s score suggests that he or she does not possess the required skills, but that student nevertheless actually does possess those skills.
In order to reduce the number of false negatives, policymakers will decide to lower the threshold score(s). On the other hand, they may desire to reduce the number of test takers who attain a score above the recommended threshold score because of random error at each level in order to reduce the number of false positives and thus raise the threshold score(s). 
Raising threshold scores reduces false positives but increases false negatives; the reverse occurs when threshold scores are lowered. Policymakers need to consider which decision error to minimize; it is not possible to eliminate both types of decision errors simultaneously.
[bookmark: _Toc128914011][bookmark: _Toc216780916][bookmark: _Toc513978519][bookmark: _Toc54409672][bookmark: _Toc54409840][bookmark: _Toc54498711][bookmark: _Toc55879539]Evaluation of the Standard-Setting Process
Panelists were asked at three points over the course of the workshop to rate 1) their understanding of the process, 2) the usefulness of different training exercises, and 3) the influence of various factors on their bookmark placements. Panelists’ ratings were collected using evaluation forms. The purpose of the first two evaluation forms, completed prior to placement of bookmarks, and again prior to judgments on the performance profiles, was to provide an early check on the level of panelists’ understanding and to identify any areas of confusion. Assessing the level of clarity prior to beginning the judgment process is essential to validating the overall standard-setting process. The final evaluation form contained additional questions used to analyze the whole process, including training, usefulness of materials and procedures, the influence of policy documents and work products, individual and group perceptions, student performance data, and discussion.
Results from the evaluation forms are panel-based and are specific to each panel. There was no cross-panel discussion during the process of the standard-setting workshop; therefore, any comparisons across panels should acknowledge the independence of the panels.
[bookmark: _Toc216780917][bookmark: _Toc513978520]Evaluation Results from the Summative ELPAC Initial and Final Evaluations
There were no panelists in any of the panels who indicated on their initial evaluation that additional training or review was needed on either the Bookmark or Performance Profile Method. The evaluation forms are in Appendix 1: Attachment D.
Table 105 through Table 139 provide the results of final evaluations. The results provide information about panelists’ thoughts as to the usefulness and influence of materials and aspects of the four-day process, and their stated belief as to the appropriateness of and support for the threshold score recommendations. In the K panel, one educator left early and did not complete the final evaluation.
In the final evaluation, the majority of panelists indicated having a clear understanding of the standard-setting process and indicated that the materials and processes were somewhat or very useful.[footnoteRef:4] Panelists overall indicated that most of the process materials, data, and discussion were somewhat or very influential. In some panels, there was one panelist who indicated that one aspect was not influential for him or her (e.g., the percent of students in each performance level was not at all influential). [4:  One grades three through five panelist indicated that for her or him, it was not useful to take the test before making judgments.] 

Panelists’ responses to the questions about the appropriate amount of time allowed for each step was somewhat variable. In most panels, one or more of the panelists indicated that there was either too little or too much time allotted to one or more aspect of the process. For example, in the grades six through eight panel, there was one panelist response that indicated there was too little time for reviewing the OIB, reviewing the student performance data for Speaking and Writing, and for participating in group discussion. In the same panel, grades six through eight, there was one panelist response indicating there was too much time for training in the Bookmark and the Performance Profile methods and too much time for group discussion. Experience indicates that variability in panelists’ sense of the training and process is expected and dependent on the characteristics and interactions of the panel. 
Panelists indicated their independent judgments on their standard-setting forms and were given another opportunity to provide opinions when asked in the final evaluation if they thought the recommended threshold scores were too low, about right, or too high. Generally, panelists were comfortable with the threshold score recommendations. Where panelists indicated disagreement with the threshold scores, there was sometimes a balance (e.g., one panelist felt the threshold score for a level was too high and a second panelist thought it was too low). Two examples of this type of disagreement can be found in Table 118 and Table 128. 
Table 123 shows results for the grades three through five panel. For Level 3 threshold score recommendations, two panelists indicated that the recommendation was too low and three panelists indicated the threshold score recommendation for Level 3 was too high. There are other indications of disagreement in the grades three through five panel, namely three panelists who indicated that the Level 2 recommendation to be too low and one panelist who indicated the Level 4 recommendation was too low. 
Table 128 provides the grades six through eight results, three panelists indicated they believe the Level 3 recommendation is too high and one panelist believed it was too low. Results for the grade nine through ten panel in Table 133 shows that four panelists indicated the level 4 threshold score recommendation was too low. The final evaluation question asks panelists if they support the final recommendations of the committee.
Six of seven panels supported the recommendations. Specifically, all panelists in the K, grade one, grade two, and grades eleven through twelve panels supported all three threshold score recommendations; one panelist in grades six through eight did not support the Level 3 recommendation and one panelist in grades nine through ten did not support the Level 4; all other levels were supported by all panelists. In the grade three through five panel, two panelists did not support the Level 2 recommendation and three panelists did not support the Level 3 recommendation; all panelists supported the Level 4 recommendation. 
[bookmark: _Ref507175075][bookmark: _Toc505957496][bookmark: _Toc513978661]Table 105.  Final Evaluation Kindergarten on Usefulness of Materials
	How useful was each of the following materials or procedures in completing the standard-setting process?
	Not at All Useful N
	Not at All Useful %
	Somewhat Useful N
	Somewhat Useful %
	Very Useful N
	Very Useful %

	Taking the test before making judgments
	0
	0
	0
	0
	7
	100

	Defining the borderline students
	0
	0
	1
	14
	6
	86

	Reviewing the organization of the OIB
	0
	0
	0
	0
	7
	100

	Information in the item map
	0
	0
	0
	0
	7
	100

	Practicing the procedure (Bookmark and Performance Profile)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	7
	100

	Group discussions
	0
	0
	1
	14
	6
	86

	Impact information (percent of students in each performance level)
	0
	0
	1
	14
	6
	86

	Additional data tables
	0
	0
	1
	14
	6
	86


[bookmark: _Toc505957497][bookmark: _Toc513978662]Table 106.  Final Evaluation Kindergarten on Influence of Process Components
	How influential was each of the following in placing your bookmark?
	Not at All Influential N
	Not at All Influential %
	Somewhat Influential N
	Somewhat Influential %
	Very Influential N
	Very Influential %

	The PLDs
	0
	0
	1
	14
	6
	86

	Borderline student definitions
	0
	0
	1
	14
	6
	86

	My perception of the difficulty of the items and tasks
	0
	0
	2
	29
	5
	71

	My experience with the students
	0
	0
	0
	0
	7
	100

	Reviewing authentic student responses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	7
	100

	Group discussions
	0
	0
	2
	29
	5
	71

	Judgments and rationales of other panelists
	0
	0
	3
	43
	4
	57

	Percent of students in each performance level
	1
	14
	5
	71
	1
	14

	Pattern of performance on additional data tables
	0
	0
	4
	57
	3
	43

	My sense of what students need to know to be proficient
	0
	0
	2
	29
	5
	71


[bookmark: _Toc505957498][bookmark: _Toc513978663]Table 107.  Final Evaluation Kindergarten on Timing
	How appropriate was the amount of time you were given to complete the different components of the process?
	Too Little Time N
	Too Little Time %
	About Right N
	About Right %
	Too Much Time N
	Too Much Time %

	Training in the procedure for Reading and Listening (Bookmark)
	0
	0
	7
	100
	0
	0

	Training in the procedure for Speaking and Writing (Performance Profile)
	0
	0
	7
	100
	0
	0

	Test familiarization
	0
	0
	7
	100
	0
	0

	Reviewing the ordered items (Reading and Listening)
	0
	0
	7
	100
	0
	0

	Placing bookmark judgments
	0
	0
	7
	100
	0
	0

	Reviewing the student performance (Speaking and Writing)
	3
	33
	7
	100
	0
	0

	Group discussion
	0
	0
	6
	86
	1
	14


[bookmark: _Toc505957499][bookmark: _Toc513978664]Table 108.  Final Evaluation Kindergarten on Appropriateness of Final Recommendations
	Do you believe that the final recommended threshold score for entering each of the performance levels is too low, about right, or too high?
	Too Low N
	Too Low %
	About Right N
	About Right %
	Too High N
	Too High %

	Level 2
	1
	14
	6
	86
	0
	0

	Level 3
	0
	0
	7
	100
	0
	0

	Level 4
	0
	0
	6
	86
	1
	14


[bookmark: _Toc505957500][bookmark: _Toc513978665]Table 109.  Final Evaluation Kindergarten on Support of Recommendations
	Do you support the final recommendations of the panel?
	Yes N
	Yes %
	No N
	No %

	Level 2
	7
	100
	0
	0

	Level 3
	7
	100
	0
	0

	Level 4
	7
	100
	0
	0


[bookmark: _Toc505957501][bookmark: _Toc513978666]Table 110.  Final Evaluation Grade One on Usefulness of Materials
	How useful was each of the following materials or procedures in completing the standard-setting process?
	Not at All Useful N
	Not at All Useful %
	Somewhat Useful N
	Somewhat Useful %
	Very Useful N
	Very Useful %

	Taking the test before making judgments
	0
	0
	0
	0
	9
	100

	Defining the borderline students
	0
	0
	0
	0
	9
	100

	Reviewing the organization of the OIB
	0
	0
	1
	11
	8
	89

	Information in the item map
	0
	0
	1
	11
	8
	89

	Practicing the procedure (Bookmark and Performance Profile)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	9
	100

	Group discussions
	0
	0
	0
	0
	9
	100

	Impact information (percent of students in each performance level)
	0
	0
	1
	11
	8
	89

	Additional data tables
	0
	0
	0
	0
	9
	100


[bookmark: _Toc505957502][bookmark: _Toc513978667]Table 111.  Final Evaluation Grade One on Influence of Process Components
	How influential was each of the following in placing your bookmark?
	Not at All Influential N
	Not at All Influential %
	Somewhat Influential N
	Somewhat Influential %
	Very Influential N
	Very Influential %

	The PLDs
	0
	0
	1
	11
	8
	89

	Borderline student definitions
	0
	0
	0
	0
	9
	100

	My perception of the difficulty of the items and tasks
	0
	0
	0
	0
	9
	100

	My experience with the students
	0
	0
	0
	0
	9
	100

	Reviewing authentic student responses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	9
	100

	Group discussions
	0
	0
	1
	11
	8
	89

	Judgments and rationales of other panelists
	0
	0
	2
	22
	7
	78

	Percent of students in each performance level
	0
	0
	2
	22
	7
	78

	Pattern o0f performance on additional data tables
	0
	0
	1
	11
	8
	89

	My sense of what students need to know to be proficient
	0
	0
	0
	0
	9
	100


[bookmark: _Toc505957503][bookmark: _Toc513978668]Table 112.  Final Evaluation Grade One on Timing
	How appropriate was the amount of time you were given to complete the different components of the process?
	Too Little Time N
	Too Little Time %
	About Right N
	About Right %
	Too Much Time N
	Too Much Time %

	Training in the procedure for Reading and Listening (Bookmark)
	0
	0
	8
	89
	1
	11

	Training in the procedure for Speaking and Writing (Performance Profile)
	0
	0
	7
	78
	2
	22

	Test familiarization
	0
	0
	9
	100
	0
	0

	Reviewing the ordered items (Reading and Listening)
	0
	0
	8
	89
	1
	11

	Placing bookmark judgments
	0
	0
	8
	89
	1
	11

	Reviewing the student performance (Speaking and Writing)
	0
	0
	8
	89
	1
	11

	Group discussion
	0
	0
	8
	89
	1
	11


[bookmark: _Toc505957504][bookmark: _Toc513978669]Table 113.  Final Evaluation Grade One on Appropriateness of Final Recommendations
	Do you believe that the final recommended threshold score for entering each of the performance levels is too low, about right, or too high?
	Too Low N
	Too Low %
	About Right N
	About Right %
	Too High N
	Too High %

	Level 2
	0
	0
	9
	100
	0
	0

	Level 3
	0
	0
	9
	100
	0
	0

	Level 4
	0
	0
	9
	100
	0
	0


[bookmark: _Toc505957505][bookmark: _Toc513978670]Table 114.  Final Evaluation Grade One on Support of Recommendations
	Do you support the final recommendations of the panel?
	Yes N
	Yes %
	No N
	No %

	Level 2
	9
	100
	0
	0

	Level 3
	9
	100
	0
	0

	Level 4
	9
	100
	0
	0


[bookmark: _Toc505957506][bookmark: _Toc513978671]Table 115.  Final Evaluation Grade Two on Usefulness of Materials
	How useful was each of the following materials or procedures in completing the standard-setting process?
	Not at All Useful N
	Not at All Useful %
	Somewhat Useful N
	Somewhat Useful %
	Very Useful N
	Very Useful %

	Taking the test before making judgments
	0
	0
	1
	10
	9
	90

	Defining the borderline students
	0
	0
	0
	0
	10
	100

	Reviewing the organization of the OIB
	0
	0
	3
	30
	7
	70

	Information in the item map[footnoteRef:5] [5:  One panelist did not respond to this question.] 

