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Executive Summary

In November 2007, staff members from the Oregon Department of Education (ODE)
and CTB/McGraw-Hill worked in collaboration to perform standard setting on the English
Language Proficiency Assessments (ELPA). Oregon educators with specialization in
English-language development convened to study the ELPA, consider the English-
language skills required of students in each proficiency level, and discuss these
expectations with their colleagues.

CTB conducted the Oregon ELPA Standard Setting in Salem, Oregon. The purpose of
the standard setting was to recommend cut scores on the ELPA to divide students into
five proficiency levels: Beginning, Early Intermediate, Intermediate, Early Advanced
and Advanced. The Bookmark Standard Setting Procedure (BSSP) was used to set the
proficiency standards for the ELPA.

A committee of educators from across the state of Oregon convened to engage in the
standard setting workshop November 5 — 6, 2007. Participants convened to recommend
a well-articulated set of proficiency standards at six grades: Kindergarten and Grades 1,
2,5, 7, and 11. Proficiency standards for the remaining grades were statistically
interpolated based on participants’ recommendations.

The ODE divided participants into five grade groups, each with approximately 3
participants. Participants were divided into assigned grade groups that were balanced in
terms of relevant demographic characteristics (e.g., gender, geographic location). The
standard setting consisted of training, orientation, three rounds of judgments, an
articulation discussion, and proficiency level description writing.

Following the standard setting, ODE made adjustments to the recommended cut
scores. These adjustments were made to accommodate the cut scores to their impact
on students, that is, so that a more appropriate distribution of students by proficiency
level could be achieved based on 2006-07 performance data. The final recommended
cut scores adopted for the ELPA program are shown in Table 1. The impact data
associated with these cut scores—the percentage of students classified in each
proficiency level—are shown in Table 2.

This report summarizes the results of the Oregon ELPA Standard Setting. A day-by-day
synopsis is included in Section B. The master agenda is included in Section C. The
overheads presented to participants during training and orientation are in Section D.
Section E presents details of the participants’ Bookmark judgments for each group. In
Section F, estimates are given of the percentages of students in each proficiency level
at plus/minus one, two, and three standard errors of the participants’ recommended
final round cut scores. Section G contains graphical representations of participants'
judgments. The training materials given to participants are provided in Section H.
Section | contains the results of the participants’ evaluation of the workshop. Section J



contains the data and charts from the articulation discussion as well as the final
recommendations given to the state. As a reference for the reader, Section K presents
The Bookmark Standard Setting Procedure.: Methodology & Recent Implementations
(Lewis, Green, Mitzel, Baum, & Patz, 1998). The proficiency level descriptions are
included in Section L.

Table 1. Final recommended cut scores for ELPA.

. Early : Early
Grade Beginning Intermediate Intermediate Advanced Advanced
K <482 482 492 498 507
1 <492 492 507 514 523
2 <495 495 508 514 523
3* <501 501 514 521 529
4* <497 497 508 514 521
5 <497 497 508 516 523
6* <497 497 506 515 522
7 <497 497 507 517 524
8* <499 499 508 518 526
9* <491 491 501 515 526
10* <493 493 501 516 527
11 <494 494 501 515 528
12* <498 498 504 516 530

*Based on interpolated data.



Table 2. /mpact data associated with the final cut scores for the ELPA.

_— Early . Early
Grade Beginning Intermediate Intermediate Advanced Advanced
K 15.8% 44.6% 21.3% 13.7% 4.7%
1 14.0% 41.3% 21.4% 17.2% 6.1%
2 13.9% 38.7% 19.9% 20.9% 6.5%
3* 10.9% 31.1% 25.8% 21.9% 10.3%
4* 9.3% 24.4% 23.7% 29.0% 13.5%
5 6.9% 16.3% 28.5% 32.2% 16.2%
6* 6.7% 13.9% 33.1% 32.0% 14.2%
7 7.5% 11.7% 36.1% 31.3% 13.4%
8* 8.1% 10.9% 35.1% 34.1% 11.8%
9* 8.6% 8.9% 33.1% 40.1% 9.3%
10* 8.6% 8.6% 33.0% 40.9% 8.9%
11 8.8% 7.6% 30.0% 46.2% 7.4%
12* 8.8% 6.9% 29.6% 48.1% 6.5%

*Based on interpolated data.



Table 3. Recommended Changes in Cut Scores.

The recommendations from this session and comparisons to current standards are
presented in the table below. Recommended standards are presented in bold; current
standards are in (parentheses); arrows indicate the direction of the recommended
change [ lower, {t higher, or <> unchanged].

Grade Level In telrzri%iate Intermediate | Early Advanced Advanced
K 492 (489) & 492 (496) & | 498 (503) & | 507 (512) &
1 492 (501) & 507 (512) & | 514 (517) & | 523 (526) &
2 495 (498) ¢ 508 (507) & 514 (512) 1 523 (5622) &t
3 501 (503) & 514 (513) ¢+ | 521 (519) ¢ | 529 (526) &
4 497 (497) & 508 (506) 1t 514 (513) & 521 (519) 1
5 497 (498) & 508 (508) < | 516 (515) & | 523 (522) &t
6 497 (496) © 506 (505) + | 515 (513) ¢ | 522 (519) &
7 497 (497) & 507 (506) ©+ | 517 (514) ¢ | 524 (521) &
8 499 (499) 508 (507) ©+ | 518 (515) ¢+ | 526 (524) &
9 491 (492) & 501 (503) & | 515 (514) ¢ | 526 (525) &t

10 493 (492) © 501 (503) & | 516 (514) ¢ | 527 (526) &
11 494 (495) & 501 (505) & | 515 (514) ¢ | 528 (527) &t
12 498 (498) & 504 (509) & | 516 (516) <& | 530 (529) &t
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Oregon ELPA Standard Setting: Day-by-Day Synopsis

The Oregon Department of Education (ODE) partnered with CTB/McGraw-Hill (CTB) to
perform standard setting on the English Language Proficiency Assessments (ELPA). The
purpose of the standard setting was to identify cut scores on the ELPA to dividestudents into
five proficiency levels: Beginning, Early Intermediate, Intermediate, Early Advanced and
Advanced.

CTB staff conducted the Oregon ELPA Standard Setting in Salem,.Oregon. The Bookmark
Standard Setting Procedure (BSSP; Lewis, Mitzel & Green, 1996; Mitzel, Lewis;Patz, &
Green, 2001) was used to set the proficiency standards for thesELPA. The standard setting
consisted of training, orientation, three rounds of judgments, an articulation discussionyand
proficiency level description writing.

This document describes the implementation of the BSSP to establish cut scores at selected
grades, the interpolation of cut scores for the off-grades; the articulation discussion, and
proficiency level description writing for the Oregon ELPA.

The Oregon ELPA Standard Setting werkshop was held in Salem, Oregon, on November 5 —
6, 2007. Oregon educators with specializationin English-language development convened to
study the ELPA, consider the English=language skills,required of student in each proficiency
level, and discuss these expectations with their colleagues:nithe BSSP was implemented to
set standards for six grades: Kindergarten and Grades 1, 2,'5, 7, and 11. CTB interpolated
cut scores for the remaining.grades—Grades 344, 6, 8, 9, 10, and 12—based on participants’
recommended cut scores.

Bookmark Roles

CTB Staff

The CTB Standard Setting Team worked with staff from the ODE to design, organize, and
conduct the standard setting activities. The CTB Standard Setting Team was composed of
Ricardo Mercado, Research Project Manager; Dr. Christina Schneider, Research Scientist;
Dorothy Tele’a, Standard Setting Specialist; and Adele Brandstrom, Standard Setting
Specialist.

Prior to the workshop, the CTB Standard Setting Team prepared all materials for the
workshop. During the workshop, the team was responsible for facilitating the workshop,
training,participants, entering participant results into a database, and tracking secure
materials.Fellowing the workshop, the team prepared the standard setting technical report.

Sandra Snell, CTB Program Manager, Nadia Greer, CTB Program Office Coordinator, and
Agneta Lenberg, CTB National Accounts Manager, attended the standard setting and helped
with on-site logistics.



Lorena Houston, CTB Development Manager, and Deborah Busch, CTB Content Editor,
attended the standard setting and served as group leaders.

Group Leaders

At the standard setting, the group leaders helped implement the BSSP for each.of the five
groups. Group leaders were staff members from CTB Development with expértise in
English-language development. A description of the group leader’s role follows.

Group leader. The group leader served as a facilitator and was in‘charge of time
management, focusing the participants on the task at hand‘and interacting,with the
participants. The group leader also facilitated discussiens and was in charge,of
security and data management. The group leader collected the rating forms from
participants and communicated with CTB Research and the ODE staff. Group leaders
were non-voting members of the workshop staff.

Participants

Participants were recruited from across the state of Oregon. All participants were selected by
the ODE such that the committees were composed of a diverse, experienced group of Oregon
educators with specialization in English-language developments, The standard setting
committee comprised 14 participants.

The committee was divided into five groups: Kindergarten and Grades 2, 5, 7, and 11. The
Kindergarten group also set standards for Grade 1, allowing participants a richer dialogue
about the English-language skills expected of students at these lowest grade levels. Each of
the groups comprised approximately three participants. Table 1 shows the number of
participants for each‘grade. Note that the committee included Oregon educators,
administrators, and stakeholders to add a diversity of perspectives to the discussions held at
the workshop:

Table 1. Number of participants for the standard setting workshop by grade.

Grade Number of Participants

K&l 3
2 3
5 2
7 3
11 3

Total 14

Configuration of the Grade Panels

The ODE "assigned participants such that each table was as representative and balanced as
possible in regard to the relevant demographic characteristics (e.g., gender, geographic
location). In addition, each group was asked by ODE to select their own table leader. A
description of the table leaders’ role follows.



Table leaders. Table leaders were experienced educators within the English-language
development community and were chosen from among the participants. Some table
leaders had a previous role with the assessment, such as serving as item-writers. The
primary role of the table leader was to monitor the group discourse, keep the group
focused on the task at hand, and keep time for the group. As needed, table leaders
found a diplomatic middle ground between participants or requested.assistance from
CTB and the ODE. Table leaders were voting members of their panels.

Committee Demographics

Following the workshop, all 14 participants completed written evaluations from which CTB
collected self-reported demographic information. This information about the participants has
been summarized. Table 2 shows the educational background of the participants at each
workshop, and Table 3 shows their primary role. At thesStandard setting, 100% of the
participants described their role at the workshop as educators. Tables 4 and 5 show the
occupation and work experience of the participants: Approximately 57% of the participants
were teachers or administrators. The remainder of‘participants in the workshop listed their
occupation as “Other,” and included English-language development specialists and content
experts.

Table 6 shows participants’ experience teaehing English-language,learners and students with
disabilities. At the standard setting, approximately.,29% of participants had experience with
Special Education, 100% with ESL/ELD,21% with Voeational Edugation, 29% with
Alternative Education, and 64% with Adult Education. Sectionil,contains the complete
results of the participant evaluation from'the workshop.

Table 2. Educational background of participants by grade.

Master's ‘ Doctorate

N | HSDor GED|| Bachelor's

Overall 14 0.0% 7.1% 85.7% 7.1%
K&l 3 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
2 3 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%

5 2 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0%

7 3 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
11 3 0.0% 0.0% 66.7% 33.3%

Table 3. Primary/role of participants by grade.

Community  Business
Educator Parent ~ Member  Member
Overall 14 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
K&l 3 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
2 3 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
5 2 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
7 3 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
11 3 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%




Table 4. Occupation of participants by grade.

Instructional

Teacher  Administrator Assistant Other

Overall 14 50.0% 7.1% 0.0% 42.9%
K&l 3 66.7% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3%
2 3 33.3% 33.3% 0.0% 33.3%

5 2 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0%

7 3 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
11 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%

Table 5. Work experience in years of participants by/grade.

~ Grade N 15 610  11-15 = 16-20 21+ |
Overall 13 | 154% | 15.4% | 30.8% 7.7% 30.8%
K&l 3 0.0% 0.0% 66.7% 0.0% 33.3%
2 2 50.0% | 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
5 2 0.0% 00% | 1000% | 0.0% 0.0%
7 3 0.0% 333% 0.0% 0.0% 66.7%
11 3 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 33.3%

Table 6. Experience of participants by grade,teaching English-language learners,
students with disabilities;and other specialgroups.

N . .
Overall 28.6% | 14<( 100.0% | 14 21.4% 14 28.6% 14 64.3%
K&l 3 66.7% (¢ 3 '|'100.0% | 3 0.0% 3 33.3% 3 66.7%
2 3 0.0% 3 | 100.0% | 3 33.3% 3 0.0% 3 33.3%
5 2 0.0% 2 |100.0% | 2 0.0% 2 0.0% 2 50.0%
I 3 66.7% | 3| 100.0% | 3 66.7% 3 66.7% 3 66.7%
11 3 0.0% 3| 100.0% | 3 0.0% 3 33.3% 3 100.0%

Ordered ltem Booklets

Bookmark Materials

The Ordered Item Booklets (OIB) for each grade was made up of multiple-choice (MC)
items, other dichotomously scored items, and polytomously scored constructed-response
(CR) items. The ODE selected items for the OIBs with a broad range of difficulty levels—
easy to hard—and from each of the four skill areas: Listening, Speaking, Reading, and
Writing. More items were selected for the OIBs than would be administered to a single
student, as shown in Table 8.



The items for each grade were ordered according to their scale location using a response
probability criterion of 0.67. With this criterion, each MC or other dichotomously scored
item was located at the ability level that students would need in order to have a 0.67
probability of answering the item correctly. Each non-zero score level associated with a CR
item was located at the ability level that students would need in order to have a,0.67
probability of attaining that score level. The Rasch model was used to scale the MC and other
dichotomously scored items. The Rating Scale model (Wright & Mastersy 1982) was used to
scale the polytomously scored CR items. For more information about.the construction of the
OIBs, see Lewis, Green, Mitzel, Baum, & Patz (1998), which is included‘in Section K.
Additionally, Beretvas (2004) includes a discussion of the calculation of response
probability-adjusted locations for items scaled with the Raschsmodel.

Table 7 shows the percentage of items in each OIB that.measure each of the ELPA skill
areas: Listening, Reading, Speaking, and Writing. Table 8 shows the total number of score
points—the MC and other dichotomously scored items plus non-zero €R score levels—in
each OIB for each skill area. It should be noted that CR items comprised only a fraction of
the total score points in the OIBs. Note that the Listeningiand'Reading portions of the tests
were comprised exclusively of dichotomously-scored items, and that the K-1 test had no CR
items.

Table 7. Percent of items in the OIB that measureeach ELPA'skill area by grade.

Grade Listening Reading Speaking ‘ Writing

K-1 27% 33% 14% 26% 100%
2-3 23% 27% 22% 28% 100%
4-5 32% 27% 13% 28% 100%
6-8 28% 25% 16% 31% 100%
9-12 29% 29% 14% 29% 100%

Table 8. Total number of score points in each OIB, by skill area and grade.

Grade Listening Reading Speaking Writing Total

2 22 25 27 30 104
5 25 21 13 26 85
7 22 20 16 30 88

11 23 23 13 27 86




Item Maps

The item map for each grade included the order of difficulty, location, domain, item type,
assessment point (illocutionary competence or grammatical competence), language function,
and score key (correct response or number of score points). Participants filled in the final
two columns as they studied the items in the OIB. The first of these columns asks, “What
does this item measure? That is, what do you know about a student who canfrespond
successfully to this item/score point?” The second of these columns asks<“WAhy is this item
more difficult than the preceding items?”

Workshop Synopsis

This section presents a chronological description of the events at the standard setting
workshop. The ODE and CTB conducted the opening session and training on the first
morning of the workshop; the remaining time wasJsed for standard setting activities and
proficiency level description writing.

Standard Setting: Day. 1

The implementation of the BSSP consisted of training, orientationyand three rounds of
judgments. This was followed by proficiency:levehdescription writing and an articulation
discussion.

Opening Session

Tony Alpert, ODE’s Director of, Assessment and Accountability, gave the welcoming
address and described the purpose of the standard setting. The ODE described the
expectations forthe type of cut scores that the state anticipated from the process.

Training

Following the presentation by the ODE"Ricardo Mercado, a member of the CTB Standard
Setting Team, provided an overview of the purpose of the standard setting and described the
implementation of the BSSP. Participants were introduced to key concepts and materials of
the BSSP, including the'QIByand the item map. During this training, it was explained that
table leaders wauld, facilitate discussion at their tables and help participants in completing
tasks in a timely manner. Participants were given a synopsis of each day’s activities. The
Master Agenda is Included in Section C, and the training slides are included in Section D.

Participants then engaged in a brief, mock standard setting using sample items from a CTB-
published test of English-language proficiency. During the mock standard setting,
participants reviewed the tools of the BSSP, including a sample OIB and item map.

Followingthe mock standard setting, participants were directed to their tables. Each grade
was represented by one table, except for Kindergarten and Grade 1, which were represented
by a single committee. All participants met in a single, large meeting room.



Target Student Descriptions

Participants were presented the proficiency level descriptions. Participants were instructed to
familiarize themselves with the descriptions, and to discuss the English-language skills of
each target student.

A target student is defined as a student whose performance minimally meets.the criteria for
entry into a particular proficiency level, for example, the “just” Early Advanced student. For
each grade there were four target student descriptions, one for each cutscore (Early
Intermediate, Intermediate, Early Advanced, and Advanced). Participants were encouraged
to take notes during the target student discussion and were referred to the target'student
descriptions throughout the standard setting.

Examine the Test
Participants examined items in the OIB for their gradedo familiarize themselves with the
items.

Study the Scoring Guides (Rubrics)

The group leader oriented participants to the scoring guidesdfor the CR items, for Writing and
Speaking. Participants were directed to study the scoring guides at their tables and to discuss
the differences between responses forach,score level.

Study Items in the Ordered Item Booklet

Participants at each table studied each of the items in the OIB,in terms of what each item
measured and why it was more difficult than the items preceding it. Participants recorded
their notes about the itemsyon.the item maps. At each table, one participant, denoted as the
scribe, recorded the group’s.comments about each item.

Review Bookmark Placement

Prior to setting their Round Ldbookmarks, Dr. Christina Schneider, a member of the CTB
Standard Setting Team, presented a refresherof bookmark placement. Participants were
instructed to use fountools when placing their bookmarks: the Oregon ELPA standards, the
target.student descriptions, the proficiency level descriptions, and the English-language skills
represented by.the items.

Participants were given training materials and three explanations of bookmark placement.
The training materials titled “Bookmark Placement” and “Frequently Asked Questions about
Bookmark Placement” were summarized orally to all participants. The first explanation of
bookmark placement demonstrated the mechanics: participants were instructed that all items
preceding the bookmark define the knowledge, skills, and abilities that a “just” Early
Advanced student, for example, is expected to know. The second explanation of bookmark
placementwas more conceptual in that participants were instructed to examine each item in
terms of its skills and to make a judgment about the type of skills that a student would need
to know in order to be considered, for example, “just” Early Advanced. The final
explanation discussed the relationship between the bookmarks and the scale scores, as
described in the training material titled “Mastery.” The bookmark training materials are
included in Section H.



The participants were tested on their understanding of bookmark placement with a short
check set. The check set questions and the results are presented in Tables 9 and 10,
respectively. After participants took the check set, the correct answers were provided and the
rationales for the correct answers were discussed. The responses to the check set indicated
that participants understood how to place their bookmarks. The check set (and.its graphic) is
included in Section H.

Table 9. Questions in the check set that followed bookmark training.

i

1 Which items does a student need to master to just make it into the Early
Advanced level?

5 If a student mastered only items 1 through 2¢in which performance level would
this student be?

3 Suppose a student mastered items 1 through 13. Whichiperformance level is
this student in?
For students who are classified as Early. Advanced, with at least what likelihood

4 ) :
will they be able to answer item 10?

5 Will the items BEFORE the Early Advanced hookmark be more or less difficult
to answer than the items AETER the bookmark'er about the same?

Table 10. Number and percent of participants responding.correctly to each question on
the check set (N = 12).

Question # Correct % Correct

1 12 100%
2 12 100%
3 11 92%

4 12 100%
5 12 100%

Round 1 Bookmark Placement

Once participants demonstrated that they understood how to place their bookmarks through
the check set, they'placed bookmarks in the following order: Early Intermediate,
Intermediate, Early Advanced, and Advanced. The training materials indicated that the
bookmarks should be placed starting with Early Advanced, but participants felt it was
cognitively simplerto place the bookmarks in order from the lowest to the highest
proficiency level. Participants were instructed that bookmark placement is always an
individual activity.



Participants placed their Round 1 bookmarks for Early Intermediate, Intermediate, Early
Advanced, and Advanced, while keeping in mind the Oregon ELPA standards, the target
student descriptions, the proficiency level descriptions, and the English-language skills
measured by the items on the test. Participants in the Kindergarten and Grade 1 group set
their bookmarks for both grades at the same time.

As suggested in Section K, data from the second round of Bookmark judgments are typically
used in the calculation of the standard error of the cut score (SEp). ThiS round is selected
because it is the final round where participants work independently.avithin their groups.
However, when only one group of participants is used to recommend proficiency,standards—
as was the case at this standard setting—it may be useful to examine the conventional
standard error of participants’ judgments in each round of the Bookmark Procedure. These
results are shown in Table 11.

Table 11. Standard error (conventional calculation) of participants’ cut score
recommendations, by grade and round.

