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	SUBJECT:
	Update on the Summative Assessment Standard Setting Process and Validation Study for the English Language Proficiency Assessments for California.


Summary of Key Issues

In November 2017, the California Department of Education (CDE) will bring the proposed threshold scores for the summative English Language Proficiency Assessments for California (ELPAC) to the State Board of Education (SBE) for adoption. Threshold scores determine the “entry” and/or “exit” points between the respective performance levels that describe four levels of performance on the ELPAC. This is the final SBE action necessary prior to reporting the 2017​–18 summative ELPAC results. 
In October 2017, Educational Testing Service (ETS) is convening standard setting workshops. Participants will include California educators representing all regions of the state who have extensive experience in working with students learning English. The standard setting panel’s recommendations will be the product of professional judgments in setting recommended thresholds based on the following hybrid of standard setting methods. A mix of standard setting techniques, as described below, is being used to appropriately address the different item types as well as incorporate the integrated nature of the English language development standards. Based on the approved summative assessment (SA) blueprint, standard setting forms will be created from the SA field test (FT) items; panelists will be reviewing and making judgments on these operational forms. For detailed information on the standard setting plan, see 
Attachment 1.
· In the Bookmark Method, an item mapping procedure is used in which participants express their professional judgments by placing markers (or bookmarks) in a specially designed booklet, called an ordered item book, consisting of a set of ELPAC items ordered by difficulty (i.e., items ordered from easiest to hardest based on data from the spring 2017 SA FT administration). Workshop facilitators will train educators on the use of the SBE-adopted general Performance Level Descriptors (PLDs) as a tool to guide their placement of the bookmarks (i.e., threshold scores) for the Reading and Listening domains. 
· In the Performance Profile Method, participants review the items within the domain and corresponding scoring rubrics and then review samples of the full set of student responses for the domain, ordered by available score points. A student’s set of responses to the items form a profile; the sum of the scores is that student’s total (domain) score. Writing profiles will be sampled from field test responses, and Speaking profiles will be sampled from student responses captured on video. Profiles are selected to represent the most frequently occurring score patterns for each total score, across the range of total scores. To reach a threshold score, participants will make judgments about which total score aligns best with the definition of the student on the threshold between performance levels.
· In the Integrated Judgments Method, which allows participants to consider both the performance on each domain and the overall performance across domains, the overall score will be calculated in two steps utilizing the score reporting hierarchy. A simulated overall scale score will be calculated based on the combination of the four domain scores. Participants will review the overall scale score, and review the integration of their domain score threshold judgments.  Participants will be given an opportunity to consider the impact data, which is the percentage of students who would be placed into each performance level, as well as external data such as performance levels on the California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress (CAASPP) English language arts/literacy (grades three through eight and grade eleven) and performance on the ELPAC by English-only students. Participants will make overall judgments as well as domain score judgments, and discuss rationales for this judgment.
In late October 2017, ETS will report the panel-recommended threshold scores to the CDE. A review of the standard setting panel’s recommendations will be conducted by psychometricians from the CDE and select ELPAC Technical Advisory Group members, which will inform the creation of the State Superintendent of Public Instruction’s (SSPI) recommendation. The data will be reviewed for continuity from grade to grade and small changes may be made in the threshold scores, if necessary. The SSPI’s recommended threshold scores will be presented to the SBE for adoption, as well as proposed composite weights for grade/grade spans, in November 2017. 
The outcome of the standard setting activities will inform the SSPI’s recommendation for weights of the oral langauge and written language composite scores used to calculate the overall scale score as shown in the reporting hierarchy (see Figure 1). The oral language and written langauge recommended weights, as well as other weighting options, will be presented to the SBE for consideration in November 2017.

Figure 1. K-12 Reporting Hierarchy for the Summative ELPAC
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In addition to the standard setting process, a threshold score validation study will be conducted for increased confidence in decisions utilizing threshold scores based on the summative ELPAC. In this study, a contrasting groups method will be used where evaluations are collected from experienced and authorized California educators. The judgment of the teachers is based on their knowledge and understanding of their own English learners’ levels of proficiency in relation to the California-approved PLDs. Statistical analysis will be conducted to examine the relationship between the teachers’ ratings of students’ proficiency and students’ scores and levels determined by the threshold scores. The participants in the study will represent a diverse sampling of local educational agencies in California, will be ethnic and gender diverse, and will be selected from schools to allow students across the range of proficiency to be interviewed or observed. The teachers will receive training on the PLDs and the study protocol for the observation to be completed for their own students. The SBE will be informed of the results of the study and any necessary changes to the threshold scores in fall 2018.
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Background

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.