	0
	0
	0
	0
	9
	90

	Practicing the procedure (Bookmark and Performance Profile)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	10
	100

	Group discussions
	0
	0
	1
	10
	9
	90

	Impact information (percent of students in each performance level)
	0
	0
	1
	10
	9
	90

	Additional data tables
	0
	0
	3
	30
	7
	70


[bookmark: _Toc505957507][bookmark: _Toc513978672]Table 116.  Final Evaluation Grade Two on Influence of Process Components
	How influential was each of the following in placing your bookmark?
	Not at All Influential N
	Not at All Influential %
	Somewhat Influential N
	Somewhat Influential %
	Very Influential N
	Very Influential %

	The PLDs
	0
	0
	1
	10
	9
	90

	Borderline student definitions
	0
	0
	0
	0
	10
	100

	My perception of the difficulty of the items and tasks
	1
	10
	5
	50
	4
	40

	My experience with the students
	0
	0
	5
	50
	5
	50

	Reviewing authentic student responses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	10
	100

	Group discussions
	0
	0
	2
	20
	8
	80

	Judgments and rationales of other panelists
	0
	0
	3
	30
	7
	70

	Percent of students in each performance level
	0
	0
	4
	40
	6
	60

	Pattern of performance on additional data tables
	0
	0
	5
	50
	5
	50

	My sense of what students need to know to be proficient
	0
	0
	5
	50
	5
	50


[bookmark: _Toc505957508][bookmark: _Toc513978673]Table 117.  Final Evaluation Grade Two on Timing
	How appropriate was the amount of time you were given to complete the different components of the process?
	Too Little Time N
	Too Little Time %
	About Right N
	About Right %
	Too Much Time N
	Too Much Time %

	Training in the procedure for Reading and Listening (Bookmark)
	0
	0
	9
	90
	1
	10

	Training in the procedure for Speaking and Writing (Performance Profile)
	1
	10
	4
	40
	5
	50

	Test familiarization
	0
	0
	9
	90
	1
	10

	Reviewing the ordered items (Reading and Listening)
	0
	0
	8
	80
	2
	20

	Placing bookmark judgments
	0
	0
	9
	90
	1
	10

	Reviewing the student performance (Speaking and Writing)
	0
	0
	6
	60
	4
	40

	Group discussion
	0
	0
	8
	80
	2
	20


[bookmark: _Ref507421502][bookmark: _Toc505957509][bookmark: _Toc513978674]Table 118.  Final Evaluation Grade Two on Appropriateness of Final Recommendations
	Do you believe that the final recommended threshold score for entering each of the performance levels is too low, about right, or too high?
	Too Low N
	Too Low %
	About Right N
	About Right %
	Too High N
	Too High %

	Level 2
	0
	0
	9
	90
	1
	10

	Level 3
	0
	0
	10
	100
	0
	0

	Level 4
	1
	10
	8
	80
	1
	10


[bookmark: _Toc505957510][bookmark: _Toc513978675]Table 119.  Final Evaluation Grade Two on Support of Recommendations
	Do you support the final recommendations of the panel?
	Yes N
	Yes %
	No N
	No %

	Level 2
	10
	100
	0
	0

	Level 3
	10
	100
	0
	0

	Level 4
	10
	100
	0
	0


[bookmark: _Toc505957511][bookmark: _Toc513978676]Table 120.  Final Evaluation Grades Three Through Five on Usefulness of Materials
	How useful was each of the following materials or procedures in completing the standard-setting process?
	Not at All Useful N
	Not at All Useful %
	Somewhat Useful N
	Somewhat Useful %
	Very Useful N
	Very Useful %

	Taking the test before making judgments
	1
	9
	0
	0
	10
	91

	Defining the borderline students
	0
	0
	1
	9
	10
	91

	Reviewing the organization of the OIB
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11
	100

	Information in the item map
	0
	0
	2
	18
	9
	82

	Practicing the procedure (Bookmark and Performance Profile)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11
	100

	Group discussions
	0
	0
	1
	9
	10
	91

	Impact information (percent of students in each performance level)
	0
	0
	4
	36
	7
	64

	Additional data tables
	0
	0
	6
	55
	5
	45


[bookmark: _Toc505957512][bookmark: _Toc513978677]Table 121.  Final Evaluation Grades Three Through Five on Influence of Process Components
	How influential was each of the following in placing your bookmark?
	Not at All Influential N
	Not at All Influential %
	Somewhat Influential N
	Somewhat Influential %
	Very Influential N
	Very Influential %

	The PLDs
	0
	0
	4
	36
	7
	64

	Borderline student definitions
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11
	100

	My perception of the difficulty of the items and tasks
	0
	0
	5
	45
	6
	55

	My experience with the students
	0
	0
	3
	27
	8
	73

	Reviewing authentic student responses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11
	100

	Group discussions
	0
	0
	3
	27
	8
	73

	Judgments and rationales of other panelists
	0
	0
	6
	55
	5
	45

	Percent of students in each performance level
	1
	9
	7
	64
	3
	27

	Pattern of performance on additional data tables
	1
	9
	6
	55
	4
	36

	My sense of what students need to know to be proficient
	1
	9
	2
	18
	8
	73


[bookmark: _Toc505957513][bookmark: _Toc513978678]Table 122.  Final Evaluation Grades Three Through Five on Timing
	How appropriate was the amount of time you were given to complete the different components of the process?
	Too Little Time N
	Too Little Time %
	About Right N
	About Right %
	Too Much Time N
	Too Much Time %

	Training in the procedure for Reading and Listening (Bookmark)
	0
	0
	11
	100
	0
	0

	Training in the procedure for Speaking and Writing (Performance Profile)
	0
	0
	11
	100
	0
	0

	Test familiarization
	1
	9
	10
	91
	0
	0

	Reviewing the ordered items (Reading and Listening)
	0
	0
	11
	100
	0
	0

	Placing bookmark judgments
	0
	0
	11
	100
	0
	0

	Reviewing the student performance (Speaking and Writing)
	1
	9
	10
	91
	0
	0

	Group discussion
	0
	0
	7
	64
	4
	36


[bookmark: _Ref507176024][bookmark: _Toc505957514][bookmark: _Toc513978679]Table 123.  Final Evaluation Grades Three Through Five on Appropriateness of Recommendations
	Do you believe that the final recommended threshold score for entering each of the performance levels is too low, about right, or too high?
	Too Low N
	Too Low %
	About Right N
	About Right %
	Too High N
	Too High %

	Level 2
	3
	27
	8
	73
	0
	0

	Level 3
	2
	18
	6
	55
	3
	27

	Level 4
	1
	9
	10
	91
	0
	0


[bookmark: _Toc505957515][bookmark: _Toc513978680]Table 124.  Final Evaluation Grade Three Through Five on Support of Recommendations
	Do you support the final recommendations of the committee?
	Yes N
	Yes %
	No N
	No %

	Level 2
	9
	82
	2
	18

	Level 3
	8
	73
	3
	27

	Level 4
	11
	100
	0
	0


[bookmark: _Toc505957516][bookmark: _Toc513978681]Table 125.  Final Evaluation Grades Six Through Eight on Usefulness of Materials
	How useful was each of the following materials or procedures in completing the standard-setting process?
	Not at All Useful N
	Not at All Useful %
	Somewhat Useful N
	Somewhat Useful %
	Very Useful N
	Very Useful %

	Taking the test before making judgments
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11
	100

	Defining the borderline students
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11
	100

	Reviewing the organization of the OIB
	0
	0
	2
	18
	9
	82

	Information in the item map
	0
	0
	1
	9
	10
	91

	Practicing the procedure (Bookmark and Performance Profile)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11
	100

	Group discussions
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11
	100

	Impact information (percent of students in each performance level)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11
	100

	Additional data tables
	0
	0
	4
	36
	7
	64


[bookmark: _Toc505957517][bookmark: _Toc513978682]Table 126.  Final Evaluation Grades Six Through Eight on Influence of Process Components
	How influential was each of the following in placing your bookmark?
	Not at All Influential N
	Not at All Influential %
	Somewhat Influential N
	Somewhat Influential %
	Very Influential N
	Very Influential %

	The PLDs
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11
	100

	Borderline student definitions
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11
	100

	My perception of the difficulty of the items and tasks
	0
	0
	3
	27
	8
	73

	My experience with the students
	0
	0
	1
	9
	10
	91

	Reviewing authentic student responses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11
	100

	Group discussions
	0
	0
	2
	18
	9
	82

	Judgments and rationales of other panelists
	0
	0
	3
	27
	8
	73

	Percent of students in each performance level
	0
	0
	2
	18
	9
	82

	Pattern of performance on additional data tables
	0
	0
	4
	36
	7
	64

	My sense of what students need to know to be proficient
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11
	100


[bookmark: _Toc505957518][bookmark: _Toc513978683]Table 127.  Final Evaluation Grades Six Through Eight on Timing
	How appropriate was the amount of time you were given to complete the different components of the process?
	Too Little Time N
	Too Little Time %
	About Right N
	About Right %
	Too Much Time N
	Too Much Time %

	Training in the procedure for Reading and Listening (Bookmark)
	0
	0
	10
	91
	1
	9

	Training in the procedure for Speaking and Writing (Performance Profile)
	0
	0
	10
	91
	1
	9

	Test familiarization
	0
	0
	11
	100
	0
	0

	Reviewing the ordered items (Reading and Listening)
	1
	9
	10
	91
	0
	0

	Placing bookmark judgments
	0
	0
	11
	100
	0
	0

	Reviewing the student performance (Speaking and Writing)
	1
	9
	10
	91
	0
	0

	Group discussion
	1
	9
	9
	82
	1
	9


[bookmark: _Ref507176043][bookmark: _Toc505957519][bookmark: _Toc513978684]Table 128.  Final Evaluation Grades Six Through Eight on Appropriateness of Recommendations 
	Do you believe that the final recommended threshold score for entering each of the performance levels is too low, about right, or too high?
	Too Low N
	Too Low %
	About Right N
	About Right %
	Too High N
	Too High %

	Level 2
	0
	0
	11
	100
	0
	0

	Level 3
	1
	9
	10
	91
	3
	27

	Level 4
	0
	0
	11
	100
	0
	0


[bookmark: _Toc505957520][bookmark: _Toc513978685]Table 129.  Final Evaluation Grades Six Through Eight on Support of Panel Recommendations
	Do you support the final recommendations of the committee?
	Yes N
	Yes %
	No N
	No %

	Level 2
	11
	100
	0
	0

	Level 3
	10
	91
	1
	9

	Level 4
	11
	100
	0
	0


[bookmark: _Toc505957521][bookmark: _Toc513978686]Table 130.  Final Evaluation Grades Nine Through Ten on Usefulness of Materials
	How useful was each of the following materials or procedures in completing the standard-setting process?
	Not at All Useful N
	Not at All Useful %
	Somewhat Useful N
	Somewhat Useful %
	Very Useful N
	Very Useful %

	Taking the test before making judgments
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11
	100

	Defining the borderline students
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11
	100

	Reviewing the organization of the OIB
	0
	0
	2
	18
	9
	82

	Information in the item map
	0
	0
	1
	9
	10
	91

	Practicing the procedure (Bookmark and Performance Profile)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11
	100

	Group discussions
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11
	100

	Impact information (percent of students in each performance level)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11
	100

	Additional data tables
	0
	0
	4
	36
	7
	64


[bookmark: _Toc505957522][bookmark: _Toc513978687]Table 131.  Final Evaluation Grades Nine Through Ten on Influence of Materials 
	How influential was each of the following in placing your bookmark?
	Not at All Influential N
	Not at All Influential %
	Somewhat Influential N
	Somewhat Influential %
	Very Influential N
	Very Influential %

	The PLDs
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11
	100

	Borderline student definitions
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11
	100

	My perception of the difficulty of the items and tasks
	0
	0
	3
	27
	8
	73

	My experience with the students
	0
	0
	1
	9
	10
	91

	Reviewing authentic student responses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11
	100

	Group discussions
	0
	0
	2
	18
	9
	82

	Judgments and rationales of other panelists
	0
	0
	3
	27
	8
	73

	Percent of students in each performance level
	0
	0
	2
	18
	9
	82

	Pattern of performance on additional data tables
	0
	0
	4
	36
	7
	64

	My sense of what students need to know to be proficient
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11
	100


[bookmark: _Toc505957523][bookmark: _Toc513978688]Table 132.  Final Evaluation Grades Nine Through Ten on Timing
	How appropriate was the amount of time you were given to complete the different components of the process?
	Too Little Time N
	Too Little Time %
	About Right N
	About Right %
	Too Much Time N
	Too Much Time %

	Training in the procedure for Reading and Listening (Bookmark)
	0
	0
	10
	91
	1
	9

	Training in the procedure for Speaking and Writing (Performance Profile)
	0
	0
	9
	82
	2
	18

	Test familiarization
	0
	0
	11
	100
	0
	0

	Reviewing the ordered items (Reading and Listening)
	0
	0
	11
	100
	0
	0

	Placing bookmark judgments
	1
	9
	10
	91
	0
	0

	Reviewing the student performance (Speaking and Writing)
	0
	0
	10
	91
	1
	9

	Group discussion
	0
	0
	10
	91
	1
	9


[bookmark: _Ref507176090][bookmark: _Toc505957524][bookmark: _Toc513978689]Table 133.  Final Evaluation Grades Nine Through Ten on Appropriateness of Recommendations
	Do you believe that the final recommended threshold score for entering each of the performance levels is too low, about right, or too high?
	Too Low N
	Too Low %
	About Right N
	About Right %
	Too High N
	Too High %

	Level 2
	1
	9
	9
	82
	1
	9

	Level 3
	0
	0
	11
	100
	0
	0

	Level 4
	4
	36
	7
	64
	0
	0


[bookmark: _Toc505957525][bookmark: _Toc513978690]Table 134.  Final Evaluation Grades Nine Through Ten on Support of Panel Recommendations
	Do you support the final recommendations of the panel?
	Yes N
	Yes %
	No N
	No %

	Level 2
	11
	100
	0
	0

	Level 3
	11
	100
	0
	0

	Level 4
	9
	82
	1
	9


[bookmark: _Toc505957526][bookmark: _Toc513978691]Table 135.  Final Evaluation Grades Eleven Through Twelve on Usefulness of Materials
	How useful was each of the following materials or procedures in completing the standard-setting process?
	Not at All Useful N
	Not at All Useful %
	Somewhat Useful N
	Somewhat Useful %
	Very Useful N
	Very Useful %

	Taking the test before making judgments
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11
	100

	Defining the borderline students
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11
	100

	Reviewing the organization of the OIB
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11
	100

	Information in the item map
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11
	100

	Practicing the procedure (Bookmark and Performance Profile)
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11
	100

	Group discussions
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11
	100

	Impact information (percent of students in each performance level)
	0
	0
	2
	18
	9
	82

	Additional data tables
	0
	0
	2
	18
	9
	82


[bookmark: _Toc505957527][bookmark: _Toc513978692]Table 136.  Final Evaluation Grades Eleven Through Twelve on Influence of Components
	How influential was each of the following in placing your bookmark?
	Not at All Influential N
	Not at All Influential %
	Somewhat Influential N
	Somewhat Influential %
	Very Influential N
	Very Influential %