Early Early
Grade = Round Intermediate Intermediate Advanced Advanced
1 1.77 2.00 1.20 1.00
2 1.67 2.19 0.33 0.58
K 3 0.00 0.66 0.33 0.33
1 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.88
2 0.00 0.33 0.00 1.00
1 3 1.00 0.58 0.00 1.33
1 0.58 3.38 2.85 4.34
2 0.66 3.00 3.00 1.85
2 3 0.66 1.00 3.00 1.33
1 1.00 1.00 1.00 3.50
2 0.50 0.50 0.00 0.00
5 3 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1 2.19 0.88 1.15 2.31
2 0.00 0.33 0.66 0.66
7 3 0.00 0.00 0.33 0.33
1 5.33 3.00 1.77 0.66
2 1.00 0.33 0.33 1.53
11 3 0.00 2.19 0.00 0.00




As shown in Table 11, the standard error of participants’ cut score recommendations tended
to decrease with each round. Note that a standard error of zero does not necessarily indicate
that the cut scores would not change if another group of participants were selected for the
workshop from the same pool of qualified participants: rather, it indicates that the standard
setting committee reached consensus on the recommendation for a given cut scere.

Standard Setting: Day 2

Round 2 Bookmark Placement

In each grade, the table leader facilitated a discussion of all the bookmark placements for the
table. Participants were encouraged to focus on the differences among their bookmarks by
discussing the items between the lowest and highest bookmarks at their table.

Participants were then directed back to their OIBsand item maps ta‘continue their
discussions of the English-language skills expected of students in each proficiency level.
After discussion, participants were reminded to place their,bookmarks independently.

Round 3 Bookmark Placement

Participants received feedback based on their,Round 2 bookmark placements from a member
of the CTB Standard Setting Team in‘collaboratiomwith an ODE representative. Participants
were shown the median bookmark placement for each proficiency level for their grade. In
addition, participants were shown impact data based on the median Round 2 bookmarks.
CTB staff answered process-related questions, and the ODE staff answered all policy-related
questions concerningthe impact data. It was emphasized to the participants that the impact
data were being presented as a “reality check.”

After the presentation of Round 2 results, participants discussed the rationale of their
bookmark placements within their gradesThe group leader facilitated the discussion among
all participants."After the‘discussion, participants were instructed to place their bookmarks
independently for the final time.

Round 3 Results

Participants received feedback based on their final bookmark placements from a member of
the CTB Standard Setting Team in collaboration with an ODE representative. On an
overhead slide, participants were shown the median bookmarks for each table as well as the
medians for their grade and the impact data based on the median final bookmarks. In
addition, participants were shown the impact data for all grades as an introduction to the
articulation disetssion. The impact data are from the Oregon ELPA Spring 2007
administration.

Table 12 shows the participant-recommended cut scores and associated impact data based on
Round 3. The impact data in Table 12 were shown to the participants at the workshop.



Table 12. Participant-recommended cut scores and associated impact data, based on
the final round of bookmark placements.

Cut Scores Impact Data
Early Early Early Early
Grade Inter. Inter.| Adv. Adv. Beg. Inter. Inter. Adv. Adv.
Kindergarten 479 489 495 500 6.2% | 39.9% | 27.3% 12.9% 13.7%
1 492 499 506 523 | 14.0% | 17.1% | 21.3% 41.5% 6.1%
2 495 508 514 523 | 13.9% | 38.7% | 19.9% 20.9% 6.5%
5 497 508 516 523 6.9% | 16.3% |¢28.5% 32.2% 16.2%
7 497 507 518 524 7.5% | 11.7%| 40.3% 27.1% 13.4%
11 494 501 515 528 8.8% 7.6% | 30.0% 46.2% 7.4%

Section E presents details of the participants’ Bookmark judgments for each grade. In
Section F, the proficiency level descriptions are included. Section'G contains graphical
representations of participants' judgments and standard-errors.

Evaluations

Following the presentation of final results, participants were asked to complete an evaluation
of the standard setting. Some results of the evaluationshave been presented in earlier
sections, and the results of one statement are shown.n Tablex13. More results from the
evaluation are presented in Tables 17-21. Complete results'of the evaluation are included in
Section 1.

Participants were asked to respond to the statement, “Overall, | am satisfied with my group’s
final bookmarks.” "The majority of participants agreed or strongly agreed as shown in Table
13.

Table 13. Participants‘‘agreement/disagreement with the statement, “Overall, | am
satisfied with my'group’s final bookmarks.”

Agree +

Strongly Strongly | Strongly
Grade N Disagree @ Disagree Neutral Agree Agree Agree
Overall | 14 0.0% 0.0% 7.1% 42.9% 50.0% 92.9%
K&l 3 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% | 66.7% 0.0% 66.7%
2 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 100.0%

5 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%

7 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 66.7% 33.3% 100.0%

11 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 100.0%




Interpolation

After all grade panels completed Round 3, CTB interpolated the cut scores for the
intervening grades—Grades 3, 4, 6, 8, 9, 10, and 12—using piece-wise linear interpolation.
This interpolation method was specified a priori by the ODE.

To calculate cut scores for the intervening grades, the impact data associatedwith the cut
scores for each standard setting grade were collected. Next, CTB calculatéd the impact data
points for the intervening grades through piece-wise linear interpolation. Lastly, the cut
scores that yielded these impact data points were calculated.

An example of this calculation follows. The Intermediate cut score for Grade 5's 508, and
23.2% of Grade 5 students fall below it. In Grade 7, 19.2%¢®f students fall below the
Intermediate cut score of 507. For Grade 6, the cut scorefthat would permit the average of
these impact data points—approximately 21.2%—was Identified. The cut score that yields
impact data closest to this value, 20.6%, was then_ identified as 5064 The same procedure was
performed for the other cut scores and grades. Table 14 shows the Interpolated cut scores
and impact data for Grades 3, 4, 6, 8, 9, 10, and 12.

Table 14. Interpolated cut scores and.impact data for Grades 3, 4, 6, 8, 9, 10, and 12, as
based on the participant-recommended cut.scores and associated impact data from the
final round of bookmark placements.

Interpolated Cut Scores Impact Data
Early Early Early Early
Grade Inter. Inter.| Adv. Adv. Beg. Inter. Inter. Adv. Adv.
3 501 514 521 529 | 10.9% | 31.1% | 25.8% 21.9% 10.3%
4 497 508 514 521 9.3% | 24.4% | 23.7% 29.0% 13.5%
6 497 506 515 522 6.7% | 13.9% | 33.1% 32.0% 14.2%
8 499 508 518 526 8.1% | 10.9% | 35.1% 34.1% 11.8%
9 491 501 516 526 8.6% 8.9% | 37.1% 36.1% 9.3%
10 493 501 516 527 8.6% 8.6% | 33.0% 40.9% 8.9%
12 498 504 515 530 8.8% 6.9% | 26.7% 51.1% 6.5%

Description Writing

The Group Leader introduced the process for description writing. Participants recommended
changes to the existing proficiency level descriptions that detailed the English-language skills
needed,to be classified in each proficiency level. CTB Development incorporated the
changes recommended by the participants. Section F contains the final proficiency level
descriptions from the workshop.



Articulation (Smoothing) Discussion

Following description writing, all participants engaged in an articulation (smoothing)
discussion. The purpose of this discussion was to establish a system of cut scores that was
well-articulated and, at the same time, respectful of the committee’s original
recommendations. A representative from the ODE was present during these discussions to
answer policy-related questions.

Participants recommended no changes to the cut scores for Grades 2, 3{4, 5, 6, 8, 10, and 11.
Participants for Kindergarten recommended a five-point increase for'the Advanced cut score
to bring the percentage of students classified as Early Advanced.and Advanced more in line
with the other grades. In addition, participants for Kindergarten also recommended:changes
for Grade 1. Participants recommended a three-point decrease for the Early Intermediate cut
score and a four-point increase for the Early Advanced cut score to bring the percentage of
students in classified in Beginning, Early Intermediate, Intermediate, and Early Advanced
more in line with the other grades. Using similar réasoning, participants recommended a
one-point decrease for the Early Advanced interpolated,cut score'for Grade 7. Participants for
Grade 11 recommended a one-point decrease for the Early,Advanced interpolated cut score
for Grade 9 and a one-point increase for the Early Advanced interpolated cut score for Grade
12 to promote better articulation with surrounding grades.

At the conclusion of the articulation discussion, albparticipants were asked to review their
recommended cut scores in their OIBs'and item maps. Specifically, participants were asked
to verify that the changes they recommended during the articulation discussion were
reasonable when compared to the skills of the assessments. All'participants reported that their
recommended cut scorés were reasonable when compared to the skills of the assessments.

Table 15 showsdhe cut scores developed during the articulation discussion, as well as the
associated impact data. Data points italicized In Table 15 represent cut scores and impact
data changed- by participants during therarticulation discussion. Section J contains a
graphical representation.of the impact data from the articulation discussion.

Following the standard seiting, ODE and CTB made further adjustments to the cut scores for
Kindergarten and Grade 1. Table 16 shows the final cut scores, as well as the associated
Impact data. Section J contains,a graphical representation of the final impact data.



Table 15. Cut scores and associated impact data, after the articulation discussion.

Cut Scores Impact Data
Early Early Early Early

Grade Inter. Inter.| Adv. Adv. Beg. Inter. Inter. Adv. Adv.
Kindergarten 479 489 495 505 6.2% | 39.9% | 27.3% 20.4% 6.3%
1 489 499 510 523 8.8% | 22.3% | 33.3% 29.5% 6.1%

2 495 508 514 523 | 13.9% | 38.7% | 19.9% 20.9% 6.5%
3* 501 514 521 529 | 10.9% | 31.1% | 25(8% 21:9% 10.3%
4* 497 508 514 521 9.3% | 24.4% (©237% 29.0% 13.5%
5 497 508 516 523 6.9% | 16.3% | 28.5% 32.2% 16.2%
6* 497 506 515 522 6.7% | A43.9% | 33.1% 32.0% 14.2%
7 497 507 517 524 7.5% | 11.7% | 36.1% 31.3% 134%
8* 499 508 518 526 81% | 10.9% |35.1% 34.1% 11.8%
9* 491 501 515 526 8.6% 8.9% 33.1% 40.1% 9.3%
10* 493 501 516 527 8.6% 8.6% | 33.0% 40.9% 8.9%
11 494 501 515 528 8.8% 7.6% | 30.0% 46.2% 7.4%
12* 498 504 516 530 818% 6.9% [129.6% 48.1% 6.5%

* Based on interpolated data.

Table 16. Final cutscores-andassociated impact data.

Cut Scores Impact Data

Early Early Early Early

Grade Inter. Inter.| Adv. Adv. Beg. Inter. Inter. Adv. Adv.
Kindergarten 482 492 498 507 |15.8% | 44.6% | 21.3% 13.7% 4.7%
1 492 507 514 523 | 14.0% | 41.3% | 21.4% 17.2% 6.1%

2 495 508 514 523 | 13.9% | 38.7% | 19.9% 20.9% 6.5%
3* 501 514 521 529 | 10.9% | 31.1% | 25.8% 21.9% 10.3%
4* 497 508 514 521 9.3% | 24.4% | 23.7% 29.0% 13.5%
5 497 508 516 523 6.9% | 16.3% | 28.5% 32.2% 16.2%
6* 497 506 515 522 6.7% | 13.9% | 33.1% 32.0% 14.2%
7 497 507 517 524 75% | 11.7% | 36.1% 31.3% 13.4%
8* 499 508 518 526 8.1% | 10.9% | 35.1% 34.1% 11.8%
o* 491 501 515 526 8.6% 8.9% | 33.1% 40.1% 9.3%
10* 493 501 516 527 8.6% 8.6% | 33.0% 40.9% 8.9%
11 494 501 515 528 8.8% 7.6% | 30.0% 46.2% 7.4%
12* 498 504 516 530 8.8% 6.9% | 29.6% 48.1% 6.5%

* Based on interpolated data.



Evaluation of Training

An indication of the effectiveness of training may be found in the participants’ answers to
statements and questions on the evaluations. Table 17 shows that all participants agreed or
strongly agreed that they understood how to place their bookmarks. Table 18 summarizes
that most participants agreed or strongly agreed that the task of bookmark placement was
clear, with the exception of the Kindergarten and Grade 1 group (33.3%).

Table 19 shows that most participants agreed or strongly agreed that the training materials
were helpful except for the Kindergarten and Grade 1 group (66.6%). Table 20 indicates that
all participants agreed or strongly agreed that the Bookmark Progeédure was wellhdescribed.
As Table 21 demonstrates, participants in Grades 5 and 7 agreed or strongly agreedhthat the
goals of the process were clear.

Table 17. Participants’ agreement/disagreement withthe statement, “I understood how
to place my bookmarks.”

Agree +
Strongly Strongly Strongly

Grade N Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree Agree
Overall 14 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 50.0% | 50.0% 100.0%
Ké&1l 3 0.0% 0.0% 0:0% | 66.7% | 33.3% 100.0%
2 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 66.7% | 33.3% 100.0%

5 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 50.0% | »50.0% 100.0%

7 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 33.3% | 66.7% 100.0%

11 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 33.3% | 66.7% 100.0%

Table 18. Participants’ agreement/disagreement with the statement, “The training on

Bookmark placement made the task clear. to me.”

Aaree

ong ong ong

ade agree agree eutra Agree Agree Agree
Overall 14 0.0% 7.1% 7.1% 35.7% 50.0% 85.7%
Ké&1 3 0.0% 33.3% 33.3% 0.0% 33.3% 33.3%

2 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 100.0%
5 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 100.0%
7 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 100.0%
11 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 66.7% 33.3% 100.0%




Table 19. Participants’ agreement/disagreement with the statement, “The training
materials were helpful.”

Agree +
Strongly Strongly, Strongly
Disagree Disagree | Neutral Agree Agree Agree
Overall 14 0.0% 0.0% 7.1% 57.1% 35.7% 92.8%
Ké&1 3 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% | 33.3% 33.3% 66.6%
2 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 100.0%
5 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
7 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 66.7% 33:3% 100.0%
11 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 66.7% 33.3% 100.0%

Table 20. Participants’ agreement/disagreementwith the statement, “The Bookmark

Procedure was well described.”

A. aYa

ong ong ong

ade Disagree agree eutra Agree Agree Agree
Overall 14 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 42.9% | 57.1% 100.0%
K&l 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 33.3% | 66./% 100.0%
2 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 33.3% | 66.7% 100.0%

5 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%

7 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 66.7% | 33.3% 100.0%

11 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 66.7% | 33.3% 100.0%

Table 21. Participants® agreement/disagreement with the statement, “The goals for the
Bookmark Procedure were clear.”

Agree +
Strongly Strongly, Strongly
Disagree | Disagree | Neutral Agree | Agree |

Overall 14 0.0% 0.0% 21.4% | 28.6% 50.0% 78.6%
Ké&1 3 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 0.0% 66.7% 66.7%
2 3 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% | 33.3% 33.3% 66.6%

5 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 100.0%

7 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 100.0%
11 3 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% | 33.3% 33.3% 66.6%




Quiality Control Procedures
The CTB Standard Setting Team adhered to many quality control procedures to foster the
accuracy of the materials used and the results presented during workshop. Prior to the
workshop, the CTB Standard Setting Team cross-checked the ordering of items in the
ordered item booklets, the accuracy of the information in the item maps, and the accuracy of
the Microsoft Excel macros and Bookmark Pro software used to generate r
data. All data were scanned on-site at the workshop. The CTB Standar
checked the reasonableness of the data presented to participants.
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Welcome to the Standard Setting Workshop for the Oregon ELPA!

The Oregon Department of Education and CTB/McGraw-Hill
thank you for your time and expertise during this important
process.

Please use this agenda to orient yourselfiduring the workshop.
If you have any questions or concerns; please do not hesitate
to contact a member of the CTB Standard Setting Team.

Mondai, November 5

7:30 AM Participant Registration and Continental Breakfast
Please check in at the reception area to sign the nondisclosure agreement, get your
nametag, and collect any/other necessary information.

8:30 AM Opening Session and Bookmark Overview
The Oregon Department of Education welcomes participants to the standard setting
and overviews the testing program. €TB introduces the Bookmark Standard Setting
Procedure and'discusses yourrole‘and responsibilities during the workshop.

9:30 AM Adjournment to Preassigned Tables
TheGroup Leader welcomes participants. After brief introductions, the Group
Leader distributes/secure materials. Secure materials are printed on colored paper.
e \ Table Leaders ensurethat.all participants at their tables write their names on
each.of their secure materials.

10:00AM Target Student Discussion
Participants'engage in structured discussions about the knowledge, skills, and
abilities, they expect,to be demonstrated by students just entering each performance
level:

11:00 AM Examine the Test Items
Participants examine the test items to see what students experience.
e £ Although some discussion about individual test items is normal, Table
Leaders focus their participants away from prolonged debate and toward
taking the test.
e Table Leaders encourage participants to use provided index cards to record
comments about the test items.

12:00 PM Lunch

Cc2



1:00 PM

4:15 PM

4:45 PM

4:55 PM

5:00 PM

5:15 PM

Monday, November 5 (cont.
Study Items in Ordered Item Booklets

Discuss Each Item in the Ordered Item Booklet (OIB)

The Group Leader introduces this task by instructing participants te'find the item map
and OIB in their secure materials. The Group Leader leads the group in a review of
each column on the item map and in an examination of several items in the OIB.

o Table Leaders facilitate a discussion among everyone at their tables about
each of the items in the OIB. Start with the first item, and discuss each item
in turn, focusing on what each item measuresand what makes it harder than
the previous items. All participants record these details on‘theinitem maps.

e Table Leaders assign a scribe to take a master set of notes for their table.
Table Leaders remind participants to yse the index cards, as necessary.

e Table Leaders ensure that each participant at their tables has a chanceito
speak.

Review Bookmark Placement and Round 1 Ratings

A member of the CTB Standard Setting Team reviews bookmark placement,
explaining how bookmarks are placed and what bookmarks mean. After this brief
presentation, a short checkiset is given and discussed. The Group Leader then
directs all participants to place their,Round 1 bookmarks. The Group Leader
reminds participants that bookmark placement is an individual activity.

¢ See the handouts on “Bookmark Placement,” “Frequently Asked Questions,”
and “Mastery” for more information.

e Table Leaders collect their participants’ rating forms as they complete them,
ensuring that each participant has made a single, unambiguous rating for
each bookmark.

o £ Table Leaders give their participants’ rating forms to the Group Leader.

Secure Materials Collection
The Group Leader facilitates collection of the secure materials from all participants.
A listing of secure materials to be collected is displayed in the room.
o Table Leaders supervise the collection of secure materials at their tables.
See the)last page of this agenda, “Secure Materials Collection,” for more
information.

Secure Materials"Audit
The Group Leader directs the Table Leaders to audit the secure materials at one
other table.

o \Verify that each packet contains all the secure materials.

o/ Order materials numerically by packet number within each table.

e Verify that all signed-out packets are present.

¢ Stack materials at each table neatly into one pile with the table tent on top,

under the top packet’s rubber band.
e Place the separate stacks on one table. Do not combine tables’ stacks.

Table Leader Debriefing
Table leaders discuss the events of the day and plans for the next day.

Table Leader Dismissal

C3



Tuesday, November 6
Discussion & Bookmark Ratings
7:30 AM Continental Breakfast

8:30 AM Discussion of Round 1 as a Table
Table Leaders lead a discussion of the ratings made at their tables. Impact data are
presented. Participants discuss the items between the lowest and highest ratings,
explaining the rationale behind their ratings.

9:30 AM Round 2 Ratings
The Group Leader directs all participants to place their Round 2 bookmarks. The
Group Leader reminds participants that bookmark placement is an individual activity.
e Table Leaders collect their participants’ rating forms as they complete them.
e Table Leaders give their participants’ rating formsyto the Group Leadetr.

10:30 AM Discussion of Round 2 as a Large Group
A member of the CTB Standard Setting Team presents a summary of the voting from
each table to the entire group. Impact data for each table are presented. Then, the
Group Leader leads a discussion with the entire‘group about the performance
standards in each grade.

11:30 AM Round 3 Ratings
The Group Leader directs all participants to place their Round 3 bookmarks. The
Group Leader reminds participants that bookmark placement is an individual activity.
o TablelLeaders collect theirgparticipants’ rating forms as they complete them.
o Table Leaders give theirparticipants’ rating forms to the Group Leader.

12:00 PM Lunch

1:00 PM Articulation Discussion
A member ofdhe CTB Standard Setting Team presents the group with a summary of
the Round 3 recommendations. Participants are asked to review the cut scores for
all grades, including the off-grades, and to evaluate how reasonable and consistent
the performance)standards are across grades.

2:00 PM Performance level description writing training
The Group Leader presents instructions for writing a first draft of the long
performance level descriptions.

2:30 PM Performance level descriptions, first draft
¢ Your group will receive a listing of the items you will work with.
e Your group’s descriptions should synthesize the knowledge, skills, and
abilities necessary to respond successfully to each of the items assigned to
each performance level.

3:30 PM Performance level descriptions, second draft
Each group presents its draft to the entire group and receives comments.
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Tuesday, November 6 (cont.

Discussion & Bookmark Ratings

4:45 PM Secure materials collection
The Group Leader facilitates collection of the secure materials from all participants.
A listing of secure materials to be collected is displayed in the room:
e Table Leaders supervise the collection of secure materials at their tables.
See the last page of this agenda, “Secure Materials Collection,” for more
information.

4:50 PM Secure Materials Audit

The Group Leader directs the Table Leaders to audit the secure materials at one
other table.

Verify that each packet contains all the'secure materials.

Order materials numerically by packet number within each table.

Verify that all signed-out packetsdare present.