The plan presented in this document is for the ELPAC Summative Assessment (SA) standard setting scheduled for October 2017. Similar procedures will be used for the standard setting for the ELPAC Initial Assessment (IA) in February 2018. 

Field testing for the ELPAC SA began in spring 2017, and the first operational administration is scheduled to occur in spring 2018. The assessments, given in paper and pencil, will be administered at seven grades or grade spans (kindergarten [K], 1, 2, 3–5, 6–8, 9–10 and 11–12) and will assess four domains (Listening, Speaking, Reading, and Writing).  

Table 1 below outlines the method of administration for the ELPAC assessment by domain and grade/grade span. The Listening domain is read aloud by the Test Examiner to students in K and grades 1 and 2, and is administered through streamed recorded audio for grades 3 through 12. The Speaking domain is administered by a Test Examiner in a one-on-one setting, and all responses are scored at the time of administration, using a task-specific rubric. The Listening and Reading domains consist entirely of multiple-choice items, while the Writing and Speaking domains contain only constructed-response (CR) items and no multiple-choice (MC) items.  

Table 1. ELPAC Method of Administration by Domain and Grade or Grade Span
	Domain
	K
	1
	2
	3–5
	6–8
	9–10
	11–12

	Listening
	Read- Aloud
	Read- Aloud
	Read- Aloud
	Recorded Audio
	Recorded Audio
	Recorded Audio
	Recorded Audio

	Speaking
	One-on-one CR
	One-on-one CR
	One-on-one CR
	One-on-one CR
	One-on-one CR
	One-on-one CR
	One-on-one CR

	Reading
	MC
	MC
	MC
	MC
	MC
	MC
	MC

	Writing
	CR
	CR
	CR
	CR
	CR
	CR
	CR


Note: All domains and grades/grade spans are paper-based. K and grade 1 students are administered all domains in a one-on-one setting. CR–Constructed-response items; MC–Multiple-choice items

Additional background on the assessments can be found on the ELPAC Web site (http://www.elpac.org/test-administration), including the number of items and points per domain and the grade level or grade span. Standard setting will be conducted for each grade or grade span; all four domains and the total score will be considered in the process of standard setting.

For each domain and grade/grade span, the standard setting panel will recommend cut scores that indicate the score that must be earned for a student to reach the beginning (i.e., threshold) of each of the four performance levels—Levels 1 through 4. Grade- and grade-span specific performance level descriptors (PLDs) were finalized by California educators during PLD workshops that took place in June 2016 (see Appendix A). During these workshops, California educators utilized the test blueprints; the ELPAC General Performance Level Descriptors (general PLDs), California Department of Education (CDE), 2016; and the 2012 CA ELD Standards: Kindergarten through Grade 12 (CDE, 2014). These PLDs were approved by the CDE on September 8, 2016.
Purpose and General Description of the Standard Setting Process

The purpose of standard setting for the SA, scheduled for October 2017, is to collect recommendations for the placement of the ELPAC cut scores for review by the CDE, with final determination by the State Board of Education (SBE). A cut score is also sometimes called a threshold score, because it 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 for setting standards for ELPAC is aligned with the new ELD standards, which reflect the interdependence of the language domains. By design, the ELPAC assessment 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 will consider the assessment by domain, articulating skills that are expected in Listening, Speaking, Reading, and Writing, and final cut score recommendations will be made by considering the interdependence of these skills. 
Specifically, the Bookmark method (Lewis, et al., 1996; Mitzel, et al., 2001) will be applied to the Listening and Reading domains; a Performance Profile approach will be applied to the Writing and Speaking domains (Baron & Papageorgiou, 2014; Tannenbaum & Cho, 2014; Tannenbaum & Baron, 2010; Wan, Bay, & Morgan, 2017), and a modification of the Performance Profile will be implemented for the final round, which will allow panelists to think holistically across the four domains for the overall cut score recommendations and consider consequence data.
In the Bookmark method, test items are ordered from easiest to most difficult and are presented in a booklet known as an ordered item booklet (OIB). The ordering is based on item parameters estimated from field test data. The task of each panelist is 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 will be placed for Level 2, Level 3, and Level 4.