	The PLDs
	0
	0
	2
	18
	9
	82

	Borderline student definitions
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11
	100

	My perception of the difficulty of the items and tasks
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11
	100

	My experience with the students
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11
	100

	Reviewing authentic student responses
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11
	100

	Group discussions
	0
	0
	1
	9
	10
	91

	Judgments and rationales of other panelists
	0
	0
	3
	27
	8
	73

	Percent of students in each performance level
	1
	9
	5
	45
	5
	45

	Pattern of performance on additional data tables
	0
	0
	6
	55
	5
	45

	My sense of what students need to know to be proficient
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11
	100


[bookmark: _Toc505957528][bookmark: _Toc513978693]Table 137.  Final Evaluation Grades Eleven Through Twelve on Timing
	How appropriate was the amount of time you were given to complete the different components of the process?
	Too Little Time N
	Too Little Time %
	About Right N
	About Right %
	Too Much Time N
	Too Much Time %

	Training in the procedure for Reading and Listening (Bookmark)
	0
	0
	11
	100
	0
	0

	Training in the procedure for Speaking and Writing (Performance Profile)
	0
	0
	10
	91
	1
	9

	Test familiarization
	0
	0
	11
	100
	0
	0

	Reviewing the ordered items (Reading and Listening)
	0
	0
	11
	100
	0
	0

	Placing bookmark judgments
	0
	0
	11
	100
	0
	0

	Reviewing the student performance (Speaking and Writing)
	0
	0
	10
	91
	1
	9

	Group discussion
	0
	0
	11
	100
	0
	0


[bookmark: _Toc505957529][bookmark: _Toc513978694]Table 138.  Final Evaluation Grades Eleven Through Twelve on Appropriateness of Recommendations
	Do you believe that the final recommended threshold score for entering each of the performance levels is too low, about right, or too high?
	Too Low N
	Too Low %
	About Right N
	About Right %
	Too High N
	Too High %

	Level 2
	0
	0
	11
	100
	0
	0

	Level 3
	0
	0
	11
	100
	0
	0

	Level 4
	0
	0
	11
	100
	0
	0


[bookmark: _Ref507175090][bookmark: _Toc505957530][bookmark: _Toc513978695]Table 139.  Final Evaluation Grades Eleven Through Twelve on Support of Recommendations
	Do you support the final recommendations of the panel?
	Yes N
	Yes %
	No N
	No %

	Level 2
	11
	100
	0
	0

	Level 3
	11
	100
	0
	0

	Level 4
	11
	100
	0
	0


[bookmark: _Toc128914012][bookmark: _Toc216780920][bookmark: _Toc513978521]Conclusion
At the request of the California Department of Education (CDE), Educational Testing Service conducted standard-setting workshops for the Summative ELPAC across the seven grades and grade spans on October 17–‍20, 2017 (kindergarten, grade one, and grade two), and October 23–26, 2017 (grade spans three through five, six through eight, nine through ten, and eleven through twelve). All four domains and the total score were considered in the process of standard setting. Two standard-setting methods were implemented; the Bookmark Method was applied to the Reading and Listening domain, and the Performance Profile Method was applied to the Speaking and Writing domains, for all grades and grade spans. A holistic, integrated approach was applied to the overall threshold score-setting process.
The process was implemented as planned: three rounds of judgments, with feedback and discussion, were completed and evidence of internal procedural validity was collected via the panelists’ evaluations. 
The results of the evaluations indicated that the panelists understood the process and the tasks they were asked to complete, found the instructions easy to follow and the training and materials sufficient and clear, and had adequate time to complete the various tasks. In all panels, the majority of panelists judged the final recommended threshold scores to be appropriate (not too high or too low), although there was an indication that some panelists working on grades three through five had some disagreement as to the recommended threshold score for Level 3. 
Immediately following each workshop, preliminary results were provided to the CDE in the form of recommended threshold scores for each performance level for the domain scores, the oral and written composite scores, and the overall score for all seven grades and grade spans. Data files were provided to the CDE on October 26, 2017, and additional tables of results and analyses were provided the week of October 31, 2017. The final standard-setting report presented here provides details about panelists, materials, and processes that were not included in the preliminary results table.
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Panelist Invitation to Participate

October xx, 2017	
Dear Standard Setting Panelist,
Thank you once again for agreeing to serve as a member of a standard setting panel for the Summative English Language Proficiency Assessments for California (ELPAC). You have been selected because you have the appropriate expertise to make the necessary recommendations, you know the 2012 California English Language Development (ELD) Standards, you are familiar with the ELPAC, and you are working with students who will be taking the ELPAC. You have been assigned to a panel that will work on one grade or grade span. We have assigned panelists to be representative across the state; to include educators working in the grades of focus for the panel, as well as adjacent grades. Your panel assignment is at the top of your note taking form.
During the standard setting workshop, you will work with your fellow panelists to describe the language skills necessary for students at these levels, and participate in training for the procedure to develop threshold score that define performance levels—Level 1 Emerging, Level 2 Expanding, Level 3 Expanding/Bridging and Level 4 Bridging. Standard setting facilitators and assessment specialists from Educational Testing Service will guide you through the process, and the California Department of Education (CDE) will be present to answer any policy questions you may have. The results of the workshop will be presented to the CDE, and the California State Board of Education will make the final decision concerning the threshold scores. 
To help you become familiar with the performance expectations for the ELPAC, we have attached the general performance level descriptors (PLDs) as well as the grade or grade-span specific PLDs. 
In order to help you prepare for the workshop, we have attached a note-taking form. The task described on the note-taking form will help you structure your thoughts as you read through the PLDs. Please focus on the grade or grades listed at the top of the note-taking form, and bring these notes with you to the standard setting workshop. You do not have to bring the PLDs; we will have printed PLDs as well as test materials for your reference at the workshop. As a part of the standard-setting process, we will look at the items and tasks in the test and consider what the student has to know and be able to do to answer each item correctly. We have found that by completing this pre-workshop task, panelists feel more prepared at the workshop.
Thank you in advance for your involvement in this very important work and we look forward to seeing you in Sacramento. 

Note-taking Task

The ELPAC performance level descriptors (PLDs) reflect expected performance for a typical student at each performance level. Figure 12 represents students ordered according to their knowledge in a grade and domain (e.g., grade one Reading or grade two Listening). Four performance levels are indicated. In each level, the student at the beginning of a level is the borderline student. The Level 4 Bridging borderline student (solid gray) has slightly more knowledge than the highest-performing student in the Level 3 Expanding/Bridging borderline student (blue patterned).
In this task, you will focus only on the Reading domain, and think about two borderline students: the Level 4 Bridging borderline student (in solid gray) and the Level 3 Expanding/Bridging borderline student (in blue patterned). We will discuss these students at the workshop. The task on the following pages will allow you to become familiar with the PLDs and with the types of comparisons we will be making at the standard-setting workshop. 
[bookmark: _Ref505777158][bookmark: _Toc462922275][bookmark: _Toc462922373][bookmark: _Toc511390612]Figure 12.  Borderline Student Performance Levels
See the Alternative Text for Figure 12 for a description of this image.
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[bookmark: _Attachment_B:_Final]

Task

Description: Participants were asked to write down what they think is important. The format of this task has been modified from previously posted standard-setting technical reports to increase accessibility. 
1. [bookmark: _Attachment_B:_Final_1][bookmark: _Toc513978539][bookmark: _Ref505782526][bookmark: _Ref505782788][bookmark: _Toc513978541]Kindergarten Level 3
Description: Kindergarten Level 3—Expanding/Bridging borderline student (leftmost student in Level 3)
For a student who just barely meets the requirements for Level 3, participants were asked to provide responses to the following open-ended questions:
a. What does the student know and what can the student do relative to the performance level descriptors (PLDs)?
b. What might the student not be able to do?
c. How would you distinguish the student from the highest-performing Level 2 Expanding student?
2. Kindergarten Level 4
Description: Kindergarten Level 4—Bridging borderline student (leftmost student in Level 4)
For a student who barely meets the requirements for Level 4, participants were asked to provide responses to the following open-ended questions:
a. What does the student know and what can the student do relative to the PLDs?
b. What might the student not be able to do?
c. How would you distinguish the student from the highest-performing Level 3 Expanding/Bridging student?














Attachment B: Final Borderline Student Definitions
[bookmark: _Toc513978542][bookmark: _Toc465175325][bookmark: _Toc465175326]ELPAC Borderline Student Definitions Kindergarten
Borderline Level 2 Student: Reading
The Kindergarten Borderline Level 2 student can. . . 
1. Blend and read CVC words.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  “CVC words” are three-letter words that follow a consonant/vowel/consonant pattern.] 