Stack materials at each table neatly into one pile with the table tent on top,
under the top packet’s rubber band.

e Place the separate stacks on one table.\Do not combine tables’ stacks.

4:55 PM Participant Evaluation
Each participant completes a written evaluation of the ELPA standard setting.

5:00 PM Dismissal
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Secure Materials Collection

Why do we do Secure Materials Collection?

A thorough collection of secure test materials protects both the reliability of the testing
program and the substantial monetary investment in the assessment. A structured
method of collection has been established to gather effectively all'of the secure material
at the workshop. Each day as you facilitate secure materials ¢ollection at your table,
refer to this guide for instructions and suggestions.

During the collection, participants should place each secure item, one at a time, in a pile
on the table in front of them. After the process, each participant will have a single stack
of materials, each stacked in the same way as everyone else in the room. Please follow
these steps to facilitate the process.

How do | do Secure Materials Collection?

1. Get the attention of all the participants at your table. Discourage any side
conversations or inattention.

2. Using the list provided, call out each item, one at,a time, and watch participants
place that item on their stack. Discourage_ participants,from moving ahead. Ensure
that each participant has placed the itemfin their stack'before moving on.

3. Proceed through the list until each piece of secure material has been collected.
Direct participants to place a rubber band around their stack when completed.

4. If any participants wish to leave,additional items with their materials, encourage
them to place it benéeath their'stack, inside the rubber band.

5. ~fableskeaders will audit the secure materials at one other table.

6. Once you have supervised the collection of secure materials and are satisfied that
all items have been collected, inform the Group Leader.

7. The collected materials are stored overnight and will be available in the morning.
What should | expect from Secure Materials Collection?

Generally, secure materials collection goes smoothly. If you have any questions about

the collection process, or if you have a concern about test security at the standard

setting workshop, please contact your Group Leader or a member of the CTB Standard
Setting Team.

CTB Standard Setting Handbook Copyright © 2005 by CTB/McGraw-Hill, LLC.
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Setting the Standard
Oregon ELPA

Bookmark Standard Setting
Training
November 5, 2007

What is standard setting?

* A process that lets experts make judgments
about the English-language skills that the
Intermediate student should know.

* Also the Beginning, Early Intermediate, Early
Advanced, and Advanced students.

Why establish cut scores?

English-language Proficiency (ELP) standards
define what students are tested on.
These are things students should be able to do.
¢ Oregon has ELP standards designed to supplement the
ELA standards.
* Performance standards define what students
should be able to do in each performance level.

* You will actively discuss your expectations of the target
student for each performance level of the ELPA.

e
McGraw-Hill

CTB Standard Setting Team

* Rick Mercado * Lorena Houston

* Christy Schneider * Deborah Busch

* Dorothy Tele'a * Sandra Snell

* Adele Brandstrom * Nadia Greer
Agneta Lenberg

What is standard setting?

* How much does a student need to know to
be classified in a given performance level for
the ELPA?

Performance levels

* Specify the English-language skills a student
needs to know in order to be classified as
Beginning, Early Intermediate, Intermediate,
Early Advanced, and Advanced in relation to
the ELP standards.

e
McGraw-Hill




How We Set Our Standards

e Arbitrary
* Test-specific
* Do not consider skills

* English-language Skills
* Uses pre-established ELP standards
* Considers educational objectives

* Bookmark Standard Setting Procedure

e
McGraw-Hill

Purpose of the Standard Setting

* You will set four cut * One cut score for each

scores on the test. * Early Intermediate

You will set cut scores :ErgflrmAe(;jI?:r?ced
that reflect the English- Y AdV

. ¢ Advanced
language skills of
students in each
performance level.

Decisions will be based
on the Oregon ELP
standards.

e
McGraw-Hill

Committee Roles

Group Leaders
Table Leaders Standard Setting
A Committee
¢ Participants
* ODE
e CTB

e
McGraw-Hill

Purpose of the Standard Setting

¢ Allows cut scores to be set on the test scale

* The test scale represents the ability of
students

Beginning Early Int. Intermediate  Early Adv. Advanced
Students Students Students  Students Students

450 Early Int. Intermediate Early Adv.
Cut Score Cut Score Cut Score  Cut

- —-—

Bookmark Standard Setting

* |tem-centered method
Content-based decisions

Committee Roles

° Group Leaders Standard Setting
* Facilitators Committee

* Participants stay
focused on task

* Participants interact
with their own group
* Participants finish in a
timely manner
* Facilitates discussion
* Materials collection
* Secure materials

e
McGraw-Hill




Committee Roles Workshop Overview

e Table Leaders Standard Setting °* Round 1
* Lead discussion at the Committee * Review test items

table * Make ratings without discussion
¢ Standard setters
Round 2

° Participants * Discuss ratings in a small grou
* Standard setters R 43 9 group
oun

 Discuss ratings in a large group
Articulation Discussion
Review Performance Level Descriptors

CTB CTB
ﬁ- MeGraw-Hill - - ﬁ- MeGraw-Hill

Ordered Item Booklets ltem Map

* One item per page
¢ Easiest item first, hardest item last
¢ |tems ascend by difficulty

ltem Map Constructed-response Iltems

* Each constructed-response item will appear
once in the OIB for each point.

¢ Four times: twice for Grammatical, and twice for
lllocutionary.

* Treat each score point like its own item.

¢ Consider the English-language skills
demonstrated by students for each point.

CTB CTB
ﬁ- MeGraw-Hill - . ﬁ- MeGraw-Hill
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Sample Rubric

Grammatical
Competence

Complete sentence with correct
use of present progressive
verbs; may use adverb(s). Errors
do not interfere with meaning.

Complete sentence using a
tense other than present
progressive; no adverbs. Errors
may interfere with meaning.

e
McGraw-Hill

Target Student

Illocutionary
Competence

Clearly and completely
describes the action(s)
represented in the
picture.

Describes action(s)
represented in the
picture, but the
description of the action is
incomplete: OR describes
the picture.

Isolated word(s) or
phrases unrelated to the
stimulus.

* We want to describe the English-language
skills held in common by all these students

* These are the skills of the Just Early Advanced
student

Just Early Mid-level Early Highly-skilled £arly
Advanced Student Advanced Student Advanced Student

X X X

Early Advanced Advanced
Cut Score Cut Score

Bookmark Placement

Place the bookmark at the first point...

...where you feel that a student who has
mastery of the content in the items before
the bookmark...

¢ ...has demonstrated sufficient skills...

e ...to infer that the student should be
classified as Early Advanced.

e
McGraw-Hill

Sample OIB

#14:
Score Point 2 of 2
lllocutionary

#5:
Score Point 1 of 2
lllocutionary

Score Point 2 of 2
Grammatical

#8:
Score Point 1 of 2
Grammatical

Bookmark Placement

* |tems preceding the Bookmark reflect
content that all Early Advanced students
should have mastery of

e for MC items this means that Early Advanced
students should most likely know the correct
responses

e for CR items this means that Early Advanced
students should most likely earn the score points
before the bookmark

e
McGraw-Hill

dents must be
o to qualify as
Ad

These are items that
define what the
student should know
and be able to do to
qualify as Early
Advanced

Students who are Early
Advanced are expected to
demonstrate mastery of the
set of items in front of the
bookmark

e
McGraw-Hill




e
McGraw-Hill

The Bookmark & the Cut Score

Cut Score
Early Advanced Advanced
A
(152 158

The bookmark separates items.

The cut score separates students.

e
McGraw-Hill

[tem Location

0.67 ¢ 0.67 ¢ 0.67 ct 0.67 chan¢0.67 ¢ 0.67 ck 0.67 chance

150 155 165 200 220 260

185 190 220 240 260 280 300
Location is an indication of difficulty.

Location represents the ability level necessary to
have a .67 chance of answering the item correctly.

e
McGraw-Hill Rt ]

Test Scale

Students ordered by ability.
152 158 168 186 198 230 270

EE B EE ENEEEBE

150 155 165 185 190 200 220 240 260 280 300
Items ordered by difficulty.

- —-—

Mastery

* Students show mastery when they have at
least a 2/3 (.67) chance of answering an item
correctly.

* Decision to use 2/3 based on research

Mastery and the Target Student

A student right at the cut score will have at least a 2/3 chance
of answering the items correctly at and below the cut score.

e
McGraw-Hill




Rating Form for ELPA Sample Results

Print Name November 2007 Oregon ELPA Standard Setting Rating Form

Grade Early Early
0 K Intermediate Intermediate Advanced Advanced

Content Area
O  ELPA

©P00000eO 06
[ERCESRCRCROR= R RN
[ERCESRCRoRCR=RERC R
[ERCESRCRCROR=RERCRC)
©P000 00O 06
[ERCESRCRCROR=RERCRC)
©P000 00O 06
[ERCESRCRoROR=RERCRC)

e
McGraw-Hill

Articulation Discussion Articulation and Disarticulation

* Performance standards are called well- Percent of Students Intermediate or Higher
articulated when the impact data associated
with the cut scores form a cogent,
reasonable pattern.

¢ After Round 3, the group will discuss the
performance standards across the grades.

Percent

Agenda: This Morning Agenda: This Afternoon

Opening Session * Study the Ordered Item Booklet
Discuss the Target Students * Table Activity

Table Activity * Bookmark Training

* Examine the test items e Round 1 Bookmark Placements
¢ Individual Activity * Individual Activity

CTB CTB
ﬁ- MeGraw-Hill - . ﬁ- MeGraw-Hill

D6



Agenda: Tomorrow

* Round 2
* Discuss Round 1 results in tables
* Make new judgments individually
Round 3
* Discuss Round 2 results as a large group
* Make new judgments individually
Articulation Discussion
Review performance level descriptors
Evaluate the Standard Setting

e
McGraw-Hill

Questions?

* Thank you for your participation!

D7

Target Student Discussion

* The student who has just made it into a
performance level
e Just Early Intermediate, Just Intermediate, Just Early
Advanced, and Just Advanced students

* Refer to Oregon ELP standards

Just Early Mi Highly-skilled Early
Advanced Student Advanced Student

Advanced
Cut Score




Bookmark Review

Oregon

Standard Setting Training
ELPA

CTB/McGraw-Hill | quauiry assessment sice 1526

Performance Levels

¢ Specify the knowledge, skills and abilities a
student needs to know in order to be
classified as Early Intermediate,
Intermediate, Early Advanced, and
Advanced in relation to the proficiency
standards.

Target Student

We want to describe the skills held in
common by all these students
These are the skills of the Just Early Advanced
student

Early Mid-level Early High-Achieving Early
Adh Student Advanced Student Advanced Student

Presentation Purpose

* Review the process for placing the bookmark

¢ Slides and content are intended to be
repetitive to help you internalize the process

Purpose of the Standard Setting

* You will recommend four cut scores on the
test scale.

¢ One cut score for
e Early Intermediate
* Intermediate
* Early Advanced
* Advanced

* Decisions will be based on Oregon ELP
standards.

e
McGraw-Hill

Bookmark Placement cont...

* Place the bookmark at the first point...

* ...where you feel that a student who has
mastery of the content in the items before
the bookmark...

¢ ...has demonstrated sufficient skills...

e ...toinfer that the student should be
classified as Early Advanced.

Early Advanced Advanced

Cut Score Cut Score

e e
McGraw-Hill Rt ] McGraw-Hill

D8



These are items that are|
measuring skills beyond
what students must be
able to do to qualify as
Early Advanced

These are items that
define what the
student should know )
and be able to do to Some sluderlls \'\/hfy are
quality as Early Early Advanced may be
Advanced able to do some of

these items

Students who are Early
Advanced are expected to
demonstrate mastery of the
set of items in front of the
bookmark

e
McGraw-Hill

what s
able to do to qualify as
Advanced

These are items that
define what the
student should know
and be able to do to
qualify as Early
Advanced

T

the addition.

a studer

be able to
Ad:

Mastery

Students show mastery when they have at

least a 67% (0.67) chance of answering an

item correctly.

e
McGraw-Hill

- —-—

The Bookmark & the Cut Score

Cut Score

Early Advanced Advanced

240 260 280

The bookmark separates items.
The cut score separates students.

e
McGraw-Hill

Item Location

0.67 chance  0.67 ct 0.67 chanc¢ 0.67 ¢ 0.67 cF 0.67 chance

200 220 260
)

XX KK X
1‘-5 EE EEEEEE

220 240 260 280 300

150 155 185 190 200
Location is an indication of difficulty.

Location represents the ability level necessary to
have a .67 chance of answering the item correctly.

e
McGraw-Hill



Mastery and the Target Student Rating Form

Print Name November 2007 Oregon ELPA Standard Setting Rating Form

Grade Early Early
o0 K Intermediate Intermediate ‘Advanced Advanced

Content Area
O ELPA

©P000 ©ee o6
e eee e e
© 000 8e06e e
SR ESNCRoRCR=RERCNC]
[CRCESRCRoRCR=RRCNC)
[ERCESRCRoNCR=RERNC)
[CRCESRCRoRCR=RRRC)

)
o
@
@
@
(]
®
(]
®
©

A student right at the cut score will have at
least a 2/3 chance of answering the items
correctly at and below the cut score.

CTB CTB
ﬁ- MeGraw-Hill - - ﬁ- MeGraw-Hill

D 10



SECTION E

Detailed Bookmark Judg&




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade K ELPA MC Extra

Round 1 Bookmark Placements

Table Participant Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate
1 5 10 17 25
2 4 10 33
3 8 16 33
Overall Median
Minimum
Maximum 33
SD 4.62

E1




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade K ELPA MC Extra
Round 1 Cut Scores

Table Participant Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

1 481 486 496

2 479 486 499

3 485 492 499
Overall Median 481
Minimum 479

Maximum 485 496 499

SD 3.06 2.08 1.73

E2




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade K ELPA MC Extra
Round 1 Summary of Bookmark Placements

Statistic Table Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

Median 1 5 10 17 33
Median Overall 5 10 17 33
Minimum 1 4 10 16 25
Minimum Overall 4 10 16 25
Maximum 1 8 16 22 33
Maximum Overall 8 16 22 33
SD 1 2.08 3.46 3.21 4.62
SD Overall 2.08 3.46 3.21 4.62
Overall Median 5 10 17 33
Minimum 4 10 16 25
Maximum 8 16 22 33
SD 2.08 3.46 3.21 4.62

E3




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade K ELPA MC Extra

Round 1 Summary of Cut Scores

Statistic Table Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

Median 1 481 486 493 499
Median Overall 481 486 493 499
Minimum 1 479 486 492 496
Minimum Overall 479 486 492 496
Maximum 1 485 492 496 499
Maximum Overall 485 492 496 499
SD 1 3.06 3.46 2.08 1.73
SD Overall 3.06 3.46 2.08 1.73
Overall Median 481 486 493 499
Minimum 479 486 492 496
Maximum 485 492 496 499
SD 3.06 3.46 2.08 1.73

E4




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade K ELPA MC Extra
Round 1 Median Bookmark Summary

Table Early Intermediat Early Advanced
Intermediat e Advanced
e
1 5 10 17 33
Overall 5 10 17 33
Impact Data

Beginnin| Early |Intermedi| ‘Early |Advance

g Intermedi ate Advance d

ate d
Overall 12.3 19.6 33.3 19.4 15.4

E5




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade K ELPA MC Extra

Round 2 Bookmark Placements

Table Participant Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate
1 4 9 21 31
2 4 10 33
3 7 16 37
Overall Median 4
Minimum 4
Maximum 7 37
SD 1.73 3.06

E6




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade K ELPA MC Extra
Round 2 Cut Scores

Table Participant Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

1 479 485 498

2 479 486 499

3 484 492 500
Overall Median 479
Minimum 479

Maximum 484 496 500

SD 2.89 0.58 1.00

E7




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade K ELPA MC Extra
Round 2 Summary of Bookmark Placements

Statistic Table Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

Median 1 4 10 21 33
Median Overall 4 10 21 33
Minimum 1 4 9 20 31
Minimum Overall 4 9 20 31
Maximum 1 7 16 25 37
Maximum Overall 7 16 25 37
SD 1 1.73 3.79 2.65 3.06
SD Overall 1.73 3.79 2.65 3.06
Overall Median 4 10 21 33
Minimum 4 9 20 31
Maximum 7 16 25 37
SD 1.73 3.79 2.65 3.06

ES8




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade K ELPA MC Extra

Round 2 Summary of Cut Scores

Statistic Table Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

Median 1 479 486 495 499
Median Overall 479 486 495 499
Minimum 1 479 485 495 498
Minimum Overall 479 485 495 498
Maximum 1 484 492 496 500
Maximum Overall 484 492 496 500
SD 1 2.89 3.79 0.58 1.00
SD Overall 2.89 3.79 0.58 1.00
Overall Median 479 486 495 499
Minimum 479 485 495 498
Maximum 484 492 496 500
SD 2.89 3.79 0.58 1.00

E9




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade K ELPA MC Extra
Round 2 Median Bookmark Summary

Table Early Intermediat Early Advanced
Intermediat e Advanced
e
1 4 10 21 33
Overall 4 10 21 33
Impact Data

Beginnin| Early |Intermedi| ‘Early |Advance

g Intermedi ate Advance d

ate d
Overall 6.2 25.7 41.5 11.2 15.4

E 10




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade K ELPA MC Extra

Round 3 Bookmark Placements

Table Participant Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate
1 4 14 21 40
2 4 14 42
3 4 15 39
Overall Median
Minimum
Maximum 42
SD 1.53

E 11




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade K ELPA MC Extra
Round 3 Cut Scores

Table Participant Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

1 479 489 500

2 479 489 501

3 479 491 500
Overall Median 479
Minimum 479

Maximum 479 496 501

SD 0.00 0.58 0.58

E12




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade K ELPA MC Extra
Round 3 Summary of Bookmark Placements

Statistic Table Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

Median 1 4 14 21 40
Median Overall 4 14 21 40
Minimum 1 4 14 21 39
Minimum Overall 4 14 21 39
Maximum 1 4 15 23 42
Maximum Overall 4 15 23 42
SD 1 0.00 0.58 1.15 1.53
SD Overall 0.00 0.58 1.15 1.53
Overall Median 4 14 21 40
Minimum 4 14 21 39
Maximum 4 15 23 42
SD 0.00 0.58 1.15 1.53

E13




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade K ELPA MC Extra

Round 3 Summary of Cut Scores

Statistic Table Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

Median 1 479 489 495 500
Median Overall 479 489 495 500
Minimum 1 479 489 495 500
Minimum Overall 479 489 495 500
Maximum 1 479 491 496 501
Maximum Overall 479 491 496 501
SD 1 0.00 1.15 0.58 0.58
SD Overall 0.00 1.15 0.58 0.58
Overall Median 479 489 495 500
Minimum 479 489 495 500
Maximum 479 491 496 501
SD 0.00 1.15 0.58 0.58

E 14




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade K ELPA MC Extra
Round 3 Median Bookmark Summary

Table Early Intermediat Early Advanced
Intermediat e Advanced
e
1 4 14 21 40
Overall 4 14 21 40
Impact Data

Beginnin| Early |Intermedi| ‘Early |Advance

g Intermedi ate Advance d

ate d
Overall 6.2 39.9 27.3 12.9 13.7

E 15




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 1 ELPA MC Extra

Round 1 Bookmark Placements

Table Participant Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate
1 17 32 39 58
2 17 33 53
3 16 31 64
Overall Median 17
Minimum 16
Maximum 17 64
SD 0.58 5.51

E 16




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 1 ELPA MC Extra
Round 1 Cut Scores

Table Participant Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

1 493 498 505

2 493 499 503

3 492 498 506
Overall Median 493
Minimum 492

Maximum 493 501 506

SD 0.58 0.58 1.53

E 17




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 1 ELPA MC Extra
Round 1 Summary of Bookmark Placements

Statistic Table Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

Median 1 17 32 39 58
Median Overall 17 32 39 58
Minimum 1 16 31 39 53
Minimum Overall 16 31 39 53
Maximum 1 17 33 45 64
Maximum Overall 17 33 45 64
SD 1 0.58 1.00 3.46 5.51
SD Overall 0.58 1.00 3.46 5.51
Overall Median 17 32 39 58
Minimum 16 31 39 53
Maximum 17 33 45 64
SD 0.58 1.00 3.46 5.51

E 18




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 1 ELPA MC Extra

Round 1 Summary of Cut Scores

Statistic Table Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

Median 1 493 498 500 505
Median Overall 493 498 500 505
Minimum 1 492 498 500 503
Minimum Overall 492 498 500 503
Maximum 1 493 499 501 506
Maximum Overall 493 499 501 506
SD 1 0.58 0.58 0.58 1.53
SD Overall 0.58 0.58 0.58 1.53
Overall Median 493 498 500 505
Minimum 492 498 500 503
Maximum 493 499 501 506
SD 0.58 0.58 0.58 1.53

E 19




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 1 ELPA MC Extra
Round 1 Median Bookmark Summary

Table Early Intermediat Early Advanced
Intermediat e Advanced
e
1 17 32 39 58
Overall 17 32 39 58
Impact Data

Beginnin Early * |[Intermedi| ‘Early | Advance

g Intermedi ate Advance d

ate d
Overall 16.3 11.5 5.7 16.0 50.4

E 20




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 1 ELPA MC Extra

Round 2 Bookmark Placements

Table Participant Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate
1 14 32 49 79
2 14 33 76
3 14 36 76
Overall Median 14
Minimum 14
Maximum 14 79
SD 0.00 1.73

E 21




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 1 ELPA MC Extra
Round 2 Cut Scores