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; ETS, 2014). Panelists review actual samples of student responses across multiple tasks, such as Speaking video samples of student performance on the Speaking tasks, or multiple Writing responses. They then consider the performance at each total score represented by the profiles of responses across tasks. They mark the score representing the expected knowledge and skills at the threshold of each performance level, using the definitions of Borderline Students. Further details about the methodology follow.

Time and Location

The summative assessment standard setting workshop will be held over a two-week period from October 17 to October 26, 2017, in Sacramento, California. Educational Testing Service (ETS) will follow the logistical plan prepared by the Sacramento County Office of Education (SCOE) for the standard setting sessions. A walk-through of the process will be conducted for the CDE prior to the workshop by Dr. Patricia Baron, the standard setting director.

Panelists

Because standard setting is based on expert judgment, it is important that panelists are familiar with the 2012 California ELD Standards, have experience in the education of students who will take the ELPAC, and collectively reflect the diversity of the educators working with students who take the assessment. It also is of interest to include content-area teachers working with these students in grades six and above; these teachers will provide a perspective on content-specific learning goals for the students taking the ELPAC. Special efforts will be made to recruit panelists who are representative of the geographic and socioeconomic diversity of California in general and the students who are eligible to take the ELPAC. In recruiting panelists, the goal is to include representatives from across regions in California (north, south, and central) and across gender, race, and ethnic categories. 
Seven panels will be assembled over two weeks; the configuration of the panels is shown in Table 2. All panels will focus on one grade/grade span. Panels A, B, and C will meet in week 1, October 17–20, 2017, and will concentrate on the tests measuring K and grades one and two across four domains (Listening, Speaking, Reading, and Writing). Panels D, E, F, and G will meet during week 2, October 23–26, 2017, and will focus on the test measuring grade spans 3–5, 6–8, 9–10, and 11–12 across the four domains. The targeted number of panelists from this population of educators is 12 per panel, or 84 educators total.
Table 2. Panel Configuration
	Panel
	Grade or Grade Span
	Meeting Dates

	A
	K
	October 17–20, 2017

	B
	1
	October 17–20, 2017

	C
	2
	October 17–20, 2017

	D
	3–5
	October 23–26, 2017

	E
	6–8
	October 23–26, 2017

	F
	9–10
	October 23–26, 2017

	G
	11–12
	October 23–26, 2017


Panels will be assembled into grade- and grade span-specific panel rooms for much of the standard setting work. Panelists will sit at two tables, with six educators at each table. ETS recommends that the composition of each panel include: (1) educators who are working with English learners, in the grade level(s) assigned to the panel; (2) English-language specialists; and (3) educators teaching the subject areas of mathematics, science, and/or social studies. The ELPAC Technical Advisory Group (TAG) recommended an additional recruiting goal. We will recruit subject-area teachers who are familiar with English learners; we want to include at least one content-area teacher in each panel. 

The final decision on the panelists selected for the workshops will be made by the CDE. After the final list of panelists is approved, panelists will be notified and travel arrangements made. Panelists will be required to sign a security agreement notifying them of the confidentiality of the materials used in the standard setting and prohibiting the removal of the materials from the meeting area.

Standard Setting Materials

Prior to the standard setting workshop, panelists will be sent a letter that explains the purpose of the standard setting, briefly outlines the process that will be followed, and describes the panelists’ role in the process. Additionally, panelists will receive a preworkshop assignment, the link to the Web page containing the 2012 California ELD Standards and General Performance Level Descriptors (PLDs), http://www.cde.ca.gov/ta/tg/ep/elpacgpld.asp, and a PDF of the ELPAC Domain- and Grade/Grade Span-Specific PLDs. In the letter, panelists will be asked to review the materials for the grade(s) to which they are assigned and consider the expectations of a student in each of the four performance levels described in the PLDs. Panelists will be instructed to take some notes and bring them to the standard setting workshop.

On the first day of the standard setting workshop, panelists will be assigned identification (ID) numbers; all materials will include an ID number for tracking. To ensure that all materials are accounted for, the panelist ID and materials ID will be verified at the end of each day. In addition, as panelists leave the session on the last day, all materials will be 100 percent accounted for by the standard setting staff. Materials that are no longer needed will be securely retained and then securely destroyed following the standard setting session.

For each ELPAC assessment, the following list of materials will be provided. Specific descriptions are included where needed.