Comprehend simple CVC words (e.g., cat, bat, mat, mom).
Make meaning of text by heavily relying on visual cues.
Identify most letter names and most letter sounds. 
Identify some key details.
With prompting and support, attempt to identify main idea (in familiar contexts).
Begin to use concepts of print. 
Borderline Level 2 Student: Listening
The Kindergarten Borderline Level 2 student can. . . 
1. Understand Tier 1 and Tier 2 words.
Understand short conversations with the use of visual cues.
Recall a few details (independently).
Understand or comprehend familiar grade-level topics (farm animals, rules, school, cafeteria) (3-4 word sentences); demonstrate comprehension by answering yes/no questions.
Understand short spoken passage; demonstrate comprehension by answering some simple questions.
Borderline Level 2 Student: Speaking
The Kindergarten Borderline Level 2 student can. . . 
1. Begin to speak in complete sentences when appropriate.
Offer an opinion, but without a relevant reason.
Use limited grammar but meaning is not always clear.
Express ideas but making connections are unclear.
Attempt to express information on social/academic topics, may be partial or incomplete.
Begin to utilize Tier 2 vocabulary.
Begin to contribute to conversation but speech may be choppy and hesitant.
Borderline Level 2 Student: Writing
The Kindergarten Borderline Level 2 student can. . . 
1. Write most letters with support (letter formation, letter names).
Sometimes apply that letters represent sounds.
Begin to write from left to right.
Write words with support (collaboratively). 
Begin to group letters to represent words based on knowledge of sounds (pre-phonetic).
Borderline Level 3 Student: Reading
The Kindergarten Borderline Level 3 student can. . .
1. Apply concepts of print and understands text is read left to right and top to bottom.
Understand and answer questions that use Tier 1 and/or Tier 2 vocabulary.
Usually identify key details. 
If given options for what a main idea could be, select it.
Understand text with the help of visual cues.
Borderline Level 3 Student: Listening
The Kindergarten Borderline Level 3 student can. . .
1. Recall some details.
Understand Tier 1, Tier 2, and some Tier 3 words.
Begin to make age appropriate inferences based on prior knowledge.
Use knowledge of language structure/functions to identify a main idea and key details in short conversations.
Answer comprehension questions with some support.
Borderline Level 3 Student: Speaking
The Kindergarten Borderline Level 3 student can. . . 
1. Offer an opinion and attempt to give a reason which is relevant some of the time.
Connect ideas sometimes.
Communicate ideas but not always smoothly; errors of pronunciation and intonation may impede meaning.
Express information about social/academic topics although it may not be complete.
Express and describe general vocabulary most of the time; begin to make effective word choices (solid on Tier 1 and Tier 2).
Use age-appropriate grammar to communicate.
Mostly speak in complete sentences (when appropriate).
Borderline Level 3 Student: Writing
The Kindergarten Borderline Level 3 student can. . . 
1. Write most letters.
Usually write letters that correspond to letter names and phonemes.
Attempt to write new words phonetically (blending and segmenting).
Write initial sounds but may not write medial and ending sounds.
Write from left to right.
Sometimes write simple sentences independently.
Borderline Level 4 Student: Reading
The Kindergarten Borderline Level 4 student can. . . 
1. Understand read-aloud text with simple sentences, not complex or compound sentences.
Understand and answer questions about read-aloud text that contains Tier 1, Tier 2, and common (e.g., cone, sphere, plus, minus, mountain) Tier 3 vocabulary. 
Begin to infer by including own experiences or visual cues or textual cues.
Use Reading Strategies, for example, Close Reading, to understand read-aloud text.
Begin to apply meaning of words to other readings.
Go back to the text and find key evidence.
Borderline Level 4 Student: Listening
The Kindergarten Borderline Level 4 student can. . . 
1. Answer comprehension questions with little or no visual support.
Recall most details. 
Make meaning using visualization and/or other strategies.
Use knowledge of language structure/functions to identify a main idea and key details in dialogue, oral presentation, and/or read-aloud stories.
Understand Tier 2 and common Tier 3 words.
Make age-appropriate inferences.
Borderline Level 4 Student: Speaking
The Kindergarten Borderline Level 4 student can. . . 
1. Connect ideas with age-appropriate words (for example: first, next, last, and, but, or).  
Support opinion clearly; gives a relevant reason or detail.
Speak on a range of social/academic topics that contain precise language, which includes adjectives, nouns, and verbs.
Speak smoothly; know when to pause (automaticity).
Make effective word choices (beginning to use Tier 3).
Speak with minor or no errors (errors do not impede meaning).
Be able to speak in complete sentences (when appropriate).
Borderline Level 4 Student: Writing
The Kindergarten Borderline Level 4 student can. . . 
1. Write all letters consistently (some reversal of letters is ok).
Write letters that correspond to letter names and phonemes consistently.
Write words by blending and segmenting.
Write a simple sentence phonetically and independently, spacing may be inconsistent.
Write to a topic with visual support.
[bookmark: _Toc513978543]ELPAC Borderline Student Definitions Grade 1
Borderline Level 2 Student: Reading
The Grade 1 Borderline Level 2 student. . . 
1. Is consistently able to comprehend at the sentence level (especially with pictorial support).
Is beginning to read and make meaning of informational and literary passages.
May be able to answer simple recall questions.
Is Borderline beginning to identify the main idea and key details in simple short passages.
Borderline Level 2 Student: Listening
The Grade 1 Borderline Level 2 student can. . . 
1. Usually comprehend grade appropriate short conversations on familiar topics by identifying main idea and details, with moderate support.
Sometimes identify main idea and key details in read-alouds and oral presentations with substantial support.
Sometimes understand and remember academic information that may be less familiar with substantial support.
Borderline Level 2 Student: Speaking
The Grade 1 Borderline Level 2 student. . . 
1. Is beginning to contribute to conversations and discussions on familiar topics with phrases and simple sentences.
Attempts to express some information and ideas about social and academic topics that convey basic information related to the topic but may be partial or incomplete with support.
Can offer an opinion without supporting it.
Occasionally attempts to connect ideas, but the connections are generally unclear. 
Borderline Level 2 Student: Writing
The Grade 1 Borderline Level 2 student can. . . 
1. Occasionally participate in writing exercises of grade appropriate literary and informational texts collaboratively with an adult.
Write some letters that correspond to English letter names or phonemes, although they may be reversed or inverted.
Occasionally write groups of letters from left to right that represent English words, and leave spaces between words.
Borderline Level 3 Student: Reading
The Grade 1 Borderline Level 3 student . . .
1. Can usually read independently shorter and familiar text.
1. Often reads longer and complex unfamiliar informational and literary passages with moderate support.
1. Can usually answer recall questions accurately.
1. Is increasingly able to identify main idea and supporting details, and use pictorial input and familiar content to bring meaning to the text.
1. May also be making inferences if content is familiar.
Borderline Level 3 Student: Listening
The Grade 1 Borderline Level 3 student . . .
1. Consistently comprehend grade appropriate conversations on familiar topics by identifying main ideas and key details with light support.
1. Usually identify main idea and key details in read-aloud stories and oral presentations with familiar content with light support.
1. Understand and remember academic information that may be less familiar with moderate support.
Borderline Level 3 Student: Speaking
The Grade 1 Borderline Level 3 student . . .
1. Contribute to conversations and discussions on familiar topics with responses that are generally appropriate (with light support).
1. Usually express some clear information and ideas about social and academic topics but ideas may be incomplete.
1. Offer an opinion and attempt to support it with a reason or reasons that are partly relevant.
1. Occasionally connect ideas, but connections may be unclear.
1. Use age-appropriate grammar and some expanded vocabulary but errors may interfere with expression of ideas.
1. Speak in a fairly smooth and sustained manner (as appropriate to the student’s age), though some choppiness or hesitation may occur. Errors in pronunciation or intonation occasionally impede meaning.
Borderline Level 3 Student: Writing
The Grade 1 Borderline Level 3 student . . .
1. Participate in writing exercises of grade appropriate literary and informational texts collaboratively with an adult and attempts to write independently on familiar tasks and topics.
1. Write part of a sentence on academic and/or literary topics with support.
1. Normally leave spaces between words and write from left to right.
1. Write group of letters that approximate phonetic spelling but may only represent the initial sound.
Borderline Level 4 Student: Reading
The Grade 1 Borderline Level 4 student . . .
1. Can consistently read independently longer and complex unfamiliar informational and literary passages accurately.
1. Is increasingly able to make inferences, recognize cause/effect, problem/solution with unfamiliar content.
1. Is beginning to comprehend complex text in unfamiliar content areas or topics beyond recall questions. 
36. For example, sentence structure, text features such as dialogue, text structure such as problem/solution.
1. Is beginning to recognize different vocabulary (including categories & synonyms) in unfamiliar content.
Borderline Level 4 Student: Listening
The Grade 1 Borderline Level 4 student can . . .
1. Consistently identify main idea and key details (including irrelevant details) with increasingly longer read-aloud stories and oral presentations with complex vocabulary.
1. Understand and remember academic information that may be less familiar with light support.
Borderline Level 4 Student: Speaking
The Grade 1 Borderline Level 4 student can . . .
1. Usually express clear information and ideas about familiar social/academic topics that convey main idea and most relevant details (with light support for less familiar topics).
2. Offer an opinion and support it with a reason(s) that are mostly relevant and developed.
3. Generally connect ideas clearly.
4. Make effective word choices with age appropriate grammar.
5. Usually speak in a smooth and sustained manner (as appropriate to the student’s age). Any errors in pronunciation or intonation rarely impede meaning.
Borderline Level 4 Student: Writing
The Grade 1 Borderline Level 4 student can . . .
1. Participate in writing exercises of grade-appropriate literary and informational texts (words, short phrases, and sentences) collaboratively with an adult and often independently on familiar tasks and topics.
2. Usually independently write a sentence on academic and/or literacy topics with pictorial support.
3. Write groups of letters that approximate phonetic spelling but may only represent the initial and one other sound (i.e., Ms. Choi = Ms. Joy).
4. Leave spaces between words and write from left to right.
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Borderline Level 2 Student: Reading
The Grade 2 Borderline Level 2 student. . . 
1. Can read and make meaning of basic high-frequency words and simple sentences.
Can comprehend simple sentences and use visual cues to identify main ideas.
Is developing vocabulary (Tier 1) for meaning.
Begins to make connections between text and illustrations.
Makes frequent errors that interfere with comprehension.
Borderline Level 2 Student: Listening
The Grade 2 Borderline Level 2 student. . . 
1. Has limited content knowledge and vocabulary to comprehend short passages with visual supports.
Comprehends familiar topics and basic conversations.
Frequently struggles and needs substantial support with academic topics.
Borderline Level 2 Student: Speaking
The Grade 2 Borderline Level 2 student. . . 
1. Makes errors (i.e., grammar, vocabulary, fluency, pronunciation) that often impede meaning.
1. Gives some incomplete information and/or unconnected ideas on social and academic topics.
1. Uses limited vocabulary (Tier 1).
1. Has unsustained speech that may be choppy and slow.
1. Offers opinions without relevant reasons.
Borderline Level 2 Student: Writing
The Grade 2 Borderline Level 2 student. . . 
1. Makes frequent errors (grammar and vocabulary) that impede meaning.
Writes words and phrases that are partially relevant to task.
Writes one phonetically correct letter to represent a word.
Borderline Level 3 Student: Reading
The Grade 2 Borderline Level 3 student. . . 
1. Is beginning to read independently and make meaning of grade-appropriate words, sentences, and short passages.
1. Has basic knowledge of academic vocabulary (Tier 2) to make meaning, identify main ideas, and find key details.
1. Makes inferences based on context clues and illustrations.
1. Makes some errors that may interfere with comprehension.
Borderline Level 3 Student: Listening
The Grade 2 Borderline Level 3 student. . . 
1. Has some content knowledge and vocabulary to sustain active listening of shorter passages and/or with visual support.
2. Consistently comprehends social topics.
3. May struggle with academic topics.
4. Needs moderate support in comprehending multiple-meaning words and higher-level vocabulary.
Borderline Level 3 Student: Speaking
The Grade 2 Borderline Level 3 student. . . 
1. Makes errors (i.e., grammar, vocabulary, fluency, pronunciation) that may impede meaning.
2. Gives mostly clear appropriate information (that may be incomplete) on social and academic topics.
3. May use more general (less precise) vocabulary (Tier 2).
4. Has choppiness or hesitation that may impede sustained expression of ideas.
5. Offers opinions with reasons that are partially-developed. 
Borderline Level 3 Student: Writing
The Grade 2 Borderline Level 3 student. . . 
1. Makes errors (grammar and vocabulary) that may impede meaning.
2. Often writes sentences independently that are mostly relevant to task.
3. Writes the correct initial letter and, at least one other letter, to represent a word phonetically.
Borderline Level 4 Student: Reading
The Grade 2 Borderline Level 4 student. . . 
1. Comprehends complex sentences and multi-paragraph passages that include transition words, subordinate clauses, and phrases.
2. Has sufficient knowledge of academic vocabulary (Tier 3) to make meaning, identify main ideas, and find key details.
3. Frequently makes accurate inferences based on context clues, illustrations, and synthesizes information.
4. Makes minimal errors that may interfere with comprehension.
Borderline Level 4 Student: Listening
The Grade 2 Borderline Level 4 student. . . 
1. Has sufficient content knowledge and vocabulary to sustain active listening comprehension (e.g., mind-mapping, visualization).
2. Consistently comprehends social topics (e.g., conversations, events that occur in daily life).
3. Usually comprehends academic topics by identifying main ideas and key details.
4. Uses context clues to understand multiple-meaning words, figurative language, and other literary elements.
Borderline Level 4 Student: Speaking
The Grade 2 Borderline Level 4 student. . . 
1. Makes minimal errors (i.e., grammar, vocabulary, fluency, pronunciation) that do not impede meaning.
2. Gives relevant, age-appropriate and sufficient information on most social and academic topics.
3. Is developing effective word choices (Tier 3).
4. Has minimal choppiness or hesitation that does not impede sustained expression of ideas.
5. Offers opinions with reasons that are generally relevant and well-developed.
Borderline Level 4 Student: Writing
The Grade 2 Borderline Level 4 student. . . 
1. Makes errors (grammar and vocabulary) that rarely impede meaning.
2. Generally writes sentences independently that are relevant to task.
3. Consistently writes letters, words, and phrases that are phonetically correct.
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Borderline Level 2 Student: Reading
The Grade-Span 3–5 Borderline Level 2 Student. . .
1. Sometimes answers text-dependent questions on familiar topics by identifying the main idea and some key details in short texts
Occasionally makes inferences within a short, less complex text on familiar topics
Occasionally understands specific and unknown words and phrases in concrete and familiar situations
May understand the organization of a short text or paragraph
Occasionally understands, with prompting such as including paragraph numbers or text excerpts, the reasons a writer uses specific words or phrases in a text to produce shades of meaning and effects on the audience
Borderline Level 2 Student: Listening
The Grade-Span 3–5 Borderline Level 2 Student. . .
1. Occasionally comprehends short, grade-appropriate discussions on familiar topics and parts of oral presentations 
Sometimes comprehends key details and main ideas in short, simple conversations using everyday language
Occasionally comprehends how ideas and events are linked in discussions, oral presentations, and stories that use everyday language
Borderline Level 2 Student: Speaking
The Grade-Span 3–5 Borderline Level 2 Student. . .
1. Is beginning to contribute to conversations and discussions on familiar topics with simple responses that are somewhat appropriate (with prompting)
Expresses partial or incomplete ideas somewhat clearly in a presentation or summary of a presentation about academic content that is often relevant to the task
Expresses an opinion, but it is not supported
Attempts to connect ideas with unclear connections
Uses grammar and makes word choices in basic statements that allow for communication in conversations and discussions, but limitations and errors (e.g. subject-verb agreement, verb tense, preposition, false cognates) interfere with sustained expression of ideas
Attempts to speak in a sustained manner, though speech is slow, choppy, hesitant, or at times unintelligible, throughout and includes long pauses. Pronunciation and intonation may often impede meaning.
Borderline Level 2 Student: Writing
The Grade-Span 3–5 Borderline Level 2 Student. . .
1. Writes simple sentences with moderate support provided by the text (e.g. sample sentences)
Begins to attempt to write texts of the following type: informational, short responses to literary texts, narrative summaries of experiences, and/or opinions with support. The attempts convey minimal relevant information or details
Produces text that begins to include basic connecting and transitional words
Writes with frequent errors in grammar and word choice that are most likely to impede meaning
Borderline Level 3 Student: Reading
The Grade-Span 3–5 Borderline Level 3 Student. . .
1. Sometimes makes inferences within a text and inconsistently identifies the language that supports main ideas, details, and inferences
Sometimes demonstrates understanding of the organization of a text and inconsistently determines how a writer connects ideas within a text
May use context clues to determine the meaning of unknown words and phrases with increased accuracy
Is beginning to answer questions and identify the main idea in multi-paragraph academic texts
Sometimes understands, with minimal prompting such as including paragraph numbers or text excerpts, the reasons a writer uses specific words or phrases in a text to produce shades of meaning and effects on the audience
Borderline Level 3 Student: Listening
The Grade-Span 3–5 Borderline Level 3 Student. . .
1. Usually comprehends grade-appropriate discussions and oral presentations on familiar social and some academic topics in a range of contexts with everyday language
Usually comprehends key details and main ideas and may occasionally comprehend inferences
Sometimes comprehends how ideas, events, and reasons are linked in shorter length discussions, oral presentations, and stories using everyday language
Borderline Level 3 Student: Speaking
The Grade-Span 3–5 Borderline Level 3 Student. . .
1. Contributes to conversations and discussions on familiar topics with responses that are appropriate, with errors in elaboration and explanation 
Expresses ideas in a presentation or summary of a presentation about academic content but only includes a summary of some of the main points and begins to add details
Offers an opinion and attempts to support it with a relevant reason that may use simple language with or without prompting
Begins to connect ideas but the connections may have intermittent clarity
Uses grammar and makes word choices that allow for communication in conversations and discussions, but errors occasionally interfere with sustained expression of ideas
Speaks in a sustained manner, though choppiness or extended hesitation may occur. Pronunciation and intonation only occasionally impede meaning 
Borderline Level 3 Student: Writing
The Grade-Span 3–5 Borderline Level 3 Student. . .
1. Writes extended text to meet some academic needs with support (e.g. graphic organizers, pictures, prompts read aloud)
Writes texts of the following types: informational, short responses to literary texts, narrative summaries of experiences, and opinions with support that are relevant, but not always sufficient in addressing the prompt
Produces generally cohesive and coherent text that begins to include appropriate connecting and transitional words
Organizes ideas with some degree of clarity with support (e.g., scaffolded directions)
Conveys relevant information and limited details to meet most academic needs when supported (e.g., graphic organizers and visuals)
Writes with errors in grammar and word choice that may impede meaning
Borderline Level 4 Student: Reading
The Grade-Span 3–5 Borderline Level 4 Student. . .
1. Can connect and combine ideas to understand informational and literary text with inconsistent precision
Can usually determine the meaning of unknown words and phrases with inconsistent accuracy in interpreting increasingly complex higher level vocabulary and phrases, such as idioms and other figurative language
Usually makes inferences in passages of limited range of text structure and length, and may inconsistently identify the language that supports main ideas, details, and inferences
Consistently answers text-dependent questions in a variety of texts by identifying the main idea and key supporting details
Usually understands the reason a writer uses specific words or phrases in a literary text to produce shades of meaning and effects on the audience with some inconsistency with informational text
Borderline Level 4 Student: Listening
The Grade-Span 3–5 Borderline Level 4 Student. . .
1. Consistently comprehends grade-appropriate discussions and oral presentations on both familiar and most unfamiliar social and academic topics in a range of contexts
Consistently comprehends key details, main ideas, and sometimes comprehends inferences
Usually comprehends how ideas, events, and reasons are linked in discussions, oral presentations, and stories of shorter length
Borderline Level 4 Student: Speaking
The Grade-Span 3–5 Borderline Level 4 Student. . .
1. Expresses ideas clearly in a presentation or summary of a presentation about academic content that conveys sufficient and most relevant details
Offers an opinion and supports it with relevant and developed reasons with some explanation/elaboration
Usually connects ideas and the connections are generally clear 
Uses grammar and makes word choices effectively with some inconsistency to address a variety of tasks and purposes (for example narrative sequencing). Minor errors do not interfere with sustained expression of ideas.
Speaks fairly smoothly in a sustained manner (extended pauses and hesitation rarely occur). Pronunciation and intonation only rarely impede meaning
Borderline Level 4 Student: Writing
The Grade-Span 3–5 Borderline Level 4 Student. . .
1. Writes extended text with some elaboration when needed to meet most academic needs successfully and independently
1. Writes relevant and minimally sufficient (meets the task) texts of the following types: informational, short responses to literary texts, narrative summaries of experiences, and opinions with support
1. Produces cohesive and coherent text that includes limited variety of appropriate connecting and transitional words
1. Organizes ideas clearly most of the time
1. Conveys information and sufficient details to effectively meet most academic needs
1. Writes with only minor errors in grammar or word choice in some sentences. Meaning may be unclear at times
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Borderline Level 2 Student: Reading
The Grade-Span 6–8 Borderline Level 2 student can. . . 
1. Sometimes comprehend simple sentences and short paragraphs with concrete ideas of familiar grade-level academic text on familiar topics.
Sometimes identify main idea and key details in simple, short paragraphs using graphic organizers or visual cues.
Occasionally make inferences within a simple text when frontloaded with background knowledge.