Table Participant Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

1 489 498 518

2 489 499 515

3 489 499 515
Overall Median 489
Minimum 489

Maximum 489 503 518

SD 0.00 0.00 1.73

E 22




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 1 ELPA MC Extra
Round 2 Summary of Bookmark Placements

Statistic Table Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

Median 1 14 33 50 76
Median Overall 14 33 50 76
Minimum 1 14 32 49 76
Minimum Overall 14 32 49 76
Maximum 1 14 36 50 79
Maximum Overall 14 36 50 79
SD 1 0.00 2.08 0.58 1.73
SD Overall 0.00 2.08 0.58 1.73
Overall Median 14 33 50 76
Minimum 14 32 49 76
Maximum 14 36 50 79
SD 0.00 2.08 0.58 1.73

E 23




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 1 ELPA MC Extra

Round 2 Summary of Cut Scores

Statistic Table Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

Median 1 489 499 503 515
Median Overall 489 499 503 515
Minimum 1 489 498 503 515
Minimum Overall 489 498 503 515
Maximum 1 489 499 503 518
Maximum Overall 489 499 503 518
SD 1 0.00 0.58 0.00 1.73
SD Overall 0.00 0.58 0.00 1.73
Overall Median 489 499 503 515
Minimum 489 498 503 515
Maximum 489 499 503 518
SD 0.00 0.58 0.00 1.73

E 24




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 1 ELPA MC Extra
Round 2 Median Bookmark Summary

Table Early Intermediat Early Advanced
Intermediat e Advanced
e
1 14 33 50 76
Overall 14 33 50 76
Impact Data

Beginnin| Early |Intermedi| ‘Early |Advance

g Intermedi ate Advance d

ate d
Overall 8.8 22.3 11.5 37.0 20.3

E 25




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 1 ELPA MC Extra

Round 3 Bookmark Placements

Table Participant Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate
1 16 32 64 81
2 14 33 80
3 16 38 81
Overall Median 16
Minimum 14
Maximum 16 81
SD 1.15 0.58

E 26




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 1 ELPA MC Extra
Round 3 Cut Scores

Table Participant Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

1 492 498 523

2 489 499 519

3 492 500 523
Overall Median 492
Minimum 489

Maximum 492 506 523

SD 1.73 0.00 2.31

E 27




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 1 ELPA MC Extra
Round 3 Summary of Bookmark Placements

Statistic Table Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

Median 1 16 33 64 81
Median Overall 16 33 64 81
Minimum 1 14 32 62 80
Minimum Overall 14 32 62 80
Maximum 1 16 38 64 81
Maximum Overall 16 38 64 81
SD 1 1.15 3.21 1.15 0.58
SD Overall 1.15 3.21 1.15 0.58
Overall Median 16 33 64 81
Minimum 14 32 62 80
Maximum 16 38 64 81
SD 1.15 3.21 1.15 0.58

E 28




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 1 ELPA MC Extra

Round 3 Summary of Cut Scores

Statistic Table Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

Median 1 492 499 506 523
Median Overall 492 499 506 523
Minimum 1 489 498 506 519
Minimum Overall 489 498 506 519
Maximum 1 492 500 506 523
Maximum Overall 492 500 506 523
SD 1 1.73 1.00 0.00 2.31
SD Overall 1.73 1.00 0.00 2.31
Overall Median 492 499 506 523
Minimum 489 498 506 519
Maximum 492 500 506 523
SD 1.73 1.00 0.00 2.31

E 29




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 1 ELPA MC Extra
Round 3 Median Bookmark Summary

Table Early Intermediat Early Advanced
Intermediat e Advanced
e
1 16 33 64 81
Overall 16 33 64 81
Impact Data

Beginnin| Early |Intermedi| ‘Early |Advance

g Intermedi ate Advance d

ate d
Overall 14.0 17.1 21.3 41.5 6.0

E 30




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 2 ELPA

Round 1 Bookmark Placements

Table Participant Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate
1 13 54 69 99
2 12 27 93
3 16 49 99
Overall Median 13
Minimum 12
Maximum 16 99
SD 2.08 3.46

E 31




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 2 ELPA
Round 1 Cut Scores

Table Participant Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

1 494 510 51 543

2 493 499 530

3 495 508 543
Overall Median 494
Minimum 493

Maximum 495 523 543

SD 1.00 4.93 7.51

E 32




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 2 ELPA
Round 1 Summary of Bookmark Placements

Statistic Table Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

Median 1 13 49 70 99
Median Overall 13 49 70 99
Minimum 1 12 27 69 93
Minimum Overall 12 27 69 93
Maximum 1 16 54 88 99
Maximum Overall 16 54 88 99

SD 1 2.08 14.36 10.69 3.46

SD Overall 2.08 14.36 10.69 3.46
Overall Median 13 49 70 99
Minimum 12 27 69 93
Maximum 16 54 88 99

SD 2.08 14.36 10.69 3.46

E 33




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 2 ELPA

Round 1 Summary of Cut Scores

Statistic Table Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

Median 1 494 508 515 543
Median Overall 494 508 515 543
Minimum 1 493 499 514 530
Minimum Overall 493 499 514 530
Maximum 1 495 510 523 543
Maximum Overall 495 510 523 543
SD 1 1.00 5.86 4.93 7.51
SD Overall 1.00 5.86 4,93 7.51
Overall Median 494 508 515 543
Minimum 493 499 514 530

Maximum 495 510 523 543
SD 1.00 5.86 4.93 7.51

E 34




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 2 ELPA
Round 1 Median Bookmark Summary

Table Early Intermediat Early Advanced
Intermediat e Advanced
e
1 13 49 70 99
Overall 13 49 70 99
Impact Data

Beginnin Early * |[Intermedi| ‘Early | Advance

g Intermedi ate Advance d

ate d
Overall 11.6 41.0 22.4 25.0 0.0

E 35




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 2 ELPA

Round 2 Bookmark Placements

Table Participant Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate
1 16 49 69 96
2 12 27 98
3 16 49 97
Overall Median 16
Minimum 12
Maximum 16 98
SD 2.31 1.00

E 36




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 2 ELPA
Round 2 Cut Scores

Table Participant Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

1 495 508 51 534

2 493 499 540

3 495 508 535
Overall Median 495
Minimum 493

Maximum 495 523 540

SD 1.15 5.20 3.21

E 37




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 2 ELPA
Round 2 Summary of Bookmark Placements

Statistic Table Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

Median 1 16 49 69 97
Median Overall 16 49 69 97
Minimum 1 12 27 69 96
Minimum Overall 12 27 69 96
Maximum 1 16 49 88 98
Maximum Overall 16 49 88 98
SD 1 2.31 12.70 10.97 1.00
SD Overall 2.31 12.70 10.97 1.00
Overall Median 16 49 69 97
Minimum 12 27 69 96
Maximum 16 49 88 98
SD 2.31 12.70 10.97 1.00

E 38




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 2 ELPA

Round 2 Summary of Cut Scores

Statistic Table Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

Median 1 495 508 514 535
Median Overall 495 508 514 535
Minimum 1 493 499 514 534
Minimum Overall 493 499 514 534
Maximum 1 495 508 523 540
Maximum Overall 495 508 523 540
SD 1 1.15 5.20 5.20 3.21
SD Overall 1.15 5.20 5.20 3.21
Overall Median 495 508 514 535
Minimum 493 499 514 534
Maximum 495 508 523 540
SD 1.15 5.20 5.20 3.21

E 39




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 2 ELPA
Round 2 Median Bookmark Summary

Table Early Intermediat Early Advanced
Intermediat e Advanced
e
1 16 49 69 97
Overall 16 49 69 97
Impact Data

Beginnin| Early |Intermedi| ‘Early |Advance

g Intermedi ate Advance d

ate d
Overall 13.9 38.7 19.9 27.1 0.4

E 40




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 2 ELPA

Round 3 Bookmark Placements

Table Participant Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate
1 16 49 69 89
2 12 58 90
3 16 49 89
Overall Median 16
Minimum 12
Maximum 16 90
SD 2.31 0.58

E 41




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 2 ELPA
Round 3 Cut Scores

Table Participant Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

1 495 508 51 523

2 493 511 527

3 495 508 523
Overall Median 495
Minimum 493

Maximum 495 523 527

SD 1.15 5.20 2.31

E 42




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 2 ELPA
Round 3 Summary of Bookmark Placements

Statistic Table Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

Median 1 16 49 69 89
Median Overall 16 49 69 89
Minimum 1 12 49 69 89
Minimum Overall 12 49 69 89
Maximum 1 16 58 88 90
Maximum Overall 16 58 88 90

SD 1 2.31 5.20 10.97 0.58

SD Overall 2.31 5.20 10.97 0.58
Overall Median 16 49 69 89
Minimum 12 49 69 89
Maximum 16 58 88 90

SD 2.31 5.20 10.97 0.58

E 43




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 2 ELPA

Round 3 Summary of Cut Scores

Statistic Table Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

Median 1 495 508 514 523
Median Overall 495 508 514 523
Minimum 1 493 508 514 523
Minimum Overall 493 508 514 523
Maximum 1 495 51k 523 527
Maximum Overall 495 511 523 527
SD 1 1.15 1.73 5.20 2.31
SD Overall 1.15 1.73 5.20 2.31
Overall Median 495 508 514 523
Minimum 493 508 514 523
Maximum 495 511 523 527
SD 1.15 1.73 5.20 2.31

E 44




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 2 ELPA
Round 3 Median Bookmark Summary

Table Early Intermediat Early Advanced
Intermediat e Advanced
e
1 16 49 69 89
Overall 16 49 69 89
Impact Data

Beginnin| Early |Intermedi| ‘Early |Advance

g Intermedi ate Advance d

ate d
Overall 13.9 38.7 19.9 20.9 6.6

E 45




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 5 ELPA

Round 1 Bookmark Placements

Table Participant Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

1 5 20 79

8 15 74

Overall Median 6.5 76.5
Minimum 5
Maximum 8

SD 212 3.54

E 46




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 5 ELPA
Round 1 Cut Scores

Table Participant Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

1 495 501 527

497 499 520
Overall Median 495
Minimum 495
Maximum 497

SD 1.41 4.95

E 47




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 5 ELPA
Round 1 Summary of Bookmark Placements

Statistic Table Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

Median 1 6.5 17.5 50.5 76.5
Median Overall 6.5 17.5 50.5 76.5
Minimum 1 5 15 47 74
Minimum Overall 5 15 47 74
Maximum 1 8 20 54 79
Maximum Overall 8 20 54 79
SD 1 2.12 3.54 4.95 3.54
SD Overall 2.12 3.54 4.95 3.54
Overall Median 6.5 17.5 50.5 76.5
Minimum 5 15 47 74
Maximum 8 20 54 79
SD 2.12 3.54 4.95 3.54

E 48




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 5 ELPA

Round 1 Summary of Cut Scores

Statistic Table Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

Median 1 495 500 513 523
Median Overall 495 500 513 523
Minimum 1 495 499 512 520
Minimum Overall 495 499 512 520
Maximum 1 497 50X 514 527
Maximum Overall 497 501 514 527
SD 1 1.41 1.41 1.41 4.95
SD Overall 1.41 1.41 1.41 4.95
Overall Median 495 500 513 523
Minimum 495 499 512 520
Maximum 497 501 514 527
SD 1.41 1.41 1.41 4.95

E 49




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 5 ELPA
Round 1 Median Bookmark Summary

Table Early Intermediat Early Advanced
Intermediat e Advanced
e
1 6.5 17.5 50.5 76.5
Overall 6.5 17.5 50.5 76.5
Impact Data

Beginnin| Early |Intermedi| ‘Early |Advance

g Intermedi ate Advance d

ate d
Overall 5.1 4.8 28.3 45.6 16.2

E 50




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 5 ELPA

Round 2 Bookmark Placements

Table Participant Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate
1 7 31 57 77
5 33 77
Overall Median
Minimum
Maximum
SD 0.00

E 51




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 5 ELPA
Round 2 Cut Scores

Table Participant Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

1 496 507 523

495 508 523
Overall Median 495
Minimum 495
Maximum 496

SD 0.71 0.00 0.00

E 52




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 5 ELPA
Round 2 Summary of Bookmark Placements

Statistic Table Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

Median 1 6 32 56.5 77
Median Overall 6 32 56.5 77
Minimum 1 5 31 56 77
Minimum Overall 5 31 56 77
Maximum 1 7 33 57 77
Maximum Overall 7 33 57 77
SD 1 1.41 1.41 0.71 0.00
SD Overall 1.41 1.41 0.71 0.00
Overall Median 6 32 56.5 77
Minimum 5 31 56 77
Maximum 7 33 57 77
SD 1.41 1.41 0.71 0.00

E 53




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 5 ELPA

Round 2 Summary of Cut Scores

Statistic Table Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate
Median 1 495 508 515 523
Median Overall 495 508 515 523
Minimum 1 495 507 515 523
Minimum Overall 495 507 515 523
Maximum 1 496 508 515 523
Maximum Overall 496 508 515 523
SD 1 0.71 0.71 0.00 0.00
SD Overall 0.71 0.71 0.00 0.00
Overall Median 495 508 515 523
Minimum 495 507 515 523
Maximum 496 508 515 523
SD 0.71 0.71 0.00 0.00

E 54




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 5 ELPA
Round 2 Median Bookmark Summary

Table Early Intermediat Early Advanced
Intermediat Advanced
e
1 6 32 56.5 77
Overall 6 32 56.5 77
Impact Data

Beginnin| Early |Intermedi| ‘Early |Advance

g Intermedi ate Advance d

ate d
Overall 5.1 18.0 23.7 37.0 16.2

E 55




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 5 ELPA

Round 3 Bookmark Placements

Table Participant Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate
1 9 33 59 77
9 33 77
Overall Median
Minimum
Maximum
SD 0.00

E 56




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 5 ELPA
Round 3 Cut Scores

Table Participant Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

1 497 508 523

497 508 523
Overall Median 497
Minimum 497
Maximum 497

SD 0.00 0.00

E 57




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 5 ELPA
Round 3 Summary of Bookmark Placements

Statistic Table Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

Median 1 9 33 59 77
Median Overall 9 33 59 77
Minimum 1 9 33 59 77
Minimum Overall 9 33 59 77
Maximum 1 9 33 59 77
Maximum Overall 9 33 59 77
SD 1 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
SD Overall 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Overall Median 9 33 59 77
Minimum 9 33 59 77
Maximum 9 33 59 77
SD 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

E 58




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 5 ELPA

Round 3 Summary of Cut Scores

Statistic Table Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

Median 1 497 508 516 523
Median Overall 497 508 516 523
Minimum 1 497 508 516 523
Minimum Overall 497 508 516 523
Maximum 1 497 508 516 523
Maximum Overall 497 508 516 523
SD 1 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
SD Overall 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Overall Median 497 508 516 523
Minimum 497 508 516 523
Maximum 497 508 516 523
SD 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

E 59




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 5 ELPA
Round 3 Median Bookmark Summary

Table Early Intermediat Early Advanced
Intermediat e Advanced
e
1 9 33 59 77
Overall 9 33 59 77
Impact Data

Beginnin| Early |Intermedi| ‘Early |Advance

g Intermedi ate Advance d

ate d
Overall 6.9 16.3 28.5 32.2 16.1

E 60




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 7 ELPA

Round 1 Bookmark Placements

Table Participant Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate
1 6 15 53 73
2 11 21 75
3 12 24 80
Overall Median 11
Minimum 6
Maximum 12 80
SD 3.21 3.61

E 61




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 7 ELPA
Round 1 Cut Scores

Table Participant Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

1 490 498 519

2 496 499 523

3 497 501 527
Overall Median 496
Minimum 490

Maximum 497 513 527

SD 3.79 2.00 4.00

E 62




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 7 ELPA
Round 1 Summary of Bookmark Placements

Statistic Table Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

Median 1 11 21 53 75
Median Overall 11 21 53 75
Minimum 1 6 15 47 73
Minimum Overall 6 15 47 73
Maximum 1 12 24 57 80
Maximum Overall 12 24 57 80
SD 1 3.21 4.58 5.03 3.61
SD Overall 3.21 4.58 5.03 3.61
Overall Median 11 21 53 75
Minimum 6 15 47 73
Maximum 12 24 57 80
SD 3.21 4.58 5.03 3.61

E 63




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 7 ELPA

Round 1 Summary of Cut Scores

Statistic Table Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

Median 1 496 499 511 523
Median Overall 496 499 511 523
Minimum 1 490 498 509 519
Minimum Overall 490 498 509 519
Maximum 1 497 50X 513 527
Maximum Overall 497 501 513 527
SD 1 3.79 1.53 2.00 4.00
SD Overall 3.79 1.53 2.00 4.00
Overall Median 496 499 511 523
Minimum 490 498 509 519
Maximum 497 501 513 527
SD 3.79 1.53 2.00 4.00

E 64




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 7 ELPA
Round 1 Median Bookmark Summary

Table Early Intermediat Early Advanced
Intermediat e Advanced
e
1 11 21 53 75
Overall 11 21 53 75
Impact Data

Beginnin Early * |[Intermedi| ‘Early | Advance

g Intermedi ate Advance d

ate d
Overall 6.6 2.4 21.0 52.2 17.8

E 65




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 7 ELPA

Round 2 Bookmark Placements

Table Participant Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate
1 12 36 66 79
2 12 34 77
3 12 34 79
Overall Median 12
Minimum 12
Maximum 12 79
SD 0.00 1.15

E 66




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 7 ELPA
Round 2 Cut Scores

Table Participant Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

1 497 506 526

2 497 505 524

3 497 505 526
Overall Median 497
Minimum 497

Maximum 497 518 526

SD 0.00 1.15 1.15

E 67




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 7 ELPA
Round 2 Summary of Bookmark Placements

Statistic Table Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

Median 1 12 34 61 79
Median Overall 12 34 61 79
Minimum 1 12 34 61 77
Minimum Overall 12 34 61 77
Maximum 1 12 36 66 79
Maximum Overall 12 36 66 79
SD 1 0.00 1.15 2.89 1.15
SD Overall 0.00 1.15 2.89 1.15
Overall Median 12 34 61 79
Minimum 12 34 61 77
Maximum 12 36 66 79
SD 0.00 1.15 2.89 1.15

E 68




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 7 ELPA

Round 2 Summary of Cut Scores

Statistic Table Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

Median 1 497 505 516 526
Median Overall 497 505 516 526
Minimum 1 497 505 516 524
Minimum Overall 497 505 516 524
Maximum 1 497 506 518 526
Maximum Overall 497 506 518 526
SD 1 0.00 0.58 1.15 1.15
SD Overall 0.00 0.58 1.15 1.15
Overall Median 497 505 516 526
Minimum 497 505 516 524
Maximum 497 506 518 526
SD 0.00 0.58 1.15 1.15

E 69




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 7 ELPA
Round 2 Median Bookmark Summary

Table Early Intermediat Early Advanced
Intermediat e Advanced
e
1 12 34 61 79
Overall 12 34 61 79
Impact Data

Beginnin| Early |Intermedi| ‘Early |Advance

g Intermedi ate Advance d

ate d
Overall 7.5 8.2 34.7 41.0 8.6

E70




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 7 ELPA

Round 3 Bookmark Placements

Table Participant Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate
1 12 40 67 76
2 12 39 77
3 12 39 77
Overall Median 12
Minimum 12
Maximum 12 77
SD 0.00 0.58

E 71




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 7 ELPA
Round 3 Cut Scores

Table Participant Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

1 497 507 523

2 497 507 524

3 497 507 524
Overall Median 497
Minimum 497

Maximum 497 519 524

SD 0.00 0.58 0.58

E72




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 7 ELPA
Round 3 Summary of Bookmark Placements

Statistic Table Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

Median 1 12 39 67 77
Median Overall 12 39 67 77
Minimum 1 12 39 67 76
Minimum Overall 12 39 67 76
Maximum 1 12 40 70 77
Maximum Overall 12 40 70 77
SD 1 0.00 0.58 1.73 0.58
SD Overall 0.00 0.58 1.73 0.58
Overall Median 12 39 67 77
Minimum 12 39 67 76
Maximum 12 40 70 77
SD 0.00 0.58 1.73 0.58

E73




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 7 ELPA

Round 3 Summary of Cut Scores

Statistic Table Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

Median 1 497 507 518 524
Median Overall 497 507 518 524
Minimum 1 497 507 518 523
Minimum Overall 497 507 518 523
Maximum 1 497 507 519 524
Maximum Overall 497 507 519 524
SD 1 0.00 0.00 0.58 0.58
SD Overall 0.00 0.00 0.58 0.58
Overall Median 497 507 518 524
Minimum 497 507 518 523
Maximum 497 507 519 524
SD 0.00 0.00 0.58 0.58

E74




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 7 ELPA
Round 3 Median Bookmark Summary

Table Early Intermediat Early Advanced
Intermediat e Advanced
e
1 12 39 67 77
Overall 12 39 67 77
Impact Data

Beginnin| Early |Intermedi| ‘Early |Advance

g Intermedi ate Advance d

ate d
Overall 7.5 11.7 40.3 27.1 13.4

E75




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 11 ELPA

Round 1 Bookmark Placements

Table Participant Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate
1 8 21 42 74
2 2 8 74
3 2 21 71
Overall Median
Minimum
Maximum 74
SD 1.73

E 76




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 11 ELPA
Round 1 Cut Scores

Table Participant Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

1 492 501 522

2 476 492 522

3 476 501 520
Overall Median 476
Minimum 476

Maximum 492 512 522

SD 9.24 3.06 1.15

E77




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 11 ELPA
Round 1 Summary of Bookmark Placements