· ELPAC test booklets for Listening, Reading, and Writing, used for test familiarization

· ELPAC Speaking recorded video, used for test familiarization

· Keys and rubrics: Writing and Speaking rubrics for constructed response and Listening and Reading answer keys 

· Audio/video files: Listening domain and recorded student Speaking responses

· OIBs, item maps, and passage books 

· Ancillary materials: Listening scripts for judgments, audio files, Speaking and Writing profiles, student samples of Speaking and Writing

· Rating/judgment forms (see Appendix B)

· Consequence data

· Training evaluation forms (see the final evaluation forms in the Standard Setting Technical Report, due in December 2017)

· Workshop agenda (see Appendix C for sample agenda)

Standard setting test booklets. Operational test forms reviewed and approved prior to standard setting will be used for the Reading and Listening process. For Writing, one field test form will be selected for standard setting so that student samples can be reviewed during the judgment process. In June 2017, SCOE will record samples of students taking the operational form, and these will be used for standard setting to enable the panelists to become familiar with the Speaking section.

OIB. The OIB contains all the information about each item that panelists will need to complete the bookmark task. The items in the standard setting test booklets will each appear once in the OIB, ordered by difficulty from easiest to most difficult. Item order is determined based on item calibrations using a 1-PL model, and located by applying a response probability of 0.67.

Item map. The OIB is accompanied by the item map, which provides the key and relative difficulty of the items in each OIB. It also shows the position of the item in the field test form in which it was administered. The item map allows panelists to see the relative difficulty of each item in a scale-score metric, rather than the less user-friendly theta metric. 

Performance Profiles. Profiles of students’ task scores, summed to total for each of the Speaking and Writing sections, will be utilized in judgments by the panelists. For each total score on Speaking or Writing, frequently occurring patterns across tasks will be identified, and student responses collected from the Speaking and Writing field tests will be selected. For example, two patterns, or profiles, for each of three scores are displayed. Panelists will review the actual student responses associated with these profiles and will compare the responses to the definition of borderline students. Panelists will make holistic judgments using the performance profiles and associated student responses (see the Standard Setting Methodology section). 

Student Samples of Performance Profiles. For Speaking standard setting, videos (MP4) produced by SCOE will be used for showing a student profile by playing student response samples during standard setting. Speaking samples will be collected during the Speaking Sample Collection the week of June 5–9, 2017. Approximately 25–30 students per grade or grade span will be administered the 2017–18 SA operational (OP) Speaking test items, and will be selected to represent a range by grade, primary language, gender, ethnicity, and the California English Language Development Test (CELDT) proficiency level, both overall and by domain. During July 2017, student Speaking responses will be scored by educators during the SA OP range finding meetings. Upon completion of the range finding meetings, SCOE will provide an Excel file by grade/grade span for each student that includes a score for each item administered and a total Speaking composite score. ETS will select, for each grade or grade span, the most frequently occurring score patterns across the range of total scores for use during Standard Setting. Similar procedures for selecting profiles for Writing will be implemented, using the total Writing score from the field test samples.

Consequence Data. Feedback provided to panelists includes empirical data showing the impact or consequences of the Round 1 judgments on placement of students into performance levels based on the distribution of students’ scores. This empirical feedback shows “what percentage of students will fall into each category based on these decisions.”  (See Feedback and Discussion: Round 2 for each domain.)

Evaluation Forms. Evaluations of the training will take place after panelists have been trained in each standard setting method. The final evaluation will include questions about the process and materials, and will solicit panelists’ opinions of the recommended cut scores. Background information is also collected on the final evaluation forms, which provides information about the panel configuration in the standard setting report. 

Standard Setting Process

The process for the ELPAC combines elements of methodologies developed for both item-level judgments and holistic judgments. Decisions are made first for each domain (Listening, Speaking, Reading, and Writing) and then at the total score level. For the domains measured using selected-response items (Listening and Reading), the Bookmark Method will be followed, as this is a method well-suited for item-level judgments where multiple performance levels are required (Karatonis & Sireci, 2006; Mitzel, Lewis, Patz & Green; 2001). For the test sections containing constructed-response items (Speaking and Writing), the Performance Profile method, developed for holistic judgments, will be implemented (Baron & Papageorgiou, 2014; Wan, et. al., 2017). For the total score judgment, a variation of the Performance Profile will be used. 

Panelists will attend a general session that will include an overview of ELPAC and both standard setting procedures. Panelists will receive training on each standard setting method and complete two rounds of judgments for each method. Feedback and discussion will take place after each round of judgment (see the Feedback and Discussion section further on). After two rounds of judgments are made for each of the four domains, Round 3 holistic judgments will be made to develop recommendations for the total ELPAC score.