Occasionally determine the meaning of unknown words in familiar content by using context and pre-taught strategies.
Occasionally understand the organization of the text with the use of graphic organizers or other visual supports.
Borderline Level 2 Student: Listening
The Grade-Span 6–8 Borderline Level 2 student can. . . 
1. Comprehend some short, grade-appropriate discussions on familiar topics and parts of predictable oral presentations; comprehend longer discussions on familiar concrete topics when ideas and details are reiterated.
Comprehend some key details and explicitly-stated main ideas in conversations on familiar topics, using verbal cues and non-linguistic representations.
Occasionally comprehend how ideas and events are linked in discussions, oral presentations with explicitly stated signal words, teacher modeling, or visual cues.
Comprehend opinions in short conversation about familiar topics with explicitly stated verbal cues and predictable patterns.
Borderline Level 2 Student: Speaking
The Grade-Span 6–8 Borderline Level 2 student can. . . 
1. Contribute to conversations and discussions on familiar topics with responses that are somewhat appropriate with verbal prompting.
Express partial or incomplete ideas somewhat clearly in a presentation or summary of a presentation about academic content that is relevant to the task with language models (teacher modeling and sentence starts/frames).
Offer an opinion, but without supporting the opinion.
Attempt to speak using longer phrases and sentences, but may be hesitant and may have pronunciation/intonation errors that impede meaning.
With limitations and errors that interfere with sustained expression of ideas, use grammar and make word choices that allow for communication on familiar and routine topics.
Borderline Level 2 Student: Writing
The Grade-Span 6–8 Borderline Level 2 student can. . . 
1. Write simple sentences on familiar and routine topics with moderate support when collaborating with others.
Attempt to write text (of multiple sentences, 2+) in a variety of genres with significant support (paragraph frames, background knowledge, and teacher modeling). 
Convey one piece of relevant information and one detail.
Attempt to produce text using basic connecting and transition words, e.g., may use inappropriate conjunction or transition words, (redundancy or misplaced).
Write with frequent errors in grammar and word choice that often impede meaning.
Borderline Level 3 Student: Reading
The Grade-Span 6–8 Borderline Level 3 student can. . .
1. Sometimes make inferences within a familiar text structure (e.g., narrative, informational, and argumentative) using explicit contextual clues.
Usually identify explicitly stated main idea and key details in multi-paragraph text with predictable organizational patterns and familiar academic vocabulary.
Usually comprehend short paragraphs and often multi-paragraphs (on familiar social and previously learned topics [from grades 1-5]).
Sometimes identify the predictable organizational pattern of informational and literary texts.
Sometimes determine the meaning of unknown words and phrases using explicit context clues.
Sometimes identify how writers could use transitional devices to improve textual cohesion.
Borderline Level 3 Student: Listening
The Grade-Span 6–8 Borderline Level 3 student can. . .
1. Comprehend most explicitly stated main ideas, key details and some inferences in predictable or familiar topics using verbal cues (for example, guiding questions) and non-linguistic representations.
Comprehend most ideas, events, and clearly-stated reasons introduced by cue words (for example, “because”), advanced organizers, or guiding questions.
Comprehend most oral discourse on familiar social and academic topics; comprehend oral discourse on unfamiliar or abstract topics with the aid of advanced organizers and teacher modeling of metacognitive strategies. 
Comprehend that opinions are the speaker’s perspective when stated using cue words, e.g., I think, I feel, I believe. 
Comprehend why specific language is used in a conversation or presentation with restatement, with linguistic support (such as semantic mapping, word walls, and advanced organizers).
Comprehend connotation with familiar vocabulary and subject matter with linguistic support (such as, semantic mapping and vocabulary list).
Borderline Level 3 Student: Speaking
The Grade-Span 6–8 Borderline Level 3 student can. . .
1. Contribute to conversations and discussions on familiar topics with responses that are often appropriate with verbal prompting as needed.
Express mostly clear ideas in a presentation or summary of a presentation about academic content that is relevant but is not complete with verbal prompting and visual support as needed.
Offer an opinion with reasons that are sometimes relevant or not fully developed with verbal prompting as needed.
Sometimes connect ideas, but with limited academic vocabulary and syntax.
Use grammar and make word choices that allow for communication in conversations and discussions, with syntactical support (sentence frames, sentence starters) or word walls and word banks.
Sometimes speak with choppiness and hesitation; may include long pauses for verbal processing.
Borderline Level 3 Student: Writing
The Grade-Span 6–8 Borderline Level 3 student can. . .
1. Write one relevant paragraph (all four genres) with minimal support (rephrasing directions, referring to charts, classroom resources), but may not have sufficient information or details.
Produce cohesive and coherent texts using common transition words (e.g., FANBOYS, first, second…) with organizational supports (e.g., teacher models, guided writing, paragraph frames or transition lists).
Organize with some degree of clarity (enough organization that the meaning is not impeded) with specific support (graphic organizers or paragraph frames).
Write with some errors in grammar and word choice that sometimes impede meaning.
Borderline Level 4 Student: Reading
The Grade-Span 6–8 Borderline Level 4 student can. . . 
1. Usually make inferences within a familiar text structure (e.g., narrative, informational, and argumentative) using explicit contextual clues.
Consistently identify explicitly stated main ideas and key details in text with predictable organizational pattern and familiar academic vocabulary.
Use organizational patterns or explicit textual evidence to understand the reason a writer uses specific words or phrases in a text. 
Usually identify how writers could revise a text to improve clarity and cohesion (simple transitional devices).
Consistently comprehend text with a social topic; comprehend text with an academic topic with support.
Usually determine the meaning of unknown words and phrases using explicit context clues.
Often determine the meaning of unknown words and phrases that have context clues outside the sentence in which the word/phrase occurs.
Borderline Level 4 Student: Listening
The Grade-Span 6–8 Borderline Level 4 student can. . . 
1. Comprehend grade-appropriate discussions and oral presentations on familiar social and academic topics; with non-linguistic supports for unfamiliar topics.
Comprehend explicitly stated main ideas, key details, and some inferences in predictable or familiar topics.
Comprehend how ideas, events, and reasons are linked when presented with predictable patterns.
Comprehend oral arguments and techniques with a predictable pattern.
Comprehend why specific language is used in a conversation or presentation with restatements.
Comprehend connotation with familiar vocabulary and subject matter.
Borderline Level 4 Student: Speaking
The Grade-Span 6–8 Borderline Level 4 student can. . .
1. Begin to use transitions and verbal cues to connect ideas clearly, with minimal prompting as needed.
Rarely speak with choppiness and hesitation except for thoughtful pauses for unfamiliar vocabulary.
Use grammar and word choices effectively to address multiple tasks and purposes on familiar topics; visual supports provided for presentations (e.g., charts, graphs, pictures).
Express ideas clearly in a presentation or a summary of a presentation about academic content that conveys sufficient and relevant details with visual support, graphic organizers or prompting.
Offer an opinion and support it with relevant and developed reasons.
Borderline Level 4 Student: Writing
The Grade-Span 6–8 Borderline Level 4 student can. . . 
1. Write extended text with some elaboration to meet most academic needs (classroom tasks) successfully and independently.
Write sufficient (contains enough substance) and relevant texts in a variety of genres.
Write with only minor errors in grammar or word choice that rarely impede meaning.
Usually organize ideas clearly.
Convey information and provide sufficient details to effectively meet most academic needs with support (e.g., prompting, graphic organizer, teacher modeling, example).
Usually produce cohesive and coherent text that includes a variety of appropriate connecting and transitional words.
[bookmark: _Toc513978547]ELPAC Borderline Student Definitions Grades 9–10 
Borderline Level 2 Student: Reading
The Grade-Span 9–10 Borderline Level 2 student can. . . 
1. Consistently comprehend sentences and sometimes comprehend short paragraphs of grade-appropriate texts.
Sometimes identify the main idea and occasionally identify some key details within a text.
Occasionally identify inferences within a text.
Occasionally determine the meaning of unknown words and phrases (by using cognates, word parts, etc.).
Identify the organization of a text.
Occasionally understand the reasons a writer uses specific words or phrases.
Borderline Level 2 Student: Listening
The Grade-Span 9–10 Borderline Level 2 student can. . . 
1. Sometimes comprehend short grade-appropriate discussions on familiar topics and parts of oral presentations and occasionally comprehend longer discussions on familiar, concrete topics.
Consistently comprehend how ideas and events are linked in short conversations.
Sometimes comprehend key details and/or main ideas in short, simple conversations.
Borderline Level 2 Student: Speaking
The Grade-Span 9–10 Borderline Level 2 student can. . . 
1. Express partial or incomplete ideas somewhat clearly in a presentation or summary of a presentation about academic content that is usually relevant to the task.
Attempt to connect ideas, but the connections are usually unclear. 
Produce simple phrases and simple sentences in direct conversation on familiar and routine topics.
Borderline Level 2 Student: Writing
The Grade-Span 9–10 Borderline Level 2 student can. . . 
1. Write sentences on familiar and routine topics with moderate support provided by text or when collaborating with others.
Attempt to write text of the following types: informational, short responses to literary text, narrative summaries of experiences, and/or opinions with support.
Usually produce text that includes basic connecting and transitional words.
Convey some relevant information.
Borderline Level 3 Student: Reading
The Grade-Span 9–10 Borderline Level 3 student can. . .
1. Consistently comprehend sentences and short paragraphs and sometimes comprehend multi-paragraph, grade-appropriate texts both informational and literary (on familiar social topics and some academic topics).
Usually identify the main idea and sometimes identify key details within a text.
Sometimes make inferences within a text and occasionally identify the language that supports main ideas, details and inferences.
Sometimes demonstrate understanding of the organization of the text and occasionally demonstrate understanding of how the writer connects ideas within a text. 
Sometimes understand the reason a writer uses specific denotative words or phrases and occasionally understand the reason for connotative words and phrases in a text to produce shades of meaning and effects on the audience.
Borderline Level 3 Student: Listening
The Grade-Span 9–10 Borderline Level 3 student can. . .
1. Usually comprehend short grade-appropriate discussions and oral presentations on familiar and some unfamiliar social and academic topics in a range of contexts.
Usually comprehend main ideas, sometimes comprehend key details and occasionally identify inferences 
Sometimes comprehend how ideas, events, and occasionally how reasons, are linked, in discussions, oral presentations and stories.
Usually comprehend opinions; how speakers support ideas and arguments; and occasionally the language speakers use to persuade.
Occasionally comprehend why specific language is used in a conversation or presentation and how similar words (with differences in shades of meaning) are used to produce different effects on the listener.
Borderline Level 3 Student: Speaking
The Grade-Span 9–10 Borderline Level 3 student can. . .
1. Contribute to conversations and discussions on familiar topics with responses that are usually appropriate.
Express mostly clear ideas in a presentation or summary of a presentation about academic content that is relevant.
Offer an opinion and support it with a relevant reason that is not fully developed.
Use grammar and make word choices that allow for communication in conversations and discussions, but minor errors sometimes interfere with sustained expression of ideas.
Usually speak in a sustained manner, though some choppiness or hesitation may occur. Pronunciation and intonation sometimes impede meaning.
Borderline Level 3 Student: Writing
The Grade-Span 9–10 Borderline Level 3 student can. . .
1. Write texts to meet some academic needs.
Write texts of the following types that are usually relevant, but may not be sufficient: informational, short responses to literary texts, narrative summaries of experiences, and opinions with support.
Produce mostly cohesive and coherent text that includes basic connecting and transitional words.
Usually organize ideas with some degree of clarity.
Convey information and some details to meet some academic needs.
Borderline Level 4 Student: Reading
The Grade-Span 9–10 Borderline Level 4 student can. . . 
1. Consistently comprehend grade-appropriate multi-paragraph texts on social topics and frequently on academic topics.
Consistently identify the main idea of a text and usually identify most key details
Usually make inferences within a text and sometimes identify the language that supports main ideas, details, and inferences.
Usually demonstrate understanding of the organization of a text and can sometimes demonstrate how the writer connects ideas within a text.
Usually understand the reason a writer uses specific denotative words or phrases and sometimes understand the reason for connotative words and phrases in a text to produce shades of meaning and effects on the audience.
Borderline Level 4 Student: Listening
The Grade-Span 9–10 Borderline Level 4 student can. . . 
1. Consistently comprehend grade-appropriate discussions on familiar and most unfamiliar social and academic topics in a range of contexts.
Consistently comprehend main ideas and usually comprehend key details and inferences.
Consistently comprehend opinions; usually comprehend how speakers support ideas and arguments, and usually comprehend the language speakers use to persuade.
Usually comprehend why specific language is used in a conversation or presentation and sometimes comprehend how similar words (with differences in shades of meaning) are used to produce different effects on the listener.
Borderline Level 4 Student: Speaking
The Grade-Span 9–10 Borderline Level 4 student can. . .
1. Express ideas clearly in a presentation or summary of a presentation about academic content that conveys relevant details.
Offer an opinion and support it with relevant reasons that are mostly developed.
Usually connect ideas clearly.
Use grammar and make word choices to address a variety of tasks and purposes. Minor errors do not interfere with sustained expression of ideas.
Usually speak fairly smoothly in a sustained manner. Pronunciation and intonation only rarely impede meaning.
Borderline Level 4 Student: Writing
The Grade-Span 9–10 Borderline Level 4 student can. . . 
1. Write extended text with some elaboration to meet most academic needs successfully. 
Write relevant and mostly sufficient texts of the following types: informational, short responses to literary texts, narrative summaries of experiences, and opinions with support.
Produce cohesive and coherent text that includes some variety of appropriate connecting and transitional words.
Usually organize ideas clearly.
Convey information and sufficient details to meet academic needs.
Write with occasional minor errors in grammar or word choice that rarely impede meaning. 
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Borderline Level 2 Student: Reading
The Grade-Span 11–12 Borderline Level 2 student can. . . 
1. Occasionally comprehend sentences and short paragraphs.
2. Sometimes identify the main idea and some details.
3. Rarely make inferences within a text.
4. Occasionally determine the meaning of some unknown words and phrases by using context.
5. Occasionally demonstrate understanding of the organization of a basic text.
6. Rarely identify shades of meaning and effects on the audience.
7. Rarely identify various techniques used for revision.
Borderline Level 2 Student: Listening
The Grade-Span 11–12 Borderline Level 2 student can. . . 
1. Occasionally comprehend some grade-appropriate discussions and oral presentations on both familiar and some unfamiliar social and academic topics in a range of contexts. 
2. Sometimes comprehend main ideas and some key details.
3. Occasionally comprehends how ideas and events are linked in discussions and oral presentations.
4. Can sometimes comprehend opinions in short conversations
Borderline Level 2 Student: Speaking
The Grade-Span 11–12 Borderline Level 2 student can. . . 
1. Use mostly phrases and a few simple sentences on familiar topics with responses that are somewhat appropriate.
2. Express partial and incomplete ideas when contributing to conversations and discussions, offering an opinion and supporting it, or providing a presentation or summary that is somewhat relevant.
3. Offer an opinion and may support it with irrelevant reasons.
4. (Might) connect ideas, but the connections are generally unclear.
5. Uses grammar and makes word choices that attempt communication in conversation. Errors in grammar and diction interfere with expression of ideas.
6. Attempts to speak in a sustained manner with incomplete sentences on the same topic. Speech is frequently slow, choppy, or hesitant.  Pronunciation and intonation may often impede meaning.
Borderline Level 2 Student: Writing
The Grade-Span 11–12 Borderline Level 2 student can. . . 
1. Writes sentences with basic words on familiar topics.
2. Attempts to write sentences and basic texts (familiar or academic) with minimal information.
3. Attempts to produce text that includes basic connecting and transitional words.
4. Attempts to convey some relevant information and a few details.
5. Writes with frequent errors in grammar and word choice that impedes meaning.
Borderline Level 3 Student: Reading
The Grade-Span 11–12 Borderline Level 3 student can. . .
1. Usually comprehends sentences, short paragraphs, and grade-appropriate texts (on familiar academic topics).
2. Usually identifies the main idea and some key details.
3. Sometimes makes inferences within a text, but may have difficulty identifying the language that supports main idea, detail, and inferences.
4. Sometimes determines the meaning of unknown words and phrases with context clues but may have difficulty with idioms.
5. Is able to demonstrate understanding of the organization of a basic text and how the writer connects ideas within a text.
6. Sometimes understands the reason an author uses specific words or phrases in a particular text to produce shades of meaning and effects on the audience
7. Can sometimes identify various techniques, an author can use for revision, when given a choice.
Borderline Level 3 Student: Listening
The Grade-Span 11–12 Borderline Level 3 student can. . .
1. Often comprehends some grade-appropriate discussions and oral presentations on both familiar and some unfamiliar social and academic topics in a range of contexts. 
2. Often comprehends key details, main ideas, and a few inferences.
3. Sometimes comprehends how ideas, events, and reasons are linked in discussions and oral presentations.
4. Often comprehends opinions; occasionally comprehends how speakers support ideas and argument on topics; and identifies some language speakers use to persuade.
5. Sometimes comprehends why specific language is used in a conversation or presentation and the purpose and connotation of similar words.
Borderline Level 3 Student: Speaking
The Grade-Span 11–12 Borderline Level 3 student can. . .
1. Uses moderately developed speaking skills to contribute to conversations and discussions on familiar topics with responses that are mostly appropriate.
2. Expresses some ideas in a presentation about academic content that may not be complete. 
3. Offers an opinion and supports it with somewhat relevant reasons.
4. Attempts to connect ideas, but the connections are sometimes unclear.
5. Uses grammar and makes word choices that allow for communication and discussion, but minor errors often interfere with ideas.
6. Sometimes speaks in a sustained manner, though some choppiness or hesitation may occur. Pronunciation and intonation only occasionally impede meaning.
Borderline Level 3 Student: Writing
The Grade-Span 11–12 Borderline Level 3 student can. . .
1. Attempts to write moderately developed extended text (e.g., full paragraph) that meets some academic needs successfully.
2. Writes texts that are mostly relevant, but may lack details or appropriate length.
3. Sometimes produces cohesive and coherent text that includes some appropriate connecting and transitional words.
4. Attempts to organize with limited degree of clarity.
5. Conveys information and some details to meet some academic needs. 
6. Writes with some errors in grammar and word choice that impede meaning. 
Borderline Level 4 Student: Reading
The Grade-Span 11–12 Borderline Level 4 student can. . . 
1. Is able to consistently identify the main idea and key details of a text.
2. Can consistently comprehend informational text and literary text that they are familiar with (relative to length of passage).
3. Mostly/often identifies an inference within the text (as opposed to creating an original inference).
4. Usually determines the meaning of unknown words/phrases with a direct context clue but may have difficulty with idioms. 
5. Usually demonstrates understanding of the organization of a text and can use text features to enhance understanding. 
6. Most often understands author’s purpose and audience.  
7. Sometimes understand the reason an author uses specific words or phrases in a text to produce shades of meaning and effects on the audience.
8. Can mostly identify basic literary devices and syntax for revision, when given a choice.
Borderline Level 4 Student: Listening
The Grade-Span 11–12 Borderline Level 4 student can. . . 
1. Consistently comprehends some grade-appropriate discussions and oral presentations on both familiar and (usually) unfamiliar social and academic topics in a range of contexts. 
2. Consistently comprehends key details, main ideas, and some inferences.
3. Often comprehends how ideas, events, and reasons are linked in discussions and oral presentations.
4. Often comprehends opinions; how speakers support ideas and argument on topics; and the language speakers use to persuade.
5. Mostly comprehends why specific language is used in a conversation or presentation and how similar words (with differences and shades of meaning) are used to produce different effects on the listener.
Borderline Level 4 Student: Speaking
The Grade-Span 11–12 Borderline Level 4 student can. . .
1. Uses well developed speaking skills to contribute to conversations and discussions on familiar topics with responses that are appropriate.
2. Expresses ideas clearly in a presentation about academic content that conveys a complete thought appropriately. 
3. Offers an opinion and supports it with relevant reasons that are mostly developed.
4. Connects ideas clearly with very few errors.
5. Usually makes effective choices with grammar and diction to address a variety of tasks and purpose. Minor errors rarely interfere with sustained expression of ideas.
6. Speaks fairly smoothly though hesitation may occur. Minor errors in pronunciation and intonation rarely impede meaning.
Borderline Level 4 Student: Writing
The Grade-Span 11–12 Borderline Level 4 student can. . . 
1. Writes extended text that meets most academic needs successfully.
2. Writes relevant and sufficient texts that successfully addresses the prompt.
3. Produces cohesive and coherent text that includes some appropriate connecting and transitional words.
4. Organizes ideas clearly, with greater degrees of success on social and nonacademic topics.
5. Conveys information and enough details to meet most academic needs.
6. Writes with few errors that rarely impede meaning.
[bookmark: _Attachment_C:_Item][bookmark: _Attachment_C:_Sample][bookmark: _Toc216780938][bookmark: _Ref505782737][bookmark: _Toc513978549]Attachment C: Sample Item Map
The passage titles were deleted to protect the security of the ELPAC. The item map provides information about items in the ordered item booklet (OIB). The Standard Setting Scale (SS Scale) column represents relative item difficulty and is not the ELPAC score reporting scale.
[bookmark: _Toc513978696]Table 1.1.  Summative ELPAC Sample Item Map
	Item Access No
	OIB
	Passage Title
	Key
	Score Level
	SS Scale