Statistic Table Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

Median 1 2 21 42 74
Median Overall 2 21 42 74
Minimum 1 2 8 37 71
Minimum Overall 2 8 37 71
Maximum 1 8 21 54 74
Maximum Overall 8 21 54 74
SD 1 3.46 7.51 8.74 1.73
SD Overall 3.46 7.51 8.74 1.73
Overall Median 2 21 42 74
Minimum 2 8 37 71
Maximum 8 21 54 74
SD 3.46 7.51 8.74 1.73

E78




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 11 ELPA

Round 1 Summary of Cut Scores

Statistic Table Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

Median 1 476 501 508 522
Median Overall 476 501 508 522
Minimum 1 476 492 506 520
Minimum Overall 476 492 506 520
Maximum 1 492 50X 512 522
Maximum Overall 492 501 512 522
SD 1 9.24 5.20 3.06 1.15
SD Overall 9.24 5.20 3.06 1.15
Overall Median 476 501 508 522
Minimum 476 492 506 520
Maximum 492 501 512 522
SD 9.24 5.20 3.06 1.15

E79




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 11 ELPA
Round 1 Median Bookmark Summary

Table Early Intermediat Early Advanced
Intermediat e Advanced
e
1 2 21 42 74
Overall 2 21 42 74
Impact Data

Beginnin| Early |Intermedi| ‘Early |Advance

g Intermedi ate Advance d

ate d
Overall 0.0 16.4 10.2 47.0 26.4

E 80




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 11 ELPA

Round 2 Bookmark Placements

Table Participant Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate
1 12 24 56 77
2 12 21 80
3 9 21 75
Overall Median 12
Minimum 9
Maximum 12 80
SD 1.73 2.52

E 81




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 11 ELPA
Round 2 Cut Scores

Table Participant Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

1 497 502 524

2 497 501 528

3 494 501 523
Overall Median 497
Minimum 494

Maximum 497 513 528

SD 1.73 0.58 2.65

E 82




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 11 ELPA
Round 2 Summary of Bookmark Placements

Statistic Table Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

Median 1 12 21 56 77
Median Overall 12 21 56 77
Minimum 1 9 21 53 75
Minimum Overall 9 21 53 75
Maximum 1 12 24 56 80
Maximum Overall 12 24 56 80
SD 1 1.73 1.73 1.73 2.52
SD Overall 1.73 1.73 1.73 2.52
Overall Median 12 21 56 77
Minimum 9 21 53 75
Maximum 12 24 56 80
SD 1.73 1.73 1.73 2.52

E 83




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 11 ELPA

Round 2 Summary of Cut Scores

Statistic Table Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

Median 1 497 501 513 524
Median Overall 497 501 513 524
Minimum 1 494 501 512 523
Minimum Overall 494 501 512 523
Maximum 1 497 502 513 528
Maximum Overall 497 502 513 528
SD 1 1.73 0.58 0.58 2.65
SD Overall 1.73 0.58 0.58 2.65
Overall Median 497 501 513 524
Minimum 494 501 512 523
Maximum 497 502 513 528
SD 1.73 0.58 0.58 2.65

E 84




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 11 ELPA
Round 2 Median Bookmark Summary

Table Early Intermediat Early Advanced
Intermediat e Advanced
e
1 12 21 56 77
Overall 12 21 56 77
Impact Data

Beginnin Early * |[Intermedi| ‘Early | Advance

g Intermedi ate Advance d

ate d
Overall 11.7 4.7 23.7 42.3 17.6

E 85




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 11 ELPA

Round 3 Bookmark Placements

Table Participant Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate
1 9 24 58 80
2 9 10 80
3 9 21 80
Overall Median
Minimum
Maximum 80
SD 0.00

E 86




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 11 ELPA
Round 3 Cut Scores

Table Participant Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

1 494 502 528

2 494 495 528

3 494 501 528
Overall Median 494
Minimum 494

Maximum 494 515 528

SD 0.00 0.00 0.00

E 87




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 11 ELPA
Round 3 Summary of Bookmark Placements

Statistic Table Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

Median 1 9 21 58 80
Median Overall 9 21 58 80
Minimum 1 9 10 58 80
Minimum Overall 9 10 58 80
Maximum 1 9 24 58 80
Maximum Overall 9 24 58 80
SD 1 0.00 7.37 0.00 0.00
SD Overall 0.00 7.37 0.00 0.00
Overall Median 9 21 58 80
Minimum 9 10 58 80
Maximum 9 24 58 80
SD 0.00 7.37 0.00 0.00

E 88




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 11 ELPA

Round 3 Summary of Cut Scores

Statistic Table Early Intermediate Early Advanced Advanced
Intermediate

Median 1 494 501 515 528
Median Overall 494 501 515 528
Minimum 1 494 495 515 528
Minimum Overall 494 495 515 528
Maximum 1 494 502 515 528
Maximum Overall 494 502 515 528
SD 1 0.00 3.79 0.00 0.00
SD Overall 0.00 3.79 0.00 0.00
Overall Median 494 501 515 528
Minimum 494 495 515 528
Maximum 494 502 515 528
SD 0.00 3.79 0.00 0.00

E 89




Oregon ELPA November 2007 Grade 11 ELPA
Round 3 Median Bookmark Summary

Table Early Intermediat Early Advanced
Intermediat e Advanced
e
1 9 21 58 80
Overall 9 21 58 80
Impact Data

Beginnin| Early |Intermedi| ‘Early |Advance

g Intermedi ate Advance d

ate d
Overall 8.8 7.6 30.0 46.2 7.4

E 90
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ELPA PROFICIENCY LEVEL DESCRIPTORS

Kindergarten

Students at the Pre-production level may demonstrate minimal comprehension of high-
frequency words or phrases. On the ELPA, they

Pre-production e comprehend picture-referenced and highly contextualized words orivery simple phrases.

Level
e repeat, but with comprehension of only isolated words or high-frequency phrases.
e may use gestures to communicate meaning.
Students at the Beginning level are able to read and listen todasic information with very limited
comprehension. They are able to speak and write using simple Janguage with very limited
accuracy and fluency. On the ELPA, they
Begi””ilng e may be able decode and identify letter-sound correspondence in simple words.
eve e comprehend and respond to basic information in highly context-embedded, school-based
social situations.
e orally respond to prompts with a very limited range of simple language and very limited
accuracy.
Students at the Early Intermediate level are able to read and listen to simple or highly
contextualized grade-level information with limited comprehension. They are able to speak and
write using simple language with limitedraccuracy and fluency. On the ELPA, they
e decode and identify letter-sound correspondence,in simple words.
Early e comprehend simple information across'a limited variety of social situations and subject
Intermediate areas in school-based situations.
Level e respond@ppropriately to simple prompts and orally express ideas with frequent

grammaticaland syntactical errors.

e comprehend details in reduced-complexity listening passages with a limited degree of
comprehension.

o/ use a limited range of vocabulary and\grammatical forms (e.g., simple verb forms, short
phrases, and&Simple sentences).

Students at the Intermediate are able to read and listen to some grade-level information with
comprehension. Theyiare able to speak using some complex language and write simple
academic language with'some accuracy and fluency. On the ELPA, they

o read afew sight words.
e usejand understand vocabulary across a range of school-based situations and some
Intermediate academic subject areas.
Level . . . .
e respond appropriately to prompts and orally express ideas with some grammatical and
Syntactical errors.
o comprehend main ideas and concrete details from short listening passages on a variety
of topics.
e use sentences containing simple academic language (simple and compound sentences,
basic verb tenses, prepositions) with increasing accuracy.
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ELPA PROFICIENCY LEVEL DESCRIPTORS

Kindergarten

Students at the Early Advanced level are able to read and listen to most grade-level information
with comprehension. They are able to speak with increasingly complex language, and write
academic language with some accuracy and fluency. On the ELPA, they

e decode and identify sound-letter correspondence in a wider rangée of words.
Early Advanced e use and understand most concepts and vocabulary from a variety of content areas.
Level e comprehend details and main ideas in short listening passages.
e comprehend and use simple language with accuracy, and some ‘complex language
(compound sentences, adverbials, a range of verb tenses) with occasional errors that do
not interfere with academic performance.
e read and complete short sentences with appropriate vocabulary.
Students at the Advanced (Proficient) level are able to consistently read and listen to.an
extensive range of complex grade-level information with comprehension. They are able to speak
and write using an extensive range of complex language with adevel of accuracy and fluency
approximating native English speakers. On the'ELPA, they
Advanced e use and understand concepts and vocabulary from a variety of content areas.

(Proficient)

Level ¢ identify main ideas and details in listening passages containing complex language and

academic vocabulary.

e comprehend and use complex grammatical structures (e.g., relative clauses,
tense/aspect structures) 'with only‘minor errors.

e read sentences to answer gquestions about reading and listening passages.
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ELPA PROFICIENCY LEVEL DESCRIPTORS

Grade 1

Students at the Pre-production level may demonstrate minimal comprehension of high-
frequency words or phrases. On the ELPA, they

Pre-production e comprehend picture-referenced and highly contextualized words orvery simple phrases.
Level . . . .
e repeat, but with comprehension of only isolated words or high-frequency phrases.
e may use gestures to communicate meaning.

Students at the Beginning level are able to read and listen talbasic informatiomwith very limited
comprehension. They are able to speak and write using simple‘language with.erylimited
accuracy and fluency. On the ELPA, they

Beginning e may be able to decode and identify letter-sound correspondence in simple words.
Level e comprehend and respond to basic information in highly context-embedded, school-based
social situations.
e orally respond to prompts with a very limitedy,range of simple language and very limited
accuracy.

Students at the Early Intermediate level are able to read and, listen to simple or highly
contextualized grade-level information'with limited comprehensien. They are able to speak and
write using simple language with limited accuracy and fluency. Onithe ELPA, they

e read words and short simple sentences:
Early . compr_ehend simple info_rmat_ion acress a limited variety of social situations and subject
Intermediate areas in_sehool-based situations:
Level e respond appropriately to simple prompts and orally express ideas with frequent
grammatical and syntactical errors.
e comprehend details in reduced complexity listening passages with a limited degree of
comprehension;,
e use a limited rangesofvecabulary and grammatical forms (e.g., simple verb forms, short
phrases, and simple sentences).

Students at the Intermediate level are able to read and listen to some grade-level information
with comprehension. They are able to speak using some complex language and write simple
academic language with,some accuracy and fluency. On the ELPA, they

e decode and identify sound-letter correspondence in words.

e use and understand vocabulary across a range of school-based situations and some

Intermediate academic subject areas.

Level e respond appropriately to prompts and orally express ideas with some grammatical and

syntactical errors.

e, comprehend main ideas and concrete details from short listening passages on a variety of
topics.

e speak in sentences containing simple academic language (simple and compound sentences,
basic verb tenses, prepositions) with increasing accuracy.
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ELPA PROFICIENCY LEVEL DESCRIPTORS

Grade 1

Students at the Early Advanced level are able to read and listen to most grade-level information
with comprehension. They are able to speak with increasingly complex language, and write
academic language with some accuracy and fluency. On the ELPA, they

Early Advanced e use and understand most concepts and vocabulary from a variety of content areas.
Level e comprehend details and main ideas in short listening passages.

e comprehend and use simple language with accuracy, and . some complex language.
(compound sentences, adverbials, a range of verb tenseS) with accasional errors that do
not interfere with academic performance.

e read and complete short sentences with appropriate vocabulary.

Students at the Advanced (Proficient) level are abledo consistently read and listen to an
extensive range of complex and abstract grade-level information with comprehension.They are
able to speak and write using an extensive range of complex language with a level of acecuracy
and fluency approximating native English speakers. On the ELPA, they

Advanced e use and understand concepts and vocabularyfrom'a variety of content areas.
(Prfg\fﬁm) e identify main ideas and details in listening passages containing complex language and
academic vocabulary.
e read short sentences.
e comprehend and use complex grammatical structures (e.g., relative clauses,
tense/aspect structures) 'with only‘minor errors.
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ELPA PROFICIENCY LEVEL DESCRIPTORS

Grades 2-3

Students at the Pre-production level may demonstrate minimal comprehension of high-
frequency words or phrases. On the ELPA, they

Pre-production
Level e comprehend picture-referenced and highly contextualized words orivery simple phrases.

e repeat, but with comprehension of only isolated words or high-frequency phrases.
e may use gestures to communicate meaning.

Students at the Beginning level are able to read and listen to basic information with very limited
comprehension. They are able to speak and write using simple language with very limited
accuracy and fluency. On the ELPA, they

Beginning e decode and identify letter-sound correspondence in simple words and phrases.
Level e comprehend and respond to basic information in highly context-embedded, school-based
social situations.
e orally respond to prompts with a very limited range of simple language and very limited
accuracy.
e write using memorized vocabulary and simple,phrases with very limited accuracy.

Students at the Early Intermediate level are able to'read and listen to simple or highly
contextualized grade-level information with limited comprehension. They are able to speak and
write using simple language withdimited accuracy and fluencyaOn the ELPA, they

e use context and known vocabularyto decode text.
Early . . . .. . . . . .
Intermediate e comprehend simple information across a limited variety of social situations and subject
Level areas in school-based situations.
e respond appropriately to simple prempts and orally express ideas with frequent
grammatical andisyntactical errors.
o comprehend details,in reduced complexity reading and listening passages.

e write and speak using a limited range of vocabulary and grammatical forms (e.g., simple
verb forms, short phrases, and simple sentences).

Students at the Intermediate levehare able to read and listen to some grade-level information
with comprehension. They are able to speak using some complex language and write simple
academiclanguage with some accuracy and fluency. On the ELPA, they

e wuse andunderstand vocabulary across a range of school-based situations and some
academic subject areas.

e respond appropriately to prompts and orally express ideas with some grammatical and
syntactical errors.

e comprehend main ideas and concrete details from reading and listening passages on a
variety of topics.

e write and speak using a limited number of sentences containing simple academic
language (simple and compound sentences, basic verb tenses, prepositions) with
increasing accuracy.

Intermediate
Level
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ELPA PROFICIENCY LEVEL DESCRIPTORS

Grades 2-3

Students at the Early Advanced level are able to read and listen to most grade-level information
with comprehension. They are able to speak with increasingly complex language, and write
academic language with some accuracy and fluency. On the ELPA, they

e use and understand most concepts and vocabulary from a variety of content areas.

e comprehend academic reading and listening passages by demonstrating some of the

Early Advanced following skills: (1) identify details and main ideas; (2) identify sequence of events and
Level processes; (3) interpret meaning.

e comprehend and use simple language with accuracy{and some complex language
(compound sentences, adverbials, a range of verbsenses) with occasionalerrors that do
not interfere with academic performance.

e organize written and spoken information into_clear sentences with mostly appropriate
transitions and some supporting details.

Students at the Advanced (Proficient) level @re able to consisténtly' read and listen to an
extensive range of complex and abstract grade-level information with comprehension. They are
able to speak and write using an extensive range of compléx language with a level of accuracy
and fluency approximating native English speakers."On the ELPA, they

e use and understand concepts,and vocabulary from amextensive variety of content areas.

e comprehend reading and listeningipassages containing complex language and academic

/gd"]f?‘”.ce‘: vocabulary by demonstrating the following,skills: (1) determine the meaning of

( rEe'S,'jn ) vocabulary from complex'context; (2) identify details and'main ideas; (3) make

inferences; (4) distinguish between fact and opinion;(5) evaluate the purpose of text; (6)

summarize and paraphrase‘information from listening and reading passages.

e comprehend and use complex grammatical structures (e.g., relative clauses,
tense/aspect structures) with only minor errors.

e organize written'and spoken information into coherent discourse with appropriate
transitions and supporting details.
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ELPA PROFICIENCY LEVEL DESCRIPTORS

Grades 4-5

Students at the Pre-production level may demonstrate minimal comprehension of high-
frequency words or phrases. On the ELPA, they

Pre-production
Level e comprehend picture-referenced and highly contextualized words orivery simple phrases.

e repeat, but with comprehension of only isolated words or high-frequency phrases.
e may use gestures to communicate meaning.

Students at the Beginning level are able to read and listen to basic information with very limited
comprehension. They are able to speak and write using simplé language with very limited
accuracy and fluency. On the ELPA, they

« decode and accurately identify letter-sound correspondence in simple words and
Beginning phrases.
Level e comprehend and respond to basic information in highly context-embedded, school-based
social situations.
e orally respond to prompts with a very limited range of.simple language and very limited
accuracy.
e write using memorized vocabulary and simple phrases with very limited accuracy.

Students at the Early Intermediateilevel are able to readand listen to simple or highly
contextualized grade-level information withelimited comprehension. They are able to speak and
write using simple language withlimited accuracy,and fluency."On the ELPA, they

e use context and known vocabulary todecode text.
Early o comprghend simple info_rma_tion across a limited variety of social situations and subject
Intermediate areas in‘schoo-based situations.
Level e respond appropriately to simple prompts and orally express ideas with frequent
grammatical and syntactical errors.
e <comprehend details in reduced camplexity reading and listening passages with a limited
degree of comprehension.
o write and speak using a limitedirange of vocabulary and grammatical forms (e.g., simple
verb forms, short phrases, and simple sentences).

Students at the'Intermediate level are able to read and listen to some grade-level information
with‘comprehension. They are able to speak using some complex language and write simple
academic language with some accuracy and fluency. On the ELPA, they

e use and understand vocabulary across a range of school-based situations and some

. academic subject areas.

'”te[’"edl'ate e respond appropriately to prompts and orally express ideas with some grammatical and
eve syntactical errors.

e <comprehend main ideas and concrete details from reading and listening passages on a
variety of topics.

e  write and speak using a limited number of sentences containing simple academic
language (simple and compound sentences, basic verb tenses, prepositions) with
increasing accuracy.
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ELPA PROFICIENCY LEVEL DESCRIPTORS

Grades 4-5

Students at the Early Advanced are able to read and listen to most grade-level information with
comprehension. They are able to speak with increasingly complex language, and write academic
language with some accuracy and fluency. On the ELPA, they

use and understand most concepts and vocabulary from a variety of content areas.

Early comprehend academic reading and listening passages by demonstrating some of the following
Adﬁ’:\;‘;w skills: (1) identify details and main ideas; (2) identify sequence of events and processes; (3)

interpret meaning.

comprehend and use simple language with accuracy, and some complex language (compound
sentences, adverbials, a range of verb tenses) with occasional‘errors that do'not interfere with
academic performance.

organize written and spoken information into clear sentences with mostly appropriate transitions
and some supporting detalils.

Students at the Advanced (Proficient) level are@ble to consistently read and listen to an
extensive range of complex and abstract grade-level informationdwith comprehension. They are
able to speak and write using an extensive range of.complexanguage with a level of accuracy
and fluency approximating native English speakers. On the/ELPA, they

use and understand concepts and vocabulary from an‘extensive variety of content areas.
comprehend reading and listeningppassages containing complex language and academic

Advanced vocabulary by demonstrating the following,skills: (1) determine the meaning of vocabulary from
(Proficient) complex context; (2) identify details\and‘main‘ideas; (3) make'inferences; (4) distinguish between
Level fact and opinion; (5) evaluate the'purpose of text; (6))summarize‘and paraphrase information

from listening and reading passages.

comprehend and _use;complex grammatical structures (e.g., relative clauses, tense/aspect
structures) withonly minor,errors.

organize avritten and spoken information‘into, coherent discourse with appropriate transitions and
supporting details.
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ELPA PROFICIENCY LEVEL DESCRIPTORS

Grades 6-8

Students at the Pre-production level may demonstrate minimal comprehension of high-
frequency words or phrases. On the ELPA, they

Pre-production
Level e comprehend picture-referenced and highly contextualized words orvery simple phrases.

e repeat, but with comprehension of only isolated words or high-frequency phrases.
e may use gestures to communicate meaning.

Students at the Beginning level are able to read and listen to basic information with very limited
comprehension. They are able to speak and write using simple’language with very limited
accuracy and fluency. On the ELPA, they

« decode and accurately identify letter-sound corfespondence in simple words and
Beginning phrases.
Level e comprehend and respond to basic information in highly context-embedded, school-based
social situations.
e orally respond to prompts with a verylimited range of simple language and very limited
accuracy.
e write using memorized vocabulary and simple phrases with very limited accuracy.

Students at the Early Intermediateilevel are able to read‘andlisten to simple or highly
contextualized grade-level information withylimited comprehension. They are able to speak and
write using simple language withilimited accuracy,and fluency. On the ELPA, they

e use context and known vocabulary to.decode text.

Early e comprehend simple information across a limited variety of social situations and subject
Intermediate areas insSchool-based situations.
Level

e respond appropriately to simple prompts and orally express ideas with frequent
grammatical and syntactical errors.

e _comprehend details in reduced camplexity reading and listening passages with a limited
degree of comprehension.

o write and speak using a limited;range of vocabulary and grammatical forms (e.g., simple
verb forms{ short phrases, and simple sentences).

Students at the'Intermediate level require (considerable) ongoing instructional support in all
content areas. They are able to read and listen to some grade-level information with
comprehension. They are,able to speak using some complex language and write simple
academic language with some accuracy and fluency. On the ELPA, they

e use and understand vocabulary across a range of school-based situations and some
Intermediate academic subject areas.
Level e respond appropriately to prompts and orally express ideas with some grammatical and

Syntactical errors.

o( comprehend main ideas and concrete details from reading and listening passages on a
variety of topics.

e write and speak using a limited number of sentences containing simple academic
language (simple and compound sentences, basic verb tenses, prepositions) with
increasing accuracy.
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ELPA PROFICIENCY LEVEL DESCRIPTORS

Grades 6-8
Students at the Early Advanced level are able to read and listen to most grade-level information
with comprehension. They are able to speak with increasingly complex language, and write
academic language with some accuracy and fluency. On the ELPA, they

e use and understand most concepts and vocabulary from a variety of content areas.

e comprehend academic reading and listening passages by demonstrating some of the

Early Advanced following skills: (1) identify details and main ideas; (2) identify sequence of events and
Level processes; (3) interpret meaning.

e comprehend and use simple language with accuracy,“and some complex language
(compound sentences, adverbials, a range of verb‘tenses) with occasional'errors that do
not interfere with academic performance.

e organize written and spoken information intofclear sentences with mostly appropriate
transitions and some supporting details.