After the general session, the lead facilitator will identify table leaders for each panel. The responsibility of the table leader is to help keep discussions on track at the table, report interim discussions to the room, and collect materials at the table. Table leaders will be advised during the first day of their role and of the table-leader training.

Test Familiarization

Immediately following the general training session, panelists will break into their assigned groups associated with the test for which they will be setting standards (i.e., K and grades or grade spans 1, 2, 3–5, 6–8, 9–10, and 11–12). To familiarize the panelists with the test, they will “take” each section of test (e.g., listen to the Listening domain, or read the test items in the Reading domain). For the Speaking domain, panelists will observe a video of the Test Examiner and student interaction during an administration, and review the score rubrics. For the Writing section, the panelists will review the prompts and rubrics, and make notes about what they might expect their students to do for each task. The goal of this activity is for panelists to begin to think about and articulate their perception of the general difficulty of the tested content for students. Panelists will record their responses to the items and check their responses against the answer key, and discussion will follow.

The panel facilitator will respond to any process questions. An ETS content expert will be available to respond to questions about items, and a CDE representative will be available to respond to any policy-related questions, as appropriate. Once the panelists are familiar with the content of the assessment, they will begin the discussion of the preworkshop assignment, including articulation of the knowledge and skills necessary to reach the four proficiency levels. The focus in each room will be on the assessment level assigned; however, the PLDs for all grades/grade spans will be available to all panelists. These materials are provided to allow the panels to have a clear understanding of the progression of expectations across grades.
Defining the Borderline Student

Panelists will then work in small groups to define the borderline students for the Reading and Listening domains. A whole-panel discussion of the small-group definitions will subsequently be facilitated and concluded with a consensus definition of the borderline students for the Reading and Listening domains. Details on defining the borderline student follow. 

Developing a common understanding of what a student at the entry point of each level can do (i.e., “borderline student” definitions) is fundamental to standard setting. The definition describes a student who is at the beginning of each level, which thus contains the lowest level of knowledge, skills, and abilities for each ELPAC level. Panelists will refer to the specific PLDs that describe the full range for each level. 

Standard setting panelists will define the borderline students by using the General Performance Level Descriptors (PLDs) (approved by the California State Board of Education September 14, 2017) and revised domain- and grade-/grade span-specific PLDs developed by the CDE in June 2016. The specific PLDs were approved by CDE September 8, 2016, and were revised to include the board-approved General PLD language. Borderline student definitions will be written for the Borderline Level 2 Student, the Borderline Level 3 Student, and the Borderline Level 4 Student for each of the four domains (Listening, Speaking, Reading, and Writing). ETS facilitators will instruct panelists to limit the definitions of their borderline students to a sufficient, but not all encompassing, description.

The borderline student for each level is represented in Figure 1 below. 
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Figure 1. The Borderline Students for Levels 2, 3, and 4
Standard Setting Methodology

Two standard setting methods will be described. For each method, panelists will be trained and have an opportunity to practice prior to the start of actual standard setting, as described below. After training, panelists will be asked to sign a training evaluation form confirming their understanding and readiness to proceed (see the final evaluation forms in the Standard Setting Technical Report, due in December 2017).

Each method will be followed for two rounds of panelists’ judgments. The first round (Round 1) of judgments is made independently, without discussion; however, feedback and discussion are important once the Round 1 judgments are collected. Round 2 judgments for each domain are also made independently. The third and final round (Round 3) of judgments will be conducted holistically, and will be described below. In Round 3, panelists will consider all four domains to recommend cut scores based on the total score scale. After each round, panelists’ judgments are collected, analyzed, and summarized. Feedback and discussion is similar across methods and is described below.

Each test-specific panel is 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 cut-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 Standard Setting: Reading and Listening

To make judgments and place bookmarks in the OIB, panelists review each item in the OIB in sequence and consider 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. A panelist places 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). In the Bookmark method, the definition of “most likely” is related to the Item Response Theory (IRT) model. That is, panelists are instructed to think 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 is employed in the IRT model; thus, the instructions to the panelists and the analytical model are aligned. Panelists record the bookmark page, or OIB number, for each cut score. Judgments are summarized and discussed prior to the next round of judgments (see below). 