	VH589xxx
	1
	~
	X
	1
	245

	VH574xxx
	2
	Passage
	X
	1
	270

	VH574xxx
	3
	Passage
	X
	1
	281

	VH574xxx
	4
	Passage
	X
	1
	288

	VH590xxx
	5
	~
	X
	1
	296

	VH588xxx
	6
	Passage
	X
	1
	300

	VH588xxx
	7
	Passage
	X
	1
	309

	VH588xxx
	8
	Passage
	X
	1
	335

	VH574xxx
	9
	Passage
	X
	1
	377

	VH588xxx
	10
	Passage
	~
	1+
	398

	VH589xxx
	11
	~
	~
	1+
	409

	VH589xxx
	12
	~
	~
	2+
	412

	VH590xxx
	13
	~
	~
	1+
	413

	VH590xxx
	14
	~
	~
	2+
	415

	VH574xxx
	15
	Passage
	X
	1
	442

	VH588xxx
	16
	Passage
	~
	2+
	491

	VH574xxx
	17
	Passage
	X
	1
	501


[bookmark: _Attachment_D:_Evaluation][bookmark: _Toc216780939][bookmark: _Ref505782403][bookmark: _Ref505782666][bookmark: _Toc513978550]Attachment D: Evaluation Forms

Initial Evaluation of the Training on the Bookmark Procedure

The purpose of this evaluation form was to obtain the participants’ feedback about the training that they have received so far on the Bookmark process. They were informed that their feedback would provide a basis for determining what to review before participants began the actual Bookmark process. The format of this evaluation has been modified from previously posted standard-setting technical reports to increase accessibility. 

1. Each participant was instructed to indicate the degree to which they agreed with each statement using the following scale: (4) Strongly Agree, (3) Agree, (2) Disagree, or (1) Strongly Disagree. The participant would choose only one response for each of the following statements:
a. I understand the purpose of this workshop.
b. The large-group facilitator explained things clearly. 
c. The panel facilitator explained things clearly. 
d. I understand the purpose of the PLDs in this process.
e. I understand what is meant by the borderline student.
f. I understand what the ordered item booklet is. 
g. I understand the information presented in the item map. 
h. The training in the Bookmark method seems adequate to give me the information I need to complete my assignment.
i. I understand how to record the standard setting judgments.
j. I am ready to place my first bookmark for the test. 

2. If the participant selected (2) Disagree or (1) Strongly Disagree for any of the statements on the previous section, the participant was asked to tell the facilitators what the facilitators needed to do to complete the preparation for placing the first bookmark. 

3. The participant proceeded to answer the following two questions with either (1) No or (2) Yes as a response:
a. Have you participated in a Bookmark or other standard setting workshop before today?
b. Did you participate in the PLD workshop last year, held at the ETS Sacramento office?

4. The participant then provided a signature and date indicating that by signing the form, they are stating that they are ready to proceed with the process. 


Initial Evaluation of the Training on the Performance Profile Method

The purpose of this evaluation form was to obtain participants’ feedback about the training they have received so far on the Performance Profile method. They were informed that their feedback would provide a basis for determining what to review before participants began the actual Performance Profile method. The format of this evaluation has been modified from previously posted standard-setting technical reports to increase accessibility.

1. Each participant was instructed to indicate the degree to which they agreed with each statement using the following scale: (4) Strongly Agree, (3) Agree, (2) Disagree, or (1) Strongly Disagree. The participant would choose one response for each of the following statements:
a. I understand how to use the profile worksheet. 
b. I understand how to use the student samples and borderline student definitions to consider my judgments.
c. The training in the Performance Profile method seems adequate to give me the information I need to complete my assignment. 
d. I understand how to record the standard setting judgments. 
e. I am ready to mark my first judgment.

2. If the participant selected (2) Disagree or (1) Strongly Disagree for any of the statements on the previous section, the participant was asked to tell the facilitators what the facilitators needed to do to complete the preparation for making their first judgment. 

3. The participant then provided a signature and date indicating that by signing the form, they are stating that they are ready to proceed with the process. 