Students at the Advanced (Proficient) level are able to consistently read and listen to an
extensive range of complex and abstract grade-levehinformation with comprehension. They are
able to speak and write using an extensive range of complex language with a level of accuracy
and fluency approximating native English speakers. On the ELPA, they

e use and understand conceptsiand vocabulary from an extensive variety of content areas.

Advanced e comprehend reading and listening._passages containing complex language and
(Proficient) academic vocabulary by demonstrating the follewing skills: (1) determine the meaning of
Level vocabulary from complex context; (2) identify-detailSrand main ideas; (3) make

inferences; (4) distinguish between fact and opinion; (5) evaluate the purpose of text; (6)
summarizerand,paraphrase information from listening and reading passages.

e comprehend and use complex grammatical structures (e.g., relative clauses,
tense/aspect structures) with only minor errors.

e organize written and spoken information into coherent discourse with appropriate
transitions and supporting details.
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ELPA PROFICIENCY LEVEL DESCRIPTORS

Grades 9-12

Students at the Pre-production level may demonstrate minimal comprehension of high-
frequency words or phrases. On the ELPA, they

Pre-production
Level e comprehend picture-referenced and highly contextualized words orivery simple phrases.

e repeat, but with comprehension of only isolated words or high-frequency phrases.
e may use gestures to communicate meaning.

Students at the Beginning level are able to read and listen to basic information with very limited
comprehension. They are able to speak and write using simple language with very limited
accuracy and fluency. On the ELPA, they

Beginning decode and accurately identify letter-sound correspondénce in simple words and phrases.
Level comprehend and respond to basic information in highly context-embedded, school-based,social
situations.

orally respond to prompts with a very limited range of simple langdage and very limited accuracy.
write using memorized vocabulary and simplé phrases with very limited accuracy.

Students at the Early Intermediate level are able to.read and listen to simple or highly
contextualized grade-level information with limited comprehension. They are able to speak and
write using simple language withdimited accuracy and fluency: On the ELPA, they

e use context and known vocabulary.to decode text.
Early . comprghend simple info.rmat_ion across a limitedwariety of social situations and subject
Intermediate areas in school-based situations.
Level e respond appropriately to simple\prompts and orally'express ideas with frequent
grammatical and,syntactical errors.
e comprehend details in reduced complexity reading and listening passages with a limited
degree of comprehension.
e _rite and speak using a limited range of vocabulary and grammatical forms (e.g., simple
verb forms, shoft phrases, and simple sentences).

Students‘at the Intermediate level are able to read and listen to some grade-level information
with comprehension. They are able to speak using some complex language and write simple
academic languagewith some accuracy and fluency. On the ELPA, they

e use and understand vocabulary across a range of school-based situations and some

_ academic subject areas.

'“telr_mec‘l'ate e respond appropriately to prompts and orally express ideas with some grammatical and
R syntactical errors.

e comprehend main ideas and concrete details from reading and listening passages on a
variety of topics.

e _write and speak using a limited number of sentences containing simple academic
language (simple and compound sentences, basic verb tenses, prepositions) with
increasing accuracy.
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ELPA PROFICIENCY LEVEL DESCRIPTORS

Grades 9-12
Students at the Early Advanced level are able to read and listen to most grade-level information
with comprehension. They are able to speak with increasingly complex language, and write
academic language with some accuracy and fluency. On the ELPA, they

e use and understand most concepts and vocabulary from a variety of content areas.

e comprehend academic reading and listening passages by demonstrating some of the

Early Advanced following skills: (1) identify details and main ideas; (2) identify sequence of events and
Level processes; (3) interpret meaning.

e Comprehend and use simple language with accuracy{and some complex language
(compound sentences, adverbials, a range of verbsenses) with occasionalerrors that do
not interfere with academic performance.

e organize written and spoken information into_clear sentences with mostly appropriate
transitions and some supporting details.

Students at the Advanced (Proficient) level are able to consistently read and listen to an
extensive range of complex and abstract grade-levelinformation with comprehension. They are
able to speak and write using an extensive range of compléx language with a level of accuracy
and fluency approximating native English speakers. On the ELPA, they

e use and understand conCeptsyand vocabulary from an extensive variety of content areas.

Advanced e comprehend reading and listening“passages containing complex language and
(Proficient) academic vocabulary by demonstrating the following skills: (1) determine the meaning of
Level vocabulary from complex context; (2).identify details and main ideas; (3) make

inferences; (4) distinguish betweendfact and opinion; (5) evaluate the purpose of text; (6)
summarize andparaphrase information from listening and reading passages.

e comprehend and use complex'grammatical structures (e.g., relative clauses,
tense/aspect structures) with only minor errors.

e _oOrganize written and spoken information into coherent discourse with appropriate
transitions and supporting details.
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SECTION G

Graphical Representations
Participants’ Judgmen
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SECTIONH

Training Materials



These items measure
skills beyond the minimum
that students must be able

to do to qualify as
Early Advanced 21

20

18

17

22

16
E_
15

These items J
define the

minimum that
students

should know

and be able to

do to qualify
as Early El
Advanced

Some Early

Advanced

students
may be able
Ordered to do some

Item of these

Booklet items

Students who are Early

Advanced are expected

to demonstrate mastery
of the set of items in
front of the bookmark
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Bookmark Placement

These directions are written for placing the Early Advanced bookmark and apply analogously to the Early
Intermediate, Intermediate, and Advanced bookmarks.

For whom am | placing this bookmark?  The Target Student

When you place your Early Advanced bookmark, you are separating the highest ability' Intermediate students
from the lowest ability Early Advanced students. In other words, you are keeping in mind the Target Student
who will just make it into the Early Advanced level.

How do I place my bookmark?  The Mechanics

The bookmark is exactly that: a bookmark. It separates the English-language skills students are expected to
master from the skills they are not expected to master. In the example below, a participant has placed the
Early Advanced bookmark on page 7. With this bookmark placement, the participant says that a student
must master the English-language skills represented by itemsl through 6 to bearly Advanced.

To place your bookmark, start at page 1 in the Ordered Item Booklet
(OIB). Page through the OIB looking at the skills covered until you

find the first page where you think a student has demonstrated a Example of a
sufficient body of evidence to indicate that thestlident is Early Advanced bookmark
relative to the standards. These are the skills you are saying an Early ngceeg on

Advanced Target Student needs to master to just make it'into the;Early
Advanced level.

Hold the pages that contain the English-language skills you expect the
student to master in your left hand. Place your bookmark on the page
AFTER the last item you expect the student to master, This page number
is your bookmark. Write it on your Rating Form.

Hint: It may be helpful'to first identify the interval of items in which you 1
are reasonably certain the bookmark should be'placed; then you can
place the bookmark within that interval. 1T you are uncertain about
where to place your bookmark; make your best decision; you will have
two moresroundsyef voting to recensider your bookmark. —

What does my Early Advanced Bookmark mean?  Some Answers

e You expect Early Advanced students to master the English-language skills contained in the items before
your bookmark.

o Early Advanced students should know and be able to do the items before the bookmark. For multiple-
choice,items, Early Advanced students should know the correct response. For constructed-response
items, Early Advanced students should most likely achieve the score points before the bookmark.

Is my bookmark the same as a raw score? NO

It is very important to remember that your bookmark placement is not equal to a raw score. In the example
above, the Early Advanced bookmark was placed on page 7. The participant was not saying that a student
must get six items correct to be classified as Early Advanced. This participant is saying that a barely Early
Advanced student must master the English-language skills measured by the items on pages 1 through 6. The
numbers in the OIB correspond to the rank order of difficulty of each item. These numbers do not
correspond to a raw score.

CTB Standard Setting Handbook Copyright © 2005 by CTB/McGraw-Hill LLC
H2




Frequently Asked Questions about Bookmark Placement

These questions are written in reference to the Early Advanced bookmark and apply analogously to the Early
Intermediate, Intermediate, and Advanced bookmarks.

How do | know if I placed my bookmark in the “right” place?

The “right” place is a matter of judgment, your judgment. You are placing your bookmark based on the
content you expect students to know and be able to do.

I set my bookmark based on the content | expect students to know and,be able to do, that is, the content |
expect students to master. What is the definition of mastery?

We look at mastery by considering the likelihood with which_students will respond correctly to the items.
This question is answered in more depth in the handout “Mastery.”

If a student misses some items before the Early Advanced bookmark and.gets some correct after the
bookmark, is that student still Early Advanced?

A student does not have to get every item before the bookmark correctito be Early Advanced. Early
Advanced students can miss some items beforeithe bookmark and correctly respond to some items after the
bookmark.

Does the page number on which I place my bookmark correspond torthe raw score a student must get on
the test?

No. Remember, you are placing your bookmark'based on the English-language skills you expect students
to know and be able to.do. You are not making your decision based on the number of items students must
answer correctly. The bookmark isplaced on a page in the Ordered Item Booklet. This page humber
corresponds to the'difficulty ordering of the item, not to the raw score.

Should I place my bookmark in the first place in the:Ordered Item Booklet where all the content
standards have occurred?

Not necessarilys, The testonly,samples the domain. In some cases, some standards will only be
represented by difficult items that would be hard for most students to master.

How many bookmarks'do lset?

You set one less bookmark than the number of performance levels. For Oregon ELPA, you will set 4
bookmarks to separate students into 5 performance levels.

CTB Standard Setting Handbook © Copyright 2005 by CTB/McGraw-Hill
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Grade: (@) (@) (@) (@) (@)
K 2 5 7 11 |_|_|7_r|_ 15
14

Ordered
Item
Booklet

Suppose the bookmarks were placed in this sa Klet as follows:

Early In Early Advanced | Advanced
2 Bookmark Bookmark
on Page # on Page #
Round 1 11 14
1. Which items does a 0] o) o)
master to just make | lto7 11010 101l
Advanced level?
2. 0] o (@) (0] (0]
Beginning Early Intermediate Early Advanced
Intermediate Advanced
3. 0] 0] 0] o) o)
Beginning Early Intermediate Early Advanced
Intermediate Advanced
4. For students w e classified as
Early Advanced, with at least what
likelihood will they be able to answer . © ° v
: y 1/3 1/2 2/3 3/4
item 107?
5. Will the items BEFORE the Early O O o
Advanced bookmark be more or less ~ More Aboutthe  Less difficult
difficult to answer than the items dggngtro same to answer

AFTER the bookmark or about the

same?
H9
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Oregon ELPA Standard Setting
November 2007
Evaluation Results

About these results

Each question is shown, along with its answer choices and associated response
percentages. For Likert-type questions, there are five possible résponses: "Strongly
Disagree," "Disagree,"” "Neutral,” "Agree," and "Strongly Agree.” For.each question,

the number of respondents is shown in the column labeled™N."

Question 1

The Bookmark Procedure was well described.

Agree +
Strongly Strongly | Strongly

Grade N | Disagree | Disagree | Neutral | Agree | Agree Agree
Overall 14 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 42.9% | 57.1% 100.0%
K'”ii?i”e” 3| 00% 0.0% +.0.0% | 33.3% | 66.7% | 100.0%
2 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 100.0%

5 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% [»,100.0% | 100.0%

7 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% |'66.7% | 33.3% 100.0%

11 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 66.7% 33.3% 100.0%

Question 2

The training on bookmark placement made the task clear to me.

Agree +

Strongly Strongly | Strongly

Grade N | Disagree | Disagree | Neutral | Agree Agree Agree
Overall 14 0.0% 7.1% 7.1% 35.7% 50.0% 85.7%
K'”i?]rdg?”e” 3 | 0.0% 33.3% | 33.3% | 0.0% | 33.3% | 33.3%
2 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 100.0%

5 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 100.0%

7 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 100.0%

11 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 66.7% 33.3% 100.0%




Question 3

The training materials were helpful.

Agree +
Strongly Strongly | Strongly
Grade N | Disagree | Disagree | Neutral | Agree Agree Agree
Overall 14 0.0% 0.0% 71% | 57.1% | 35.7% 92.8%
K'”i?]rdg?”e” 3 | 0.0% 0.0% | 33.3% | 33.3% | 33.3% 4 66.6%
2 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 33.3% | 66.7% | 100.0%
5 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% |100.0% | 0.0% | 100.0%
7 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 66.7% 4  38.3% | 100.0%
11 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 66.7% | 33.3% | 100.0%
Question 4
The goals for the Bookmark Procedure were clear:
Agree +
Strongly Strongly | Strongly
Grade N | Disagree | Disagree | Neutral | Agree Agree Agree
Overall 14 0.0% 0.0% 21.4% 28.6% 50.0% 78.6%
K'”‘;f]rdg?”e” 3 | 0.0% 0.0% | 33.3% | 0.0% | 66.7% | 66.7%
2 3 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% | 33.3% | 33.3% 66.6%
5 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 100.0%
7 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 33.3% | 66.7% | 100.0%
11 3 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% | 33.3% | 33.3% 66.6%
Question 5
Reviewing the test items helped me place my bookmarks.
Agree +
Strongly Strongly | Strongly
Grade N | Disagree | Disagree | Neutral | Agree Agree Agree
Overall 14 0.0% 0.0% 7.1% 42.9% 50.0% 92.9%
K'”i‘?‘rgine” 3 0.0% 0.0% | 333% | 0.0% | 66.7% | 66.7%
2 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 66.7% 33.3% 100.0%
5 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 50.0% | 50.0% | 100.0%
7 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 66.7% | 33.3% | 100.0%
11 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 100.0%




Question 6

The ordering of the items in the ordered item booklet agreed with my perception of

the relative difficulty of the items.

Agree +
Strongly Strongly | Strongly
Grade N | Disagree | Disagree | Neutral | Agree Agree Agree
Overall 14 7.1% 21.4% 35.7% 28.6% 7.1% 35.7%
K'”iﬂgine” 3 | 333% | 333% | 333% | 00% | 0.0% 0.0%
2 3 0.0% 0.0% 66.7% 33.3% 0:0% 33.3%
5 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 100.0% { ©.0% 100.0%
7 3 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
11 3 0.0% 33.3% 0.0% 33.3% 33.3% 66.6%
Question 7
Reviewing the Target Student helped me place my hookmarks.
Agree +
Strongly Strongly | Strongly
Grade N | Disagree | Disagree | Neutral'| Agree Agree Agree
Overall 14 0.0% 0.0% 14.3% 64.3% 21.4% 85.7%
K'”‘;f]rdg?”e” 3| 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 100.0% | 0.0% | 100.0%
2 3 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% | 33.3% 33.3% 66.6%
5 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
7 3 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% | 33.3% 33.3% 66.6%
11 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 66.7% 33.3% | 100.0%
Question 8
| considered the ELP standards when | placed my bookmarks.
Agree +
Strongly Strongly | Strongly
Grade N |/Disagree | Disagree | Neutral | Agree Agree Agree
Overall 14 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 100.0%
K'”‘;i?i”e” 3 | 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 66.7% | 33.3% | 100.0%
2 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 66.7% 33.3% 100.0%
5 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 50.0% | 50.0% | 100.0%
7 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 66.7% | 33.3% | 100.0%
11 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%




Question 9

During Round 1, | placed my bookmarks without consulting other participants.

Agree+
Strongly Strongly | Strongly
Grade N | Disagree | Disagree | Neutral | Agree Agree Agree
Overall 14 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 35.7% 64.3% 100.0%
K'”iﬂgine” 3| 0.0% 0.0% 00% | 66.7% | 33.3% | 100/0%
2 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 66.7% 33.3% 100.0%
5 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 200.0% | 100.0%
7 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 100.0%
11 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Question 10
| had enough time to consider my Round 1 bookmarks.
Agree +
Strongly Strongly, | Strongly
Grade N | Disagree | Disagree | \Neutral'| Agree Agree Agree
Overall 14 7.1% 21.4% 7.1% 28.6% 35.7% 64.3%
K'”‘;f]rdg?”e” 3| 0.0% 33.3% | 0.0% | 33.3% | 33.3% | 66.6%
2 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 66.7% | 33.3% | 100.0%
5 2 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
7 3 33.3% 33.3% 0.0% | 33.3% 0.0% 33.3%
11 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
Question 11
Overall, my-table's discussions were open and honest.
Agree +
Strongly Strongly | Strongly
Grade N |/Disagree | Disagree | Neutral | Agree Agree Agree
Overall 14 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 21.4% 78.6% 100.0%
K'”‘;i?i”e” 3 | 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 0.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
2 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 100.0%
5 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
7 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 33.3% | 66.7% | 100.0%
11 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 100.0%




Question 12

Overall, I believe that my opinions were considered and valued by my group.

Agree +
Strongly Strongly | Strongly
Grade N | Disagree | Disagree | Neutral | Agree Agree Agree
Overall 14 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 35.7% 64.3% 100.0%
K'”‘;?]rdg?”e” 3| 0.0% 0.0% 00% | 33.3% | 66.7% 4{100.0%
2 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 100.0%
5 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
7 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 66.7% 33.3% 100.0%
11 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 100.0%
Question 13
The presentation of different types of impact data was helpful to me.
Agree +
Strongly Strongly | Strongly
Grade N | Disagree | Disagree | Neutraly. Agree Agree Agree
Overall 14 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 100.0%
K'”iirgalrte” 3| 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4 0.0% | 100:0% | 100.0%
2 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 66.7% 33.3% 100.0%
5 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
7 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 66.7% 33.3% 100.0%
11 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 100.0%
Question 14

| dlearned how to dothe bookmark placement as | went along, so my later

not be comparable to my earlier ones.

ones may

Agree +

Strongly Strongly | Strongly
Grade N |/Disagree | Disagree | Neutral | Agree Agree Agree
Qverall 14 7.1% 28.6% 7.1% 35.7% 21.4% 57.1%
K'”‘;irgi”e” 3 | 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% | 33.3% | 33.3% | 66.6%
2 3 0.0% 33.3% 0.0% 33.3% 33.3% 66.6%
5 2 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 50.0%
7 3 0.0% 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 0.0% 33.3%
11 3 0.0% 33.3% 0.0% 33.3% 33.3% 66.6%




Question 15

| understood how to place my bookmarks.

Agree +
Strongly Strongly | Strongly
Grade N Disagree | Disagree | Neutral | Agree | Agree Agree
Overall 14 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 50.0% | 50.0% 100.0%
K'”‘;?]rdg?”e” 3 0.0% 00% | 0.0% |66.7% | 33.3% 4f100.0%
2 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 66.7% | 33.3% | 100.0%
5 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 50.0% | 50:0% 100.0%
7 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 33.3%4 66.7% | 100.0%
11 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 33.3% | 66.7% | 100.0%
Question 16
Overall, I am satisfied with my group's final bookmarks.
Agree +
Strongly Strongly | Strongly
Grade N | Disagree | Disagree | Neutralu, Agree Agree Agree
Overall 14 0.0% 0.0% 7.1% 42.9% 50.0% 92.9%
K'”iirgalrte” 3| 0.0% 0.0% | 33.3% { 66.7% | 00% | 66.7%
2 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 100.0%
5 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
7 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 66.7% 33.3% 100.0%
11 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 100.0%
Question 17
| feel this precedure was fair.
Agree +
Strongly Strongly | Strongly
Grade N | Disagree | Disagree | Neutral | Agree Agree Agree
Overall 14 0.0% 0.0% 7.1% 50.0% 42.9% 92.9%
K'”‘;f]rdgi”e” 34 0.0% 00% | 333% | 66.7% | 0.0% | 66.7%
2 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
5 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
7 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 66.7% 33.3% 100.0%
11 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 100.0%




Question 18

| am confident that the Bookmark Procedure produced valid standards.

Agree +
Strongly Strongly | Strongly
Grade N | Disagree | Disagree | Neutral | Agree Agree Agree
Overall 14 0.0% 7.1% 14.3% | 71.4% 7.1% 78.5%
K'”i?]rdg?”e” 3| 0.0% 333% | 33.3% | 33.3% | 0.0% 4 33.3%
2 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
5 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0:0% 100.0%
7 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
11 3 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% | 33.3% 33.3% 66.6%
Question 19
| would defend the Early Intermediate cut score againstriticism that it is too high.
Agree +
Strongly Strongly | Strongly
Grade N | Disagree | Disagree | Neutralu, Agree Agree Agree
Overall 14 0.0% 7.1% 7.1% 50.0% 35.7% 85.7%
K'”iirgalrte” 3| 0.0% 333% | 0.0% { 333% | 333% | 66.6%
2 3 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 66.7%
5 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
7 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 66.7% 33.3% 100.0%
11 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Question 20
| would defend the Early, Intermediate cut score against criticism that it is too low.
Agree +
Strongly Strongly | Strongly
Grade N | Disagree | Disagree | Neutral | Agree Agree Agree
Overall 14 0.0% 7.1% 7.1% 57.1% 28.6% 85.7%
K'”‘;f]rdgi”e” 31 0.0% 333% | 0.0% | 33.3% | 33.3% | 66.6%
2 3 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% | 66.7% 0.0% 66.7%
5 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
7 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 66.7% 33.3% 100.0%
11 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 100.0%




Question 21

| would defend the Intermediate cut score against criticism that it is too high.