Performance Profile Standard Setting: Speaking and Writing

In this approach, panelists will review the items within the domain and corresponding scoring rubrics and then review samples of student responses for each item. A student’s set of responses to the item form a profile; the sum of the scores is that student’s total (domain) score. Writing profiles will be sampled from field-test responses, and Speaking profiles will be sampled from operational responses captured on video by SCOE in June 2017. SCOE will track the scores of students being recorded, and will seek to fill out the range of scores for Speaking. Profiles are selected to represent the most frequently occurring score patterns across the range of total scores (see below for details on the Speaking sample selection). 

In each of two rounds of judgments, panelists will select total scores associated with score profiles. The decisions about which total score aligns best with the definition of the borderline student will be based on the full set of evidence provided across all test items in Speaking. (The same process will be followed for Writing). Panelists record their Round 1 recommended Speaking or Writing total score for each cut score. After Round 1, each panelist’s individual cut-score recommendations will be shared with the panel. Judgments are summarized and discussed prior to the next round of judgments.

Practice 
Panelists will have an 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 will ask the panelists to discuss the rationales behind their judgments. The facilitator will guide this instructional discussion and provide clarity on the procedure as needed. After practice for each method, each panelist will then be asked to complete an initial evaluation form indicating the extent to which the training in the procedure and materials has been clear and whether or not the panelist is ready to proceed (see the final evaluation forms in the Standard Setting Technical Report, due in December 2017). The evaluation forms will be reviewed, and any retraining needs will be addressed. 

After they have received any additional training identified in the evaluation forms, the panelists will be asked to place their first judgment independently. 
The instructions to the panelists for the operational judgments are as follows:

1. Focus on Level 2 first.

2. Review the borderline student definition and refer to the PLDs as needed.

3. Review the first item and identify the knowledge and competencies required to respond successfully to the item. Continue to the next item.

4. Repeat steps 2–3 for Level 3 and Level 4, starting with the next item.

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 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 cut scores are set.

Feedback will be given to the panelists after Round 1 judgments are collected and summarized. Each table will receive frequency distributions of the table-level judgments. The table-level feedback provides 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. The panelists next see median and range of the panel judgments for the entire panel, and the facilitator invites a room-level discussion. Results will be projected in each panel room, including summary statistics of the panel’s cut scores: the panel average (median), minimum, maximum, and the range of judgments. Each table leader provides a summary of the comments and questions from the table-level discussion. After this discussion, panelists are asked to make an independent Round 2 judgment on the domain score for all levels. Feedback from the Round 2 domain-level judgments is provided at the start of the holistic total score process (see below).

Integrated Standard Setting: Judgments for the Overall Scale Score

After Round 2 judgments have been completed for all four domains, feedback will be provided to the panel for each domain and for the overall ELPAC score. The overall scale score will be calculated based on the two vertical scales, Oral Language Scale and Written Language Scale (see Figure 2). These scales are part of the ELPAC reporting hierarchy approved by the California SBE on September 14, 2017.  Panelists will review the borderline student definitions across all four domains, for each threshold score; they will receive their own independent Round 2 judgments as well as the Round 2 panel median threshold scores and impact data. In Round 3, each panelist will provide final judgments on threshold scores for each domain and on the overall scale score.   
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Figure 2. Reporting Hierarchy for the Summative Assessment, Kindergarten through Grade Twelve
Panelists will consider the impact data—the percentage of students that will be placed into each level—based on the ELPAC overall scale score. Panelists working on grade-span tests for grades three and above also will be asked to review and compare the impact data for ELPAC students based on their California Assessment of Student Performance and Progress (CAASPP) English language arts/literacy (ELA) scores and performance levels. Panelists can review how the ELPAC cut scores affect students’ placement in comparison to performance levels based on the ELA scores. Table 3 provides, for illustration purposes only, the data of ELA performance levels by ELPAC level: the number of students in each ELPAC level at Round 2 are proportioned into the CAASPP ELA performance levels. In addition, ETS can provide stacked bar charts or box and whisker plots, which may help the panelists interpret these data. Note, however, that panelists working in the Kindergarten, Grade One and Grade Two panels will not have CAASPP ELA performance data available. Instead, educators in those panels will be asked to review and compare data for English-only students who took the ELPAC summative field test; these data were collected to allow these comparisons by the panelists and the CDE. 

Table 3. Percent of Students in CAASPP ELA/Literacy by ELPAC Performance Level*
	
	CAASPP ELA/Literacy Performance Levels

	ELPAC Levels
	1
	2
	3
	4

	1
	50
	40
	10
	-

	2
	35
	45
	20
	-

	3
	10
	30
	40
	20

	4
	- 
	15
	35
	50


*Data are for illustration purposes only, not based on actual CAASPP or ELPAC scores.