[bookmark: _Toc216780941]Final Evaluation Form

The purpose of the final evaluation was to obtain the participants’ feedback on the standard setting process overall. They were informed that their feedback would provide a basis for evaluating the training, methods, and materials in the standard setting process. Their responses would be anonymous; no individuals would be identified. The format of this evaluation has been modified from previously posted standard-setting technical reports to increase accessibility.
1. [bookmark: _Hlk197607437]The following demographic information was collected:
a. Gender
b. Race
c. Grade(s) currently teaching
d. Subjects currently teaching
e. Years of experience working with English Learners. 
f. Percentage of English Learners currently teaching 
g. Primary student population taught

2. Each participant was asked how useful each of the following materials or procedures were in completing the standard setting process, by choosing either (1) Not at all useful, (2) Somewhat useful, or (3) Very useful. 
a. Taking the test before making judgments
b. Defining the borderline student
c. Reviewing the organization of the ordered item booklet
d. Information in the item map
e. Practicing the procedures (Bookmark and performance profile)
f. Group discussions
g. Impact information (percent of students in each performance level)
h. Additional data tables

3. Each participant was asked how influential each of the following was in making their judgments, by choosing either (1) Not at all useful, (2) Somewhat useful, or (3) Very useful. 
a. Performance Level Descriptors
b. Borderline student definitions
c. My perception of the difficulty of the items and tasks
d. My experiences with students
e. Reviewing authentic student responses
f. Group discussions
g. Judgments and rationales of other panelists
h. Percent of students in each performance level
i. Pattern of performance on additional data tables
j. My sense of what students need to know to be proficient

4. Each participant was asked how appropriate the amount of time they were given to complete the different components of the process, by choosing either (1) Not at all useful, (2) Somewhat useful, or (3) Very useful, for the following statements:
a. Training in the procedure for Reading and Listening (Bookmark)
b. Training in the procedure for Speaking and Writing (Performance Profile)
c. Test familiarization
d. Reviewing the ordered items (Reading and Listening)
e. Placing bookmark judgments
f. Reviewing the student performance (Speaking and Writing)
g. Group discussion

5. For the ELPAC Overall threshold score recommendation, each participant was asked how much they believed that the final recommended threshold score are: (1) too low, (2) about right, or (3) too high. 
a. For Level 2
b. For Level 3
c. For Level 4

6. Each participant was asked whether they supported the final recommendations of the committee by indicating Yes or No for each of the following performance level:
a. Level 2
b. Level 3
c. Level 4
 

[bookmark: _Attachment_E:_Nondisclosure][bookmark: _Toc513978553][bookmark: _Hlk196913655]Attachment E: Nondisclosure Agreement Form

Description: Participants were instructed to read and sign the following nondisclosure agreement form: 

This Non-Disclosure Agreement (the “Agreement”) is effective as of the date written below between Educational Testing Service, located at Rosedale Rd., Princeton, NJ 08541 (“ETS”) and the individual named below (the “Participant”). Participant and ETS recognize that there is a need to disclose certain Test Materials to the Participant for his/her use for the English Language Proficiency Assessment of California (ELPAC). Participant agrees to protect the Test Materials from unauthorized use and disclosure. 
Please indicate the appropriate ELPAC Initial Assessment (IA) Field Test Standard Setting meeting:  
· Meeting 1: February 6–February 9, 2018 
· Meeting 2: February 12–February 15, 2018 


In consideration of the disclosure of such information by ETS, Participant agrees as follows: 
1. This Agreement will apply to any confidential and proprietary information disclosed by ETS to the Participant, including, without limitation, any information concerning ETS’s products or services, intellectual property, trade secrets, any student, examinee or candidate testing or demographic data, and the following specific information: the nature and content of any test, test item, proposed or draft test item, or other secure assessment material, including but not limited to the specific language or the subject of test items or proposed or draft test items and any art such as drawings, graphs, tables and sketches (collectively,  the “Test Materials”).
2. Participant agrees (i) to hold the Test Materials in confidence, (ii) not to disclose such Test Materials to any third parties, and (iii) not to discuss the topics and/or specific content of the Test Materials with any other party; not to use any Test Materials for any purpose except for ELPAC and ETS. Test Materials will not include information which: (i) is generally known or available to the public; (ii) was lawfully known by Participant prior to the effective date of this Agreement; or (iii) was acquired from a third party which has no obligation of confidentiality to ETS. 
3. If Participant decides not to proceed with contributing to the ELPAC, it will promptly notify ETS. Upon ETS’s request, Participant will promptly return all of the Test Materials (either prior to leaving the premises, or completion of the project/task) and will destroy any abstracts or summations of such information made by Participant. Participant agrees that nothing contained in this Agreement grants any rights to it, by license or otherwise, to any Test Materials except as specified in this Agreement.
4. This Agreement will be governed by the laws of the State of New Jersey (excluding its body of law controlling conflicts of law). The terms and conditions of this Agreement shall inure to the benefit of and be binding upon the respective successors and assigns of the parties hereto. This Agreement may be executed in counterparts. If any provision of this Agreement is or becomes illegal, or unenforceable, the remaining portions of the Agreement shall remain separately valid and in full force and effect. 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Participant has executed this Agreement. 
PARTICIPANT (Example)
By: Signature of Participant
Print Name: John Doe
Title: EL teacher
Date: 4/30/2018
[bookmark: _Appendix_2:_Written][bookmark: _Toc513978554]Appendix 2: Written Language and Oral Language Composite Data
Table 2.1 through Table 2.14 provide data on the Oral and Written Scale Score composites for each grade. Based on the panel recommendations for each threshold score for all four domains, the recommended threshold scores for the composites were calculated using the item response theory calibrations for the Oral Scale (Speaking and Listening) and the Written Scale (Reading and Writing). The recommended threshold score is presented for each level—Level 2, Level 3 and Level 4—as well as the percent of students at and above that median threshold score. The tables also display, for each level, a range around the recommended threshold score, specifically, +/- 1 Conditional Standard Error of Measurement (CSEM) and +/- 2 CSEMs, and the percent of students who would be placed at or above each of those scores. These impact data are based on the spring 2017 field test data and may differ from the percent of students in each level in the first operational administration in spring 2018.
[bookmark: _Ref510520277][bookmark: _Toc513978697]Table 2.1.  Projected Percentage of 2017 Students at and Above Recommended Threshold Score, +/- 1 CSEM and +/- 2 CSEMs for Written: Kindergarten
	Threshold
	Level 2 Scale Score
	Level 2 Percent at and above
	Level 3 Scale Score
	Level 3 Percent at and above
	Level 4 Scale Score
	Level 4 Percent at and above

	-2 CSEM
	259
	95.4
	330
	66.2
	351
	55.0

	-1 CSEM
	274
	91.7
	346
	57.8
	374
	40.6

	Panel Recommended
	289
	86.3
	362
	48.2
	398
	26.5

	+1 CSEM
	304
	80.2
	378
	38.2
	422
	16.6

	+2 CSEM
	319
	72.9
	394
	28.7
	445
	11.1


[bookmark: _Toc513978698]Table 2.2.  Projected Percentage of 2017 Students at and Above Recommended Threshold Score, +/- 1 CSEM and +/- 2 CSEMs for Oral: Kindergarten
	Threshold
	Level 2 Scale Score
	Level 2 Percent at and above
	Level 3 Scale Score
	Level 3 Percent at and above
	Level 4 Scale Score
	Level 4 Percent at and above

	-2 CSEM
	315
	94.5
	352
	85.6
	393
	63.0

	-1 CSEM
	329
	92.2
	367
	78.8
	412
	49.5

	Panel Recommended
	343
	88.5
	382
	70.6
	431
	34.4

	+1 CSEM
	357
	83.7
	397
	60.2
	450
	21.7

	+2 CSEM
	371
	76.8
	412
	49.5
	469
	12.7


[bookmark: _Toc513978699]Table 2.3.  Projected Percentage of 2017 Students at and Above Recommended Threshold Score, +/- 1 CSEM and +/- 2 CSEMs for Written: Grade One
	Threshold
	Level 2 Scale Score
	Level 2 Percent at and above
	Level 3 Scale Score
	Level 3 Percent at and above
	Level 4 Scale Score
	Level 4 Percent at and above

	-2 CSEM
	360
	91.1
	384
	81.3
	412
	65.0

	-1 CSEM
	373
	86.5
	399
	73.1
	431
	52.7

	Panel Recommended
	387
	79.6
	414
	63.6
	450
	40.7

	+1 CSEM
	401
	71.9
	429
	53.9
	469
	29.6

	+2 CSEM
	414
	63.6
	444
	44.5
	488
	20.6


[bookmark: _Toc513978700]Table 2.4.  Projected Percentage of 2017 Students at and Above Recommended Threshold Score, +/- 1 CSEM and +/- 2 CSEMs for Oral: Grade One
	Threshold
	Level 2 Scale Score
	Level 2 Percent at and above
	Level 3 Scale Score
	Level 3 Percent at and above
	Level 4 Scale Score
	Level 4 Percent at and above

	-2 CSEM
	352
	96.6
	380
	90.9
	402
	82.6

	-1 CSEM
	366
	94.5
	395
	85.7
	420
	72.3

	Panel Recommended
	379
	91.2
	410
	78.5
	437
	60.8

	+1 CSEM
	392
	86.7
	425
	69.1
	454
	47.1

	+2 CSEM
	406
	80.5
	440
	58.0
	472
	33.7


[bookmark: _Toc513978701]Table 2.5.  Projected Percentage of 2017 Students at and Above Recommended Threshold Score, +/- 1 CSEM and +/- 2 CSEMs for Written: Grade Two
	Threshold
	Level 2 Scale Score
	Level 2 Percent at and above
	Level 3 Scale Score
	Level 3 Percent at and above
	Level 4 Scale Score
	Level 4 Percent at and above

	-2 CSEM
	377
	94.2
	407
	85.4
	449
	64.8

	-1 CSEM
	391
	91.1
	422
	78.6
	470
	51.5

	Panel Recommended
	405
	86.1
	438
	70.3
	491
	38.1

	+1 CSEM
	419
	80.1
	454
	61.8
	512
	26.2

	+2 CSEM
	433
	73.2
	469
	52.4
	533
	17.3


[bookmark: _Toc513978702]Table 2.6.  Projected Percentage of 2017 Students at and Above Recommended Threshold Score, +/- 1 CSEM and +/- 2 CSEMs for Oral: Grade Two
	Threshold
	Level 2 Scale Score
	Level 2 Percent at and above
	Level 3 Scale Score
	Level 3 Percent at and above
	Level 4 Scale Score
	Level 4 Percent at and above

	-2 CSEM
	340
	98.6
	375
	95.9
	416
	86.4

	-1 CSEM
	356
	97.9
	392
	93.5
	437
	76.3

	Panel Recommended
	372
	96.3
	409
	88.9
	458
	63.2

	+1 CSEM
	388
	94.1
	426
	82.1
	479
	48.0

	+2 CSEM
	404
	90.6
	443
	73.2
	500
	34.1


[bookmark: _Toc513978703]Table 2.7.  Projected Percentage of 2017 Students at and Above Recommended Threshold Score, +/- 1 CSEM and +/- 2 CSEMs for Written: Grades Three Through Five
	Threshold
	Level 2 Scale Score
	Level 2 Percent at and above
	Level 3 Scale Score
	Level 3 Percent at and above
	Level 4 Scale Score
	Level 4 Percent at and above

	-2 CSEM
	435
	92.2
	482
	74.2
	549
	29.5

	-1 CSEM
	452
	87.6
	501
	62.6
	578
	15.1

	Panel Recommended
	469
	80.6
	520
	49.2
	607
	7.2

	+1 CSEM
	486
	72.3
	539
	36.1
	636
	3.1

	+2 CSEM
	503
	61.4
	558
	24.3
	665
	1.3


[bookmark: _Toc513978704]Table 2.8.  Projected Percentage of 2017 Students at and Above Recommended Threshold Score, +/- 1 CSEM and +/- 2 CSEMs for Oral: Grades Three Through Five
	Threshold
	Level 2 Scale Score
	Level 2 Percent at and above
	Level 3 Scale Score
	Level 3 Percent at and above
	Level 4 Scale Score
	Level 4 Percent at and above

	-2 CSEM
	376
	98.4
	416
	94.5
	471
	76.3

	-1 CSEM
	395
	97.1
	438
	89.8
	501
	57.2

	Panel Recommended
	413
	95.1
	459
	82.1
	531
	38.3

	+1 CSEM
	431
	91.7
	480
	70.9
	561
	23.3

	+2 CSEM
	450
	86.0
	502
	56.6
	591
	13.7


[bookmark: _Toc513978705]Table 2.9.  Projected Percentage of 2017 Students at and Above Recommended Threshold Score, +/- 1 CSEM and +/- 2 CSEMs for Written: Grades Six Through Eight
	Threshold
	Level 2 Scale Score
	Level 2 Percent at and above
	Level 3 Scale Score
	Level 3 Percent at and above
	Level 4 Scale Score
	Level 4 Percent at and above

	-2 CSEM
	454
	94.1
	515
	73.1
	555
	46.7

	-1 CSEM
	477
	89.3
	538
	59.3
	582
	28.8

	Panel Recommended
	499
	81.0
	562
	41.9
	609
	15.7

	+1 CSEM
	521
	69.8
	586
	26.8
	636
	7.8

	+2 CSEM
	544
	54.9
	609
	15.7
	663
	3.8


[bookmark: _Toc513978706]Table 2.10.  Projected Percentage of 2017 Students at and Above Recommended Threshold Score, +/- 1 CSEM and +/- 2 CSEMs for Oral: Grades Six Through Eight
	Threshold
	Level 2 Scale Score
	Level 2 Percent at and above
	Level 3 Scale Score
	Level 3 Percent at and above
	Level 4 Scale Score
	Level 4 Percent at and above

	-2 CSEM
	363
	97.6
	422
	93.6
	482
	76.7

	-1 CSEM
	383
	96.9
	445
	89.1
	513
	61.0

	Panel Recommended
	402
	95.7
	469
	81.9
	545
	43.1

	+1 CSEM
	421
	93.8
	493
	71.3
	577
	28.6

	+2 CSEM
	441
	90.0
	516
	59.3
	608
	17.8


[bookmark: _Toc513978707]Table 2.11.  Projected Percentage of 2017 Students at and Above Recommended Threshold Score, +/- 1 CSEM and +/- 2 CSEMs for Written: Grades Nine Through Ten
	Threshold
	Level 2 Scale Score
	Level 2 Percent at and above
	Level 3 Scale Score
	Level 3 Percent at and above
	Level 4 Scale Score
	Level 4 Percent at and above