Agree +
Strongly Strongly | Strongly
Grade N | Disagree | Disagree | Neutral | Agree Agree Agree
Overall 14 0.0% 7.1% 7.1% 64.3% 21.4% 85.7%
K'”i?]rdg?”e” 3| 0.0% 33.3% | 0.0% | 33.3% | 33.3% 4| 66.6%
2 3 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 66.7%
5 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
7 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
11 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 100.0%
Question 22
| would defend the Intermediate cut score against criticism that it is too low.
Agree +
Strongly Strongly | Strongly
Grade N | Disagree | Disagree | Neutralu, Agree Agree Agree
Overall 14 0.0% 7.1% 7.1% 64.3% 21.4% 85.7%
K'”iirgalrte” 3| 0.0% 333% | 0.0% | 33.3% | 333% | 66.6%
2 3 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 66.7%
5 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
7 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
11 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 100.0%
Question 23
| would defend the Early, Advanced cut score against criticism that it is too high.
Agree +
Strongly Strongly | Strongly
Grade N | Disagree | Disagree | Neutral | Agree Agree Agree
Overall 14 0.0% 14.3% 7.1% 57.1% 21.4% 78.5%
K'”‘;f]rdgi”e” 34 0.0% 66.7% | 0.0% | 00% | 333% | 33.3%
2 3 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% | 66.7% 0.0% 66.7%
5 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
7 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%
11 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 33.3% | 66.7% | 100.0%




Question 24
| would defend the Early Advanced cut score against criticism that it is too low.

Agree +

Strongly Strongly | Strongly
Grade N | Disagree | Disagree | Neutral | Agree Agree Agree
Overall 14 0.0% 7.1% 14.3% 50.0% 28.6% 78.6%
K'”i?]rdg?”e” 3| 0.0% 33.3% | 33.3% | 00% | 33.3% 4 83.3%
2 3 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 66.7%

5 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%

7 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0%

11 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Question 25

| would defend the Advanced cut score against criticism‘that it is too high.
Agree +

Strongly Strongly | Strongly
Grade N | Disagree | Disagree | Neutralu, Agree Agree Agree
Overall 14 0.0% 7.1% 7.1% 57.1% 28.6% 85.7%
K'”iirgalrte” 3| 0.0% 333% | 0.0% | 66.7% | 00% | 66.7%
2 3 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 66.7%

5 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 100.0%

7 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 66.7% 33.3% 100.0%

11 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 100.0%

Question 26

L. would defend the Advanced cut score against criticism that it is too low.
Agree +

Strongly Strongly | Strongly

Grade N | Disagree | Disagree | Neutral | Agree Agree Agree
Overall 13 0.0% 15.4% 7.7% 38.5% 38.5% 77.0%
K'”‘;f]rdgi”e” 34 0.0% 66.7% | 0.0% | 33.3% | 00% | 33.3%
2 3 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 66.7%

5 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 100.0%

7 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0% 100.0%

11 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 100.0%
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Question 27

Participating in the Bookmark Procedure increased my understanding of the test.

Agree +
Strongly Strongly | Strongly
Grade N | Disagree | Disagree | Neutral | Agree Agree Agree
Overall 14 0.0% 0.0% 71% | 357% | 57.1% 92.8%
K'”i?]rdg?”e” 3 | 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 66.7% | 33.3% 4 100.0%
2 3 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% | 0.0% 66.7% 66.7%
5 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 50.0% | 50.0% | 100.0%
7 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 33.3% 4 66.7% | 100.0%
11 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 33.3% | 66.7% | 100.0%
Question 28
This experience will help me target instruction for the,students in my classroom.
Agree +
S.trongly _ Strongly | Strongly
Grade N | Disagree | Disagree | Neutraly. Agree Agree Agree
Overall 14 0.0% 0.0% 21.4% | 50.0% | 28.6% 78.6%
K'”iirgalrte” 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4 66.7% | 3313% | 100.0%
2 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 66.7% | 33.3% | 100.0%
5 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 50.0% | 50.0% | 100.0%
7 3 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% | 66.7% 0.0% 66.7%
11 3 0.0% 0.0% 66.7% | 0.0% 33.3% 33.3%
Question 29
Qverall, | valued the conference as a professional development experience.
Agree +
Strongly Strongly | Strongly
Grade N | Disagree | Disagree | Neutral | Agree Agree Agree
Overall 14 0.0% 0.0% 7.1% | 50.0% | 42.9% 92.9%
K'”‘;f]rdgi”e” 34 0.0% 0.0% | 33.3% | 33.3% | 33.3% | 66.6%
2 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 66.7% | 33.3% | 100.0%
5 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
7 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 66.7% | 33.3% | 100.0%
11 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% | 66.7% | 33.3% | 100.0%
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Question 30

The standard setting was well organized.

Agree +
Strongly Strongly | Strongly
Grade N | Disagree | Disagree | Neutral | Agree Agree Agree
Overall 14 0.0% 0.0% 14.3% | 50.0% | 35.7% 85.7%
K'”i?]rdg?”e” 3 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% | 33.3% | 33.3% 4 66.6%
2 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 66.7% | 33.3% 100.0%
5 2 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% | 50.0% 0.0% 50.0%
7 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 4 66.7% 100.0%
11 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 66.7% | 33.3% 100.0%
Question 31
What is your occupation?
Instructional
Grade N Teacher | Administrator Assistant Other
Overall 14 | 50.0% 7.1% 0:0% 42.9%
Kindergarten | 5 | gg 79 0.0% 0.0% 33.3%
and 1
2 3 33.3% 33.3% 0.0% 33.3%
5 2 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0%
7 3 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
11 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Question 32
How many years'in your current profession?
Grade N 1-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21+
Overall 13 15.4% 15.4% 30.8% 7.7% 30.8%
K'”i?]rdg?”e” 3 0.0% 0.0% 66.7% 0.0% 33.3%
2 2 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
5 2 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
7 3 0.0% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 66.7%
11 3 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 33.3%
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Question 33
What is your education level?

Grade N HSD or GED Bachelor's Master's Doctorate
Overall 14 0.0% 7.1% 85.7% 7.1%
Kindergarten | 5 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
and 1
2 3 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
5 2 0.0% 50.0% 50.0%
7 3 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
11 3 0.0% 0.0% 66.7%
Question 34
What is your gender?
Grade N Male
Overall 14 14.3%
Kindergarten o
and 1 3 0.0%
2 3 0.0%
5 2 0.0%
7 3 0.0%
11 3 66.7%
Question 3
What is your ra
Black/
Pa African- American
Grade Island merican Indian White Other
Overall 14 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 78.6% 21.4%
K'”i‘i‘rgi”e” 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% | 0.0%
2 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 66.7%
5 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
7 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 66.7% 33.3%
11 3 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
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Question 36

Are you of Hispanic origin?

Grade

Kindergarten

N

Yes

No

and 1 3 0.0% 100.0%

2 3 66.7% 33.3%

5 2 0.0% 100.0%

7 3 33.3% 66.7%

11 3 0.0% 100.0%
Question 37

Have you taught Special Education?

Grade N Yes No
K'”‘;ﬂg‘i’te” 3 | 66.7% | 33.3%
2 3 | 00% | 100.0%
5 2 100.0%
7 3
11 3

Question 38

Have you taug

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

0.0%
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Question 39
Have you taught Vocational Education?

Grade N Yes No
Overall 14 21.4% 78.6%
Kindergarten 3 0.0% 100.0%
and 1
2 3 33.3% 66.7%
5 2 0.0% 100.0%
7 3 66.7% 33.3%
11 3 0.0% 100.0%
Question 40
Have you taught Alternative Education?
Grade N Yes No
Overall 14 28.6% 71.
Kindergarten 3 33.3% 66.7%
and 1
2 3 0.0% 100.0%
5 2 100.0%
7 3
11 3
Question 4

Have you taug

Grade
Overall

Kindergarten
and 1

2

33.3%

66.7%
50.0%
33.3%
100.0% 0.0%
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Question 42

What is your primary role at this standard setting?

Community | Business
Grade N Educator | Parent Member Member
Kindergarten | 5|45 094 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
and 1
2 3 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
5 2 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
7 3 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.
11 3 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Question 43

Which grade did you work on during this stan

Grade

2

Kindergarten
and 1

2

5

7

11
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SECTION J

Charts of Impact Data from Artic
Discussion and Final Cut S
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The Bookmark Standard Setting Procedure: Methodology and Recent |mplementations

Daniel M. Lewis, Donald Ross Green, Howard C. Mitzel,
Katherine Baum, Richard J. Patz
CTB/McGraw-Hill

Paper presented at the 1998 Annual Meeting of the National Council on Measurement in Education

1. Introduction

Setting performance standards has become commonplace due to the standards-based education reform movement,
Title 1 requirements, and public demands for educational accountability. However, standard setting—the
determination of the cut scores for an assessment used to measure students progress towards performance
standards—remains a controversial topic. Recent trends in standards and assessments have presented challenges for
standard setting techniques. First, thereis aneed for a standard settingyprocedurethat efficiently accommodates
multiple cut scores. Title 1 requires the demonstration of growth through'at |east three performance levels—Partially
Proficient, Proficient, and Advanced. Second, thereis a need for a standard setting procedure that accommodates
multiple item types—selected-response (SR) and constructed-response (CR). The development of new standard
setting procedures has been driven in part becausethewidely used Angoff pracedure (Angoff, 1971) does not
accommodate these trends effectively and has been criticizedhas being seriously flawed (National Academy of
Education, 1993; Mitzel, 1996).

The Bookmark Standard Setting Procedure (Lewis, Mitzel, and Green, 1996)is.an item response theory-based item
mapping procedure developed to address these trendsin standards and assessment and to simplify the cognitive tasks
required of the participants setting the cut scores. This papergpresents the methodol ogy used to conduct the
Bookmark Procedure. Section? reviewsitem responsetheory (IRT) based standard setting procedures. Section 3
describes the Bookmark Pracedure in detail.\ The results'of recent implementations of the Bookmark Procedure are
presented in Section 4. The paper closeswith a discussion of these results in Section 5 and conclusions in Section 6.

2. Review of IRT-Basedhitem M apping Procedures

Item mapping, sometimesreferred to as “behavioral anchoring,” has been used for over a decade to help identify
what students.at various scale locations know and are able to do. NAEP (ETS, 1987) used scale anchoring to help
interprét what students know and are able to do by mapping selected “anchor” points on the scale for the NAEP
reading assessment.. They selected items that discriminated well according to the criteria, “(a) eighty percent or
more of the students at that\[anchor] point:could answer the item correctly; (b) less than 50 percent of the students at
the next lower [anchor] pointicould answer the item correctly...” (ETS, 1987, p. 386). Item mapping, then, refersto
the general approach of mapping items to locations on the IRT scale such that students with scale scores near the
location of specific items can be inferred to hold the knowledge, skills, and abilities required to respond successfully
tothoseitems. NAEP continued to use scale anchoring to help interpret their results for later assessments, but the
discrimination criteria applied to anchor items was modified.

The 1991 Maryland School Performance Assessment Program (M SPAP) used an item mapping procedure to set
proficiency levels (CTB Macmillan/McGraw-Hill, 1992). For this purpose, score points for performance assessment
items were mapped to the scale at the IRT maximum information location. The proficiency levels were set by
identifying interpretable clusters of item locations on the scale and the items falling within each cluster were
analyzed by content experts to interpret what students in each proficiency level knew and were able to do.

Both the NAEP anchor points and the 1991 M SPAP proficiency levels were intended to help interpret what students
at various points on a scale knew and were able to do. Neither was a“true” standard setting procedure in the sense
that no judgments were made concerning what students should know and be able to do; instead, both used item
mapping as a meansto interpret what students did know and could do at various scale locations.
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The Bookmark Standard Setting Procedure 2

NAEP conducted a bona fide standard setting for the 1992 math and reading assessments using a modified Angoff
procedure (Angoff, 1971). An item mapping study was conducted as part of the review of the achievement level
setting (National Academy of Education, 1993). Content experts evaluated the appropriateness of the cut scores and
the quality of the achievement level descriptions. Item maps, in which items were located at the point where 80% of
students in the appropriate grade could answer the items correctly (after allowing for guessing), were provided to
facilitate the evaluation. Although the approach used was not intended as a new or alternative standard setting
method, several positive features of the item mapping approach were noted and contrasted with the Angoff procedure
that was used to set cut scores. For example, it was noted that participants using the item mapping approach had “...a
more systematic understanding of the item pool as awhole than did participants using the Angoff approach (National
Academy of Education, 1993, p. 110).”

One drawback of the method was &l so reported—the lack of clear guidelines for the'probability levehat which to
map items to the scale. It was noted that the 80-percent-correct level possibly contributed to the expertsisetting very
high cut scores for some of the achievement levels, and that different cut scaréswould possibly have resulted had a
65-percent-correct mapping criterion been used.

An “item matching” procedure was used to set proficiency levels for the 1993 MSPAP (Westat, 1994). Participants
studied proficiency level descriptions and conceptualized what students at a higher level,could do that students at the
next lower level could not do. Initial cut scores were determined by having participants match items to the
proficiency level descriptions. For example, to determine the level 2 cut score, participants examined itemsin order
of scalelocation and identified the items as “clearly level 1,” “clearlyleveh2,*‘or “borderline.” When participants
identified a“run” of “clearly level 1" items followed by a“run” of “clearly level two” items, the scale locations of
the items constituting the two runs were used to identify the level 2 cut score. Initial cut scores for higher levels were
determined in an analogous manner, and final cut/scoreswere determined after several rounds of discussion and
consensus building.

Lewis and Mitzel (1995) developed an “IRT-Modified\Angoff Procedure’yfor which SR'items were mapped onto the
IRT scale at the location at which a student would have a .5 probability-of a correct response, with guessing factored
out. Each positive CR item score point was mapped antoithe same IRT scaleat the location at which a student
would have a .5 probability of obtaining,at |east the given score point. To determine a proficient cut score,
participants conceptualized “ just barely proficient” students, studied the test items in order of scale location, and
classified each item accordiihg to whether ajust barely praficient student should have greater than, less than, or equal
to a.5 likelihood of suceesson theitem. The cut score was determined by averaging the locations of items that
participants classified'at the “equal to .57 level.

Under both the Maryland\1993 standard setting procedure (Westat, 1994) and the Lewis and Mitzel (1995)
procedure participants could;, and.did, classify itemssuch that the participants' classifications were not consistent
with the scale locations. Underthe Maryland procedure, participants classified some items with higher scale

locati ons.asbeing,associated with lower proficiency levels than other items with lower scale locations. Under the
Lewis and Mitzel procedure, participants judged that Proficient students should have greater success on some items
with higher scale [ocations than on‘othenitems with lower scale locations. This inconsistency might in part be
explained by noting that thescaling of items is based on empirical student performance data, that is, what students do
know and can do, and that participant judgments were based on expected student performance, that is, what students
should know and be able ta do. However, making judgments based on “what students should know and be able to
do” without conditioning those judgments based on “what students do know and can do” can lead to serious
prablems in 1) interpretingthe results of the assessments to which standards are applied and 2) assessing student
growth relative to content standards. These problems are discussed by Lewis and Green (1997).

In 1995, the Bookmark Standard Setting Procedure was developed and used to set standards for CTB/McGraw-Hill’s
new standardized assessment TerraNova® and has been used to set standards in 18 states or districts from 1996 to
1998. The Bookmark Procedure evolved from Lewis and Mitzel’s IRT-Modified Angoff Procedure and was
designed to remove the inconsistency noted above between participants' item level judgments and the items’ scale
locations. Thiswas accomplished by moving the level of judgment from the item level to the cut score level, that is,
instead of making judgments about each item, participants considered all the items together to make judgments about
each cut score.
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The Bookmark Standard Setting Procedure 3

Several aspects of the IRT-Modified Angoff Procedure that were particularly successful were retained in the
Bookmark Procedure. Most notable are 1) the use of the ordered item booklet to help participants understand how
items work together to measure student achievement relative to specified content standards and 2) the common
framework for interpreting SR and CR items by mapping them to the same scale and at the same probability level.
These two components were central to the primary goals of the Bookmark Procedure—to provide a standard setting
procedure that treats SR and CR itemsin a unified manner and that is based on judgments that easethe cognitive
load on participants by drawing primarily on the participants expertise, that is, their understanding of content
standards, the curriculum, teaching practices, the assessment, and student performance. The fandamental tasks
required of participantsin the Bookmark Procedure are analyzing items to determine whatdthey are measuring and
specifying which items students in the various performance level s should be expected te‘respondito successfully. We
next consider the Bookmark Procedure in detail, first providing information about basic assumptions underlying the
structure of the procedure.

3. Basic Assumptionsand Overview of The Baokmark Procedure
3.1 Mapping Itemsto the IRT Scale

Item response theory (IRT, Lord 1980) provides a framework that simultaneously characterizes the proficiency of
examinees and the difficulty of test items. Each IRT-scaled item has aniestimated item characteristic curve (1CC)
that describes how the probability of success on the item depends on the proficiency or “scale score” of the
examinee. Just asit is possible to order examinees by estimated proficiency, IRT enablesitems to be ordered by the
proficiency needed to have a specified probability of success. The facility to order items on the IRT proficiency
scale is fundamental to the Bookmark Procedure:

Selected-response (SR) items can be scaled underia variety-of models, for example; the Rasch (1960) model, or the
2- and 3-parameter logistic models (Birnbaum, 1968). \Constructed-response (CR) items can be scaled using
polytomous models, for example, the 2-parameter or . generalized partial credit moedel (Y en, 1993; Muraki, 1992).
The 3-parameter logistic (3PL) model and the 2-parameter partial credit (2PPC) model are the default models used
by CTB for SR and CR items, respectively.

Scaling SR and CR items together brings significant advantages to the standard setting process, most importantly, the
ability to order the CR score points with the SR items. Thisjoint scaling allows participants to consider all items on
which the standard is to be set, regardless of item format, and to directly set a single cut score for each performance
level. Thejoint scaling of CR and SR items can be accomplished using commercially available computer programs
(e.g., PARDUX, Burket, 1996, PARSCALE, Muraki"&Bock,'1991).

For the purpose of standard setting, SR and CR items arelocated on the IRT scale such that the location of each item
typeisdirectly interpretableand conceptually similar.

Selected-Response [tems. The location of an SR item is defined as the point on the ability scale at which a student
would have a .67 (2/3) prebability of success, with guessing factored out. We remove consideration of guessing as a
factor because participants are asked to make complex judgments about what students should know and be able to
do, and the considerationof guessing unnecessarily complicates those judgments. We also note that this approach
was used for the item mapping studies that followed the 1992 NAEP achievement level setting (National Academy of
Education, 1993).

For'the 3PL model, the probability that a student with trait or scale score 8 will respond correctly to SR item | is
given by

P(6) =c, +(1-c,)/[L+exp(-L7a,(6 —b,))].
where a, istheitem discrimination, bj isthe item difficulty, and C is the probability of a correct response by a

very low-scoring student. We estimate the probability, Pj*, of acorrect response with guessing removed using the
formula

P’ (6)=(P(6)-c))/(-c).
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Thelocation of SR item | is 6, such that PJ-* (6) =.67.

Constructed-Response Items. Each CR score point has a unique location on the scale. The location of agiven CR
score point is defined as the position on the ability scale for which students have a .67 probability of achieving at
least that score point, that is, that score point or higher. This criteria was selected so that the location of the CR
score point could be interpreted in a manner similar to the location of a SR item and in away that isleonceptually
useful to the participants in setting the cut score.

Using the 2PPC model for CR items, the probability that a student with trait or scale score @will respond at score
level kto CRitemj isgiven by

m;
P (6) = eXp(ij)/zeXp(Zji),
i=1
k-1
where z, = (k=1Da; _Zyji ,aand i i =1, 2, ...m, are the paraméters estimated during calibration,
i=0
Yo = Oforall j, and m is the number of levelsfor itemj.

For the purpose of standard setting, the location of score point k for.constructedsesponse item j, isthe scale score 6,
such that Py (8) = .67, where

P(©®) = Y P, (6).
i=k

Although the selection of .67 as the probability level'used to mapdtems tothe scaleis somewhat arbitrary, thisvalue
was not selected capriciously. First, because the probability |evel must be considered by the participants when
making their judgments, a familiar valuewas desired. Thatids, using a probability level of .5823 would not be useful,
but values such as .5 (1/2), .67 (2/3), or..75 (3/4) would be. Second, other item mapping procedures and research
have provided some precedent. Huynh (1998) showed that for, the 3PL model, the item information function is
maximized at 0 for which P(8) = (c + 2)/3. This correspondsto.the value of 2/3 when guessing is factored oui.

Thus, the choice of 2/3 for mapping SR.items corresponds to the maximum information location. Huynh states that
the maximum information | ocation associated with'aeorrect response “ ... might serve as a signal that an examinee
located at this place would be ‘ expécted” to have the skills underlying the item.”

3.2 Bookmark Standard Setting Materias

Many:of the materials,used for Bookmark Standard Settings are commonly used within other standard setting
procedures, such as.operational test booklets, student exemplar papers, and scoring guides. The following materials
are unique to Bookmark Standard Settingsiand other item mapping procedures.

Ordered Item Booklets. Qrdered item booklets are typically assembled using all items on which the standards are to
bebased, in order of scale location. The ordered item booklet focuses the participants’ attention on one item per
page, with the “easiest” item (lowest scale location) first and the “hardest” item (highest scale location) last. The
purpose of the ordered item booklets isto help participants’ foster an integrated conceptualization of what the test
measures, aswell as to serve as a vehicle to make cut score judgments. Studying the items one by one, from easiest
to hardest, discussingWwhat each item measures and why each item is more difficult than items that precede it in the
book, isintendedto provide participants with an understanding of how the trait increases in complexity as the items
ascend the scale, and of the knowledge, skills, and abilities students must hold in order to respond successfully to
items.