The facilitator will ask panelists to share their rationales; all comments and questions will be encouraged. Panelists will be reminded to refer to the PLDs, as well as all information received, in their considerations, and make the final Round 3 judgments.

Recommendations and Technical Report

ETS will deliver the final recommendations resulting from the first week of standard setting (K and grades 1 and 2) to the CDE on Monday, October 23, 2017. Recommended cut scores and the data files containing score distributions for these grades will be included.

After the second week of workshops, ETS will deliver the recommended cut scores and the data files containing score distributions for the balance (grade spans 3–5, 6–8, 9–10, and 11–‍12) to the CDE on Friday, October 27, 2017.

ETS will produce and deliver the final technical report for the standard setting by December 18, 2017. The technical report will be written to include content to meet the federal peer review requirements, including a description of the process used to set standards, a description of the panelists’ qualifications, results presented during the standard setting process, and statistical information related to the cut-score judgments: two standard errors of judgment, and two standard errors of measurement above and below the panel-recommended cut score.

Staffing, Logistics, and Security of Panel Meetings

To allow the standard setting meetings to run smoothly, all groups will be led by trained, experienced standard setting facilitators who will conduct the training, facilitate the process, and keep the discussions on track. Dr. Patricia Baron will lead the introductory training session and the table-leader training and will oversee the workshop process. In addition, ETS will provide one assessment development content specialist, a data analyst, and two psychometricians experienced in standard setting, Dr. Kyunghee Suh and lead psychometrician Dr. Joyce Wang, for the duration of the workshop. ETS Program Managers Michael Southworth and Zulma Torres will attend the sessions and be available to the CDE as needed. All logistics and panelists’ travel concerns will be addressed by SCOE. ETS understands that CDE staff will be present during the standard setting sessions to hear discussion, observe the process, and address any policy-level issues, as appropriate.

Groups will be provided with materials on the first day of each week at the time of registration and other materials as needed during the four-day process. At the end of the process each week, ETS staff will collect and destroy all confidential material. 
Appendix A. Excerpt from the Specific Performance Level Descriptors 

Appendix A.1. Listening: Grades K–2

	1
	2
	3
	4

	English learners at level 1 have minimally developed listening skills. They may be able to: 

Occasionally comprehend grade-appropriate short conversations on familiar topics by identifying main ideas and key details.

Occasionally comprehend grade-appropriate read-aloud stories and oral presentations on social and academic topics by identifying a few main ideas or key details.
	English learners at level 2 have somewhat developed listening skills. They can:

Usually comprehend grade-appropriate short conversations on familiar topics by identifying main ideas and key details.

Sometimes comprehend grade-appropriate read-aloud stories and oral presentations on social and academic topics by identifying main ideas and key details.
	English learners at level 3 have moderately developed listening skills. They can:

Consistently comprehend grade-appropriate short conversations on familiar topics by identifying main ideas and key details.

Usually comprehend grade-appropriate read-aloud stories and oral presentations on social and academic topics by identifying main ideas and key details.
	English learners at level 4 have well developed listening skills. They can:

Consistently comprehend grade-appropriate short conversations on familiar topics by identifying main ideas and key details.

Consistently comprehend grade-appropriate read-aloud stories and oral presentations on social and academic topics by identifying main ideas and key details.


Appendix A.2.  Listening: Grades 3–12

	1
	2
	3
	4

	English learners at level 1 have minimally developed listening skills. They may be able to:

Occasionally comprehend key details and/or main ideas in short, simple conversations when those ideas and details are emphasized or reiterated.

Occasionally comprehend how ideas and events are linked in short conversations.  
For grades 6–12, occasionally comprehend explicitly stated opinions in short conversations.
	English learners at level 2 have somewhat developed listening skills. They can: 

Sometimes comprehend short grade-appropriate discussions on familiar topics and parts of oral presentations, and (for grades 6–12) longer discussions on familiar, concrete topics.

Sometimes comprehend key details and main ideas in conversations. 

Occasionally comprehend how ideas and events are linked in discussions, oral presentations, and (for grades 3–5) stories.

For grades 6–12, sometimes comprehend opinions in short conversations.
	English learners at level 3 have moderately developed listening skills. They can:

Usually comprehend grade-appropriate discussions and oral presentations on familiar and some unfamiliar social and academic topics in a range of contexts.

Usually comprehend key details and main ideas and occasionally comprehend inferences.