	-2 CSEM
	488
	86.1
	538
	64.0
	595
	33.6

	-1 CSEM
	512
	76.5
	564
	49.9
	627
	20.0

	Panel Recommended
	537
	64.6
	591
	35.7
	659
	10.9

	+1 CSEM
	562
	51.1
	618
	23.4
	691
	5.4

	+2 CSEM
	586
	38.3
	644
	14.5
	723
	2.6


[bookmark: _Toc513978708]Table 2.12.  Projected Percentage of 2017 Students at and Above Recommended Threshold Score, +/- 1 CSEM and +/- 2 CSEMs for Oral: Grades Nine Through Ten
	Threshold
	Level 2 Scale Score
	Level 2 Percent at and above
	Level 3 Scale Score
	Level 3 Percent at and above
	Level 4 Scale Score
	Level 4 Percent at and above

	-2 CSEM
	389
	91.8
	446
	84.7
	486
	74.0

	-1 CSEM
	409
	89.9
	471
	78.7
	520
	60.4

	Panel Recommended
	430
	87.5
	497
	70.1
	555
	45.5

	+1 CSEM
	451
	83.7
	523
	59.1
	590
	31.5

	+2 CSEM
	471
	78.7
	548
	48.5
	624
	21.2


[bookmark: _Toc513978709]Table 2.13.  Projected Percentage of 2017 Students at and Above Recommended Threshold Score, +/- 1 CSEM and +/- 2 CSEMs for Written: Grades Eleven Through Twelve
	Threshold
	Level 2 Scale Score
	Level 2 Percent at and above
	Level 3 Scale Score
	Level 3 Percent at and above
	Level 4 Scale Score
	Level 4 Percent at and above

	-2 CSEM
	490
	91.2
	556
	64.3
	619
	29.8

	-1 CSEM
	516
	83.3
	585
	48.8
	655
	15.4

	Panel Recommended
	542
	71.5
	613
	33.0
	691
	6.2

	+1 CSEM
	568
	58.1
	641
	20.3
	727
	2.3

	+2 CSEM
	594
	43.4
	670
	10.7
	763
	0.9


[bookmark: _Ref510520278][bookmark: _Toc513978710]Table 2.14.  Projected Percentage of 2017 Students at and Above Recommended Threshold Score, +/- 1 CSEM and +/- 2 CSEMs for Oral: Grades Eleven Through Twelve
	Threshold
	Level 2 Scale Score
	Level 2 Percent at and above
	Level 3 Scale Score
	Level 3 Percent at and above
	Level 4 Scale Score
	Level 4 Percent at and above

	-2 CSEM
	387
	93.5
	432
	89.0
	478
	79.5

	-1 CSEM
	408
	91.6
	456
	85.4
	512
	66.9

	Panel Recommended
	430
	89.4
	481
	78.6
	545
	52.0

	+1 CSEM
	452
	86.2
	506
	69.6
	578
	38.1

	+2 CSEM
	473
	81.0
	530
	58.8
	612
	26.3


[bookmark: _Appendix_4:_Attachments][bookmark: _Appendix_5:_Attachments][bookmark: _Appendix_2:_Attachments][bookmark: _Appendix_3:_Data][bookmark: _Toc513978555]Appendix 3: Data Tables
The tables in this appendix are the source of the data in the comparative data charts in Figure 2 through Figure 11. Table 3.1 through Table 3.3 show the percent in each performance level for two groups: students classified as English learners (ELs) and students classified as English only (EO). Table 3.4 through Table 3.10 show the percent of students in each English Language Proficiency Assessments for California performance level who were classified in each of the four California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress (CAASPP) English language arts/literacy (ELA) achievement levels. 
[bookmark: _Ref510512891][bookmark: _Ref510520279][bookmark: _Toc513978711]Table 3.1.  Figure 2 Data: Kindergarten
	Performance Level
	EL Percentage
	EO Percentage

	Level 1
	10.64
	4.29

	Level 2
	20.42
	11.33

	Level 3
	35.76
	31.13

	Level 4
	33.18
	53.25


[bookmark: _Toc513978712]Table 3.2.  Figure 3 Data: Grade One
	Performance Level
	EL Percentage
	EO Percentage

	Level 1
	9.12
	2.16

	Level 2
	13.02
	7.97

	Level 3
	20.06
	14.44

	Level 4
	57.8
	75.43


[bookmark: _Ref510514322][bookmark: _Toc513978713]Table 3.3.  Figure 4 Data: Grade Two
	Performance Level
	EL Percentage
	EO Percentage

	Level 1
	5.1
	0.21

	Level 2
	10.19
	3.81

	Level 3
	33.64
	23.04

	Level 4
	51.07
	72.94


[bookmark: _Ref510514531][bookmark: _Toc513978714]Table 3.4.  Figure 5 Data: Grade Three
	Reporting Level
	ELPAC 1
	ELPAC 2
	ELPAC 3
	ELPAC 4

	CAASPP ELA Level 1
	94.91
	70.11
	27.61
	8.65

	CAASPP ELA Level 2
	5.09
	26.55
	45.71
	27.05

	CAASPP ELA Level 3
	0
	3.34
	22.46
	38.14

	CAASPP ELA Level 4
	0
	0
	4.23
	26.16


[bookmark: _Toc513978715]Table 3.5.  Figure 6 Data: Grade Four
	Reporting Level
	ELPAC 1
	ELPAC 2
	ELPAC 3
	ELPAC 4

	CAASPP ELA Level 1
	97.98
	87.1
	56.17
	22.21

	CAASPP ELA Level 2
	2.02
	11.41
	33.25
	33.23

	CAASPP ELA Level 3
	0
	1.49
	8.56
	27.87

	CAASPP ELA Level 4
	0
	0
	2.02
	16.69


[bookmark: _Toc513978716]Table 3.6.  Figure 7 Data: Grade Five
	Reporting Level
	ELPAC 1
	ELPAC 2
	ELPAC 3
	ELPAC 4

	CAASPP ELA Level 1
	98.53
	94.51
	76.27
	33.48

	CAASPP ELA Level 2
	1.47
	5.49
	18.82
	36.05

	CAASPP ELA Level 3
	0
	0
	4.58
	24.11

	CAASPP ELA Level 4
	0
	0
	0.33
	6.36


[bookmark: _Toc513978717]Table 3.7.  Figure 8 Data: Grade Six
	Reporting Level
	ELPAC 1
	ELPAC 2
	ELPAC 3
	ELPAC 4

	CAASPP ELA Level 1
	100
	88.05
	55.35
	18.63

	CAASPP ELA Level 2
	0
	10.76
	37.86
	45.21

	CAASPP ELA Level 3
	0
	1.2
	6.65
	33.97

	CAASPP ELA Level 4
	0
	0
	0.14
	2.19


[bookmark: _Toc513978718]Table 3.8.  Figure 9 Data: Grade Seven
	Reporting Level
	ELPAC 1
	ELPAC 2
	ELPAC 3
	ELPAC 4

	CAASPP ELA Level 1
	99.08
	92.32
	68.36
	29.34

	CAASPP ELA Level 2
	0.92
	7.47
	27.94
	43.51

	CAASPP ELA Level 3
	0
	0.21
	3.71
	25.3

	CAASPP ELA Level 4
	0
	0
	0
	1.85


[bookmark: _Toc513978719]Table 3.9.  Figure 10 Data: Grade Eight
	Reporting Level
	ELPAC 1
	ELPAC 2
	ELPAC 3
	ELPAC 4

	CAASPP ELA Level 1
	100
	88.89
	71.69
	35.21

	CAASPP ELA Level 2
	0
	10.83
	25.56
	45.45

	CAASPP ELA Level 3
	0
	0.28
	2.75
	17.85

	CAASPP ELA Level 4
	0
	0
	0
	1.49


[bookmark: _Ref510514537][bookmark: _Toc513978720]Table 3.10.  Figure 11 Data: Grade Eleven
	Reporting Level
	ELPAC 1
	ELPAC 2
	ELPAC 3
	ELPAC 4

	CAASPP ELA Level 1
	96.44
	80.03
	55.67
	24.16

	CAASPP ELA Level 2
	3.56
	19.29
	35.8
	41.34

	CAASPP ELA Level 3
	0
	0.68
	8.43
	29.47

	CAASPP ELA Level 4
	0
	0
	0.1
	5.03



Projected 2016–17 Student Performance Based on Round 2 Panel Recommendations for EL and EO Students: Kindergarten

Level 1	

EL 	EO 	10.6	4.3	Level 2	
EL 	EO 	20.399999999999999	11.3	Level 3	
EL 	EO 	35.799999999999997	31.1	Level 4	
EL 	EO 	33.200000000000003	53.3	



Projected 2016–17 Student Performance Based on Round 2 Panel Recommendations for EL and EO Students: 
Grade One

Level 1	


EL 	EO 	9.1199999999999992	2.16	Level 2	
EL 	EO 	13	7.97	Level 3	
EL 	EO 	20.059999999999999	14.44	Level 4	
EL 	EO 	57.8	75.430000000000007	



Projected 2016–17 Student Performance Based on Round 2 Panel Recommendations for EL and EO Students: 
Grade Two

Level 1	


EL 	EO 	5.0999999999999996	0.2	Level 2	
EL 	EO 	10.199999999999999	3.8	Level 3	[VALUE].0

EL 	EO 	33.6	23	Level 4	
EL 	EO 	51.1	72.900000000000006	



ELA Levels Within ELPAC Levels—Grade 3

ELA Level 1	
ELPAC1	ELPAC2	ELPAC3	ELPAC4	94.91	70.11	27.61	8.65	ELA Level 2	
ELPAC1	ELPAC2	ELPAC3	ELPAC4	5.09	26.55	45.71	27.05	ELA Level 3	
ELPAC1	ELPAC2	ELPAC3	ELPAC4	0	3.34	22.46	38.14	ELA Level 4	
ELPAC1	ELPAC2	ELPAC3	ELPAC4	0	0	4.2300000000000004	26.16	



ELA Levels Within ELPAC Levels—Grade 4

ELA Level 1	
ELPAC1	ELPAC2	ELPAC3	ELPAC4	97.98	87.1	56.17	22.21	ELA Level 2	
ELPAC1	ELPAC2	ELPAC3	ELPAC4	2.02	11.41	33.25	33.229999999999997	ELA Level 3	
ELPAC1	ELPAC2	ELPAC3	ELPAC4	0	1.49	8.56	27.87	ELA Level 4	
ELPAC1	ELPAC2	ELPAC3	ELPAC4	0	0	2.02	16.690000000000001	



ELA Levels Within ELPAC Levels—Grade 5

ELA Level 1	
ELPAC1	ELPAC2	ELPAC3	ELPAC4	98.53	94.51	76.27	33.479999999999997	ELA Level 2	
ELPAC1	ELPAC2	ELPAC3	ELPAC4	1.47	5.49	18.82	36.049999999999997	ELA Level 3	
ELPAC1	ELPAC2	ELPAC3	ELPAC4	0	0	4.58	24.11	ELA Level 4	
ELPAC1	ELPAC2	ELPAC3	ELPAC4	0	0	0.33	6.36	



ELA Levels Within ELPAC Levels—Grade 6

ELA Level 1	
ELPAC1	ELPAC2	ELPAC3	ELPAC4	100	88.05	55.35	18.63	ELA Level 2	
ELPAC1	ELPAC2	ELPAC3	ELPAC4	0	10.76	37.86	45.21	ELA Level 3	
ELPAC1	ELPAC2	ELPAC3	ELPAC4	0	1.2	6.65	33.97	ELA Level 4	
ELPAC1	ELPAC2	ELPAC3	ELPAC4	0	0	0.14000000000000001	2.19	



ELA Levels Within ELPAC Levels—Grade 7

ELA Level 1	
ELPAC1	ELPAC2	ELPAC3	ELPAC4	99.08	92.32	68.36	29.34	ELA Level 2	
ELPAC1	ELPAC2	ELPAC3	ELPAC4	0.92	7.47	27.94	43.51	ELA Level 3	
ELPAC1	ELPAC2	ELPAC3	ELPAC4	0	0.21	3.71	25.3	ELA Level 4	
ELPAC1	ELPAC2	ELPAC3	ELPAC4	0	0	0	1.85	



ELA Levels Within ELPAC Levels—Grade 8

ELA Level 1	
ELPAC1	ELPAC2	ELPAC3	ELPAC4	100	88.89	71.69	35.21	ELA Level 2	
ELPAC1	ELPAC2	ELPAC3	ELPAC4	0	10.83	25.56	45.45	ELA Level 3	
ELPAC1	ELPAC2	ELPAC3	ELPAC4	0	0.28000000000000003	2.75	17.850000000000001	ELA Level 4	
ELPAC1	ELPAC2	ELPAC3	ELPAC4	0	0	0	1.49	



ELA Levels Within ELPAC Levels—Grade 11

ELA Level 1	
ELPAC1	ELPAC2	ELPAC3	ELPAC4	96.44	80.03	55.67	24.16	ELA Level 2	
ELPAC1	ELPAC2	ELPAC3	ELPAC4	3.56	19.29	35.799999999999997	41.34	ELA Level 3	
ELPAC1	ELPAC2	ELPAC3	ELPAC4	0	0.68	8.43	29.47	ELA Level 4	
ELPAC1	ELPAC2	ELPAC3	ELPAC4	0	0	0.1	5.03	



112 ♦ Standard-Setting Technical Report for the Summative ELPAC 	April 30, 2018
April 30, 2018	Standard-Setting Technical Report for the Summative ELPAC ♦ 113
image3.png
Overall Scale Score

Four Performance Levels

Written Language
Scale Score

Oral Language
Scale Score

Four Performance Levels

Four Performance Levels

Writing

Three
Performance
Levels

Listening Speaking Reading

Three Three Three
Performance Performance Performance
Levels Levels Levels





image4.png
Level 1 | Level 2 | Level 3 | Level 4

oeen e Beeus| 7777 000000)

N

Borderline Borderline Borderline
Level 2 Level 3 Level 4
Student Student Student





image1.jpeg




image2.jpeg
Measuring the Power of Learning."