Sometimes comprehend how ideas, events, and reasons are linked in discussions, oral presentations, and (for grades 3–5) stories.

For grades 6–12, usually comprehend opinions; how speakers support ideas and arguments; and the language speakers use to persuade. 

For grades 6–12, sometimes 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.
	English learners at level 4 have well developed listening skills. They can:

Consistently comprehend grade-appropriate discussions and oral presentations on both familiar and unfamiliar social and academic topics in a range of contexts.

Consistently comprehend key details, main ideas, and inferences.

Usually comprehend how ideas, events, and reasons are linked in discussions, oral presentations, and (for grades 3–5) stories.

For grades 6–12, consistently comprehend opinions; how speakers support ideas and arguments; and the language speakers use to persuade. 

For grades 6–12, usually 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.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


Appendix B. Sample Rating Forms

Bookmark Recording Form 

Panel Member ID____________ 

Table ___________

Test—Circle one:                                                      Grade or Grade span—Circle one:

Reading or Listening                                              K    1     2     3–5    6–8    9–10    11–12

Please record the number of the item (item number, not page number) on which you placed your bookmark. This should be the first item in the ordered item booklet (OIB) where the borderline student is not likely to be able to answer the item correctly. 

	Performance Level
	Bookmark Item #

	
	Round 1
	Round 2

	Level 2


	
	

	Level 3


	
	

	Level 4


	
	

	Panelist Initials
	______
	______


Please initial the bottom of each column to certify that these are your final judgments.

Performance Profile Recording Form

ELPAC Writing—Kindergarten

	
	ROUND 1
	
	
	ROUND 2

	
	Level 2
	Level 3
	Level 4
	
	
	Level 2
	Level 3
	Level 4

	                           POINTS
	0
	0
	0
	
	                          POINTS
	0
	0
	0

	
	1
	1
	1
	
	
	1
	1
	1

	
	2
	2
	2
	
	
	2
	2
	2

	
	3
	3
	3
	
	
	3
	3
	3

	
	4
	4
	4
	
	
	4
	4
	4

	
	5
	5
	5
	
	
	5
	5
	5

	
	6
	6
	6
	
	
	6
	6
	6

	
	7
	7
	7
	
	
	7
	7
	7

	
	8
	8
	8
	
	
	8
	8
	8

	
	9
	9
	9
	
	
	9
	9
	9

	
	10
	10
	10
	
	
	10
	10
	10

	
	11
	11
	11
	
	
	11
	11
	11

	
	12
	12
	12
	
	
	12
	12
	12


Appendix C. Sample Agenda

Day 1

	7:30 a.m.
	Registration
Welcome (Board Room )

	8 a.m.
	Introductions

	
	Overview of standard setting
Review process, initial training, and practice

	
	Begin work in breakout rooms by grade/grade-span

	Noon
	Lunch Break

	1 p.m.
	Reading and Listening: Test familiarization

Review of the domain- and grade-specific performance level descriptors

Begin development of borderline student definitions

	5 p.m.
	End of Day 1


Day 2

	7:30 a.m.
	Sign in and receive materials 

Welcome (Board Room)

	8 a.m.
	Assemble in breakout rooms

Complete development of borderline student definitions

Training and practice for Bookmark standard setting process
Standard setting judgments on Reading

	Noon
	Lunch Break

	1 p.m.
	Standard setting judgments on Reading and Listening

	5 p.m.
	End of Day 2


Day 3

	7:30 a.m.
	Sign in and receive materials
Welcome (Board Room)

	8 a.m.
	Speaking and Writing: Test familiarization

Review of the domain- and grade-specific performance level descriptors

Begin development of borderline student definitions

	Noon
	Lunch Break

	1 p.m.
	Training and practice for Performance Profile standard setting process for Speaking and Writing

Standard setting process judgments on Speaking

	5 p.m.
	End of Day 3


Day 4

	7:30 a.m.
	Sign in and receive materials

Welcome (Board Room)

	8 a.m.
	Standard setting judgments for Writing

	Noon
	Lunch Break

	1 p.m.

1:30 p.m.
	Training for Round 3 standard setting judgments

Complete judgments for ELPAC overall scores 

	5 p.m.
	Final evaluation and end of workshop


Thank you for your time and contributions!
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� Leader training will take place prior to the start of panel room work on the second day of the workshop. Table leaders will be provided with instructions regarding their roles and responsibilities.





10/24/2017 4:16 PM
10/24/2017 4:16 PM

[image: image6.jpg]Measuring the Power of Learning.