Theitems used in the ordered item booklets can be items from single or multiple forms of an operational test or
items on a common scale from an item pool that is representative in content and difficulty of a single form of the
operational test. The use of items beyond those of a single operational form is recommended when possible, to
increase the generalizability of the standards to other forms to which the standards may be applied in future years.
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Item Map Rating Forms. The item map rating form is a guide to the ordered item booklet, and lists all items
ascending by location, that is, in the same order in which they appear in the ordered item booklets. Associated item
information is also included on the item map rating form, such asthe items' scale location, item number in the
operational or field test booklet, the standard or objective the item was written to measure, space for the participants
to make notes about the items, and the cut score judgments they are considering for each round.

3.3 Determining Cut Scores Under the Bookmark Procedure

The cut score for a given performance level, for example, Proficient, can be identified by a beokmark placed
between two itemsin the ordered item booklet such that from the judge’ s perspective, the items preceding the
bookmark represent content that all proficient students should be expected to know anddoe able te do (with at least a
2/3 likelihood of knowing the correct response for SR items or of obtaining at |east the given score point for CR item
score points). By placing the bookmark at the furthest most item for which this istrue, alocation‘on the ability scale
can be estimated as the cut score. Thisis computed as the scale location of thedtem that appears immediately prior to
the bookmark. Judgments are made at the cut score level, that is, participants consider all the items when they place
their bookmarks, but the bookmarks define cut scores.

To set two cut scores defining three performance levels, for examplej Partially Proficient, Proficient, and Advanced,
each judge considers the items in the ordered booklet and places two bookmarks thatdefine the two cut scores. The
items that precede the first bookmark should represent content that all proficient stddents are expected to know and
be ableto do. The itemsthat precede the second bookmark should represent content that all advanced students are
expected to know and be able to do.

When an item precedes a judge’ s bookmark, the judge is stating that al proficient students should have ability
sufficient to have at least a 2/3 likelihood of respendingicorrectly to the SR item or ef obtaining at least that score
point for a CR item score point. This probability levelis heldenly by students with scale ability locations as high or
higher than the scale location of the item. Thus, al\ proficient studentsmust have ability level at least as high asthe
scale location of each item before the bookmark. On the other hand, when aniitem falls after the bookmark, the judge
is stating that a student could be classified as proficient, yet havedessthan‘a2/3 likelihood of success on the item.
This means that a student could have ability lower than the |ocation of the first item after the bookmark and still be
classified as proficient. Thus, the proficient cut score isat least the location of the item immediately prior to the
bookmark but less than the lacation of the item following the bookmark. The location of the item immediately prior
to the bookmark is used asthe operational cut score.

3.4 Writing Performance L evel Descriptors

Performance level descriptors are intended to be valididescriptions of the knowledge, skills, and abilities held by
students that place in the various pérformance levels.” Performance level descriptors emerge as an outcome of setting
cut scores under the Bookmark Procedure. For example, suppose two cut scores are set defining the three
performancelevels Partially Proficient, Proficient, and Advanced. Items prior to the Proficient bookmark reflect
content that all Proficient students are expected to know and be able to do, and therefore, the knowledge, skills, and
ahilities required torespond successfully,to these items are synthesized to form descriptors of the Proficient student.
Similarly, the items following the Proficient,bookmark and prior to the Advanced bookmark are used to yield
descriptors of the additional knowledge, skills, and abilities a student must hold to be considered Advanced.

The estimated probability of asuccessful response for a student in a given performance level is at least .2/3 for the
items used to write the performance level descriptors. Thus, descriptors written with this approach are valid to the
degree that participants can communicate the knowledge, skills, and abilities required to successfully complete the
items attributed to the respective performance levels. Of course, because they are based on probabilities, not every
student will have mastered all the skills attributed to them by the descriptors. The validity of performance level
descriptors written in this manner is discussed more fully by Lewis and Green (1997).

K5



The Bookmark Standard Setting Procedure 6

3.5 Bookmark Standard Setting Panel Composition and the Use of Multiple Panels

Operationally, the composition of a standard setting panel results from the sponsoring agency’ s selection criteria and
availability of participants. We recommend at least 18 participants per panel. The panel of participants for a given
grade and content area are typically divided into three small groups. One participant within each small group is
predesignated to act as a small group facilitator for the process, and receives training prior to the standard setting.
Small-group facilitators are selected from the pool of participants based on experience with the students, curriculum,
instruction, assessment, and the ability to facilitate groups. The small-group facilitators are voting members of their
small group. The sponsoring agency makes recommendations for the assignment of participantsto small groups such
that the three small groups are roughly balanced in terms of the educational background and geoegraphic location of
the participants. The use of small groups facilitates having all participants actively involved in the discussion of
items and expectations for student performance. A Bookmark standard setting is typically facilitatedhby a single
large group leader who is responsible for monitoring the process for a given grade and content areaandthe small
group facilitators who monitor the process within their small groups.

The use of multiple small groupsis integrated into the structure of the judgment process. Prior to the firstround, of
judgments, participants study the ordered item booklets within their small groups, and discuss what each item
measures and why each item is more difficult than the preceding itemsin the booklet. /Fellowing discussion,
participants make individual and independent Round 1 judgments, that is they placedbookmarks that indicate the
items that reflect content they expect students in each performancelevehto knows@nd be able to do.

In Round 2, each small group discusses the items for which there was net consensus according to the small group’s
Round 1 judgments. For a given performance level, these are the items inthe ordered item booklet between the first
and last of the small group participants bookmarksislhis appropriately narrows the discussion only to the items for
which participants have differing opinions relative to expected student performance fer a given performance level.
Following discussion, Round 1 judgments may be modified with Reund 2 judgments.

Prior to Round 3, a small-group judgment is computed for each small group'as.the median of the small group’s
bookmark placements. In Round 3, the large group is presented with each'small group’ s Round 2 judgments and the
estimated percent of students in each performance level based©n the current large group median. The large group
discusses the reasonabl eness of the impact,data and the items for which their was not consensus among the small
groups. Following discussien, Round 2 judgments may be modified with Round 3 judgments.

The Bookmark Procedure isstructured so that each small group works independently of the other small groups until
the third round. The&tandard error estimated from each small groups’ independent Round 2 results provides a
measure of the stahiility ef the cut scores, asdisecussed in the next section.

3.6 Capturing and Communicating Degrees of Consensus

The Bookmark Standard Setting Procedure is a collaborative enterprise that fosters consensus among participants as
to the standards to which we held our students accountable. However, consensus is not forced. In the results
discussed in Section 4, varying degrees,of consensus were attained. It isimportant that the degree of consensus be
measured and reported with the recommended cut scores to the governing bodies who make final cut score decisions.

The degree of consensusis quantified by eal culating a standard error for each cut score arrived at through the
multiple-group, three-round process. Because the small groups act independently through the first two rounds, an
appropriate standard error ¢can be calculated by treating individual Round 2 scores as if sampled from independent
clusters), Formulas for the cluster sample standard error (Cochran, 1963, p. 210) are presented in Appendix 1.

Data arisingiin standardisetting contexts have complex dependency structures and reflect many sources of error. It is
important to appreciate this complexity and avoid making strong conclusions based on statistical procedures whose
assumptions'can not be satisfied. In Bookmark standard settings we use appropriately general statistics such asthe
cluster sample standard error, as well as graphics to help inform these judgments.
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4. Recent Implementations of the Bookmark Procedure

4.1 Background

Table 1 summarizes the grades, content areas, test scales, test formats, and numbers of participants associated with
four state and one district Bookmark standard settings facilitated by CTB in 1996 and 1997. A total of twenty panels
set cut scores in grades ranging from 3 to 10 in Reading, Language Arts, and Mathematics.

For thirteen of the twenty grade/content areas, the ordered item booklets used to set cut scores.included more items
than were on the operational test forms. As Table 1 indicates, the operational test forms had‘an average of 67 score
points and the ordered item booklets used to set cut scores had an average of 111 score paints. I he operational tests
were al composed of a mixture of SR and CR items with an average of 76 percent SRdtems and 24 percent CR
items. On average 59 percent of the total score points were from SR items and 41 percent were fromCR items. The
ordered item booklets used to set standards had an average of 73 percent SR itemsand 27 percent CR items. On
average, 54 percent of the total score pointsin the ordered item booklets werefrom SR items and 46 percent were
from CR items.

Table 1 also shows the number of cut scores, number of small groupsgand total number of judges per grade/content
area.

4.2 An lllustrative Example

Figures 1-4 illustrate the Bookmark Standard Setting Procedure for an examplé selected from the recent
implementations. In this case, three cut scores were set for a Grade 8 Language Arts assessment. Figures 1, 2, and 3
show theindividual participants’ Proficient cut score ratings for Small Groups 1,2, and 3, respectively. The vertical
axes indicate the test scale referenced to a mean of 0 andistandard deviation of ‘L. The horizontal axesindicate the
round (1, 2, or 3).

Figure 1 shows the Proficient cut score ratings for the four participants imSmall Group. 1. Notethat thereisa
reasonable amount of variability in the first round, with Group 1 participants' cutscores ranging from .05 to .44 on
the scale. The observed variability reflects the fact that in the first round, participants make individual and
independent judgments.

In the second round, the small group participants discussand debate the rationale and perspective that lead to each of
their Round 1 judgments« This tends to decrease the variahility within each small group. In the case of Group 1
(Figure 1), a high degreée of consensus has been reached in Round 2, with participants’ cut scores ranging from .41 to
44 on the scale. Three of the four Group 1 participants raised their cut scores, apparently strongly influenced by the
fourth participant’ s perspective.

In the third round, small-group.cut scores are computed for each small group (based on small-group medians). Each
small group presents the rationale and perspective that lead to their Round 2 judgments, and impact data is presented.
In the. example indicated in Figure ;. all participantsin Group 1 maintained their Round 2 judgmentsin Round 3.
This was probably.due te the fact'that Small Groups 2 and 3 both made Round 2 judgments that were very similar to
those of Small Group'l, asican be observed in Figures 2 and 3.

Figures 2 and 3 illustrate the three roundsof judgments for Small Groups 2 and 3, respectively. Figure 2 indicates
that Group 2 made judgments for each round that were very similar to those of Group 1. Figure 3 shows a different
pattern of ratings for Small |Group 3. There is a reasonable amount of variability in the Round 1 ratings for Small
Graup 3, with the five participants' cut scores ranging from .31 to .61. In the second round, we see the results of
consensus building, however in this case, the participants tended toward the group’s median cut score. The range of
the participants' cut seores (.41 to .46) has decreased considerably from that of Round 1. In the third round, Small
Group 3 reachedicensensus, with all five participants rating the Proficient cut score at .44.

Figure 4 illustratesthe judgments for all participants, by round, for all three cut scores (Partially Proficient,
Proficient, and Advanced). The middle set of lines indicate the Proficient judgments examined in Figures 1-3. It
can easily be seen that in Round 2, each of the three groups independently arrived at the same median cut score
(.44). However, this does not occur routinely. The reader need only look at the patterns for the Advanced and
Partialy Proficient cut scores to observe that although Round 2 does typically bring a degree of consensus, it is not
as uniform for these cut scores as for the Proficient cut score.
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Also depicted in Figure 4 are confidence bands centered at the Round 3 median cut score with a width of two Round
2 standard errors. The Round 3 median best captures the consensus cut score from the entire Bookmark Procedure.
Round 2 standard errors are used to quantify the degree of consensus obtained across independent groups, as
discussed in Section 3.6 Capturing and Communicating Degrees of Consensus. The type of information exemplified
in Figure 4, is valuable to decision makers who must act on the recommendations of the standard setting panels. In
the example depicted in Figure 4, the participants’ recommended cut scores were adopted by the sponsoring agency.

4.3 Reaults

The results for the proficient cut score by round for each of the 20 examples are located indfable 2 (Summary data
for all performance level cut scores are provided in Tables 3 and 4.). All statistics that afe derived from the
participants cut score judgments are presented in standardized units, that is, referenced to the standard deviation units
of the scale. This allows statistics across scales to be compared.

The column labeled “Range (Cut)” indicates the magnitude of the range of the participants scale score cut'scores for
each round and each cut score in scale standard deviation units (computedé@s the difference between the maximum
and minimum of the participants cut scores divided by the scale standard deviation). The column *SD (Cut)”
indicates the standard deviation of the participants’ scale score cut scoresfor each round in scale standard deviation
units.

The columns labeled “Intra Class Corr” [Intraclass Correlations] and “Round 2 SE (Cut)” [standard errors] provide
information about the replicability of the participants' judgments across groups. These are explained in detail in
Appendix 1. The standard error isreported in scale standard deviation units.

Table 3 presents the mean SD of the participants’ eutyscore judgments for each cutscore and round (in standardized
units), as well as the standard deviation, minimum, and maximum of these standard deviations. For the Advanced
cut scores, the mean SDs decreased from .35 (Round'1) t0°.16 (Round 2) to .15 (Roeund 8). For the Proficient cut
scores, the mean standard deviations decreased from .32 (Round'1) to .14x(Rounds 2 and 3). For the Partially
Proficient cut scores, the mean standard deviations decreased from'.27 (Round 1),to .16 (Round 2) to .13 (Round 3).

Table 3 also presents the mean Round 2 standard errors and intraclass correlations of the participants' cut score
judgments for each cut score. Tihe mean Round 2 standard errors are .07, .08, and .07, and the mean Round 2
intraclass correlations are .67, .69, and".70 for the Advanced, Proficient, and Partially Proficient cut scores,
respectively.

Table 4 presents themean difference in median cut scores between successive rounds, as well as the standard
deviation, minimum, and maximum ofthe meanidifferences. The mean differences between the median Round 2 and
Round 1 cut scores were .22, .16, and .10, for the AdvancedyProficient, and Partially proficient cut scores,
respectively. The mean differences between the median Round 3 and Round 2 cut scores were .04, .00, and .04, for
the Advanced, Proficient, and Partially Proficient cut scores, respectively.

5. Discussion

Aswould be expected in‘a consensus building process, the variability of participants' judgments tended to decrease
inisuccessive rounds for each cut score. The magnitude of the variability was similar for the three performance
levelsin each round. Thisisindicated by the mean standard deviations (Table 3) for the Advanced, Proficient, and
Partially,Proficient cut scores of .35, .32, and .27, respectively, in Round 1; .16, .14, and .16, respectively in Round
2; and .15,:.14, and .13, réspectively, in Round 3. This suggests a consistency in the degree to which participants are
ableto translate their gualitative conceptualizations of each performance level operationally into expected
performance on test'items. The ability for participants to be able to clearly conceptualize the knowledge, skills, and
abilities of students within each performance level is fundamental to any standard setting process. These results
indicate that participants seem to be able to do so to asimilar degree for three performance levels. This may not
hold when there are more than three performance levels.

A pattern of decreasing variability in participants’ judgments from each round to the next is also consistent for the
three performance levels. The mean standard deviations decreased from .35 (Round 1) to .16 (Round 2) to .15
(Round 3) for the Advanced performance level; from .32 to .14 to .14 for the Proficient performance level; and from
.27 10 .16 to .13 for the Partialy Proficient performance level. A considerable reductionin variability occurs from
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Round 1 to Round 2, but there isonly anominal reduction from Round 2 to Round 3. Thisindicates that the
participants perspectives change considerably from the interactions within their small groups during Round 2, but do
not change as much from the interactions between the small groups or the consideration of impact datain Round 3.
Thisis desirable from the perspective that participants should feel more confident of their judgments with each
round, and therefore, should be less likely to modify their judgments in subsequent rounds. However, the results
may not only reflect an increase in confidence in participants' judgments, but also the support of other members
within the small group to maintain their judgmentsin spite of differences between the small groups.

The mean standard errors computed from Round 2 provide an estimate of the variability of the cut scores across
panels. The mean standard errors of .07, .08, and .07 for the Advanced, Proficient, and Partially Proficient cut
scores are of similar magnitude to those reported for Math and Reading in the NAEP 1992 standard setting (ACT,
1993). It isimportant to remember that these are estimated from the small groups <ndependent'Round 2 results.

The mean Round 2 intraclass correlations of .67, .69, and .70 for the AdvancedjProficient, and Partialy Proficient
cut scores, respectively, indicate that an appropriate degree of within-group€onsensus occurred in Round 2,'and that
individual judgments should not be treated as independent once group discussions have taken place.

Severa conclusions can be drawn from looking at the mean differences between the median of the participants' cut
scores between Rounds 2 and 1 and between Rounds 3 and 2. Thé mean differencesin medians between Rounds 2
and 1 of .22, .16, and .10, for the Advanced, Proficient, and Partialy Proficient cut'scores, respectively, indicate that
participants’ cut scores tend to rise considerably from Round 1 to Round 2. ThiSissomewhat surprising, as one
might expect participants' judgments to tend toward the median, but |eave the median relatively unchanged. Therise
may be attributable to social pressure for high standards. For example, suppose one participant enters Round 2
having placed hig’her bookmark in the ordered itemibooklet at say, page 50, and asecond participant has placed
hig’her bookmark on page 60. In Round 2, the participantsidiscuss items 50-59'in terms of whether a student should
be expected to master these items to be considered proficient. It may be that underthese circumstances, a
psychologica advantage exists for “higher standards.” \It is interesting tomote that theincrease in median cut scores
from Round 1 to Round 2 is greatest for the Advanced cut score, and the least forthe Partially Proficient cut score.
Thus, theincrease is positively correlated with the performancedevel, suggesting that this social pressureis greatest
when the standards are expected tesbehighest.

The mean differences between the median of, the participants, cut scores between Round 3 and Round 2 are .04, .00,
and .04, for the Advanced; Proficient, and Partially Proficient cut scores, respectively. Thus, the increase in median
cut scores from Roundf2 to' Round 3 tends not to be large. Thismust be considered in light of the two new pieces of
information that arefprovided to participants in the third round. First, the participants view and discuss the results
from the other small'groups. Secondgthe participantSdiscuss impact data associated with the median cut score
computed from all participants' beokmarks. The'results indicate that although these factors can affect participants
judgments, they are not systematic. Again, it seems that by Round 3, participants are well grounded in their
judgments:

6. Conclusions

In sum, the results indicate that the participants are making judgments as would be expected and desired, given the
structure of the Bookmark Procedure. The patterns of variability are particularly encouraging. The highest
variability occursin the firgt round, when participants make independent ratings, and decreases significantly from
Round 1 to Round 2, but does not decrease significantly from Round 2 to Round 3. Thisindicates that participants
listen to each others' perspectives and in many cases find the arguments persuasive and therefore modify their
judgmentsin Reund2. The stability of the small group median scores from Round 2 to Round 3 suggest that
participants have developed a stable perspective by the third round. They do not react strongly to the new
information provided in the third and final round as they did to that of the second round.

Setting standards is a complex process involving educational, psychological, statistical, and ultimately, political
considerations. We have observed that the Bookmark Procedure facilitates the standard setting process by providing
aframework through which informed educators come to understand how a particular test measures the skills the
students are expected to master, and by providing a structure that fosters rational consensus building regarding
expected student performance. Participants judgments are based on well defined criteria—which items students be
expected to respond successfully to be classified in the various performance levels.
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Further studies are required to determine the degree to which cut scores arrived at through the Bookmark Procedure
are consistent with other measures of student proficiency such as teacher judgment or cut scores set concurrently
with other procedures. Thereisno “gold standard” for cut scores or standard setting procedures. Research has
shown that different standard setting procedures will likely lead to somewhat different cut scores (National Academy
of Education, 1993). However, several aspects of the Bookmark Procedure have lead CTB to make it their default
standard setting method.

First, participants |eave the Bookmark Standard Setting with a strong understanding of what their final cut scores
mean in terms of expected student performance for each performance level, as measured by.the assessment. This
understanding is fostered by the use of the ordered item booklets and the structure providéed by item mapping
procedures in general. Observations during the item mapping studies that followed the 1992'NAEP standard setting
have also been observed following each Bookmark standard setting:

“...the experts or judges using the item-mapping approach had a much mere direct understanding of the
continuum for which they were attempting to devise levels...by engaging indiscussions and studying the item
maps, participants had a more systematic understanding of the item pool as a whole than did participantsiusing
the Angoff approach.... (National Academy of Education, 1993,p. 110).”

Second, Bookmark Standard Setting participants are able to trand@ate this “understanding” to communi cate what
students in each performance level know and are able to do by writingyperformance level descriptors based on
empirical data. Teachers, parents, and students are able to use the performancedevel descriptors to understand the
level of achievement required for students to place in each performance level. The sponsoring agency and the public
can use the performance level descriptors and the percent of students in each performance level to better understand
the current state of student achievement relative tothe standards.

Third, Bookmark Standard Setting participants frequently comment on how instruction,\would improve if every
teacher could go through a similar process. Their comments suggest that they have aunique awareness of how the
assessment relates to the content standards, curriculum, and instruction. CTByis currently experimenting with
methods of capturing the participants’ perspectives ta provide informati onta the sponsoring agency that may
improve the alignment of content standards, curriculum, instrdction, and assessment. Thistopic is more fully
discussed in Lewis and Green (1998).

TerraNova is aregistered trademark of The McGraw-Hill Companies, Inc.

Sendreguests for informationto:  Daniel M. Lewis
Research Department
CTB/McGraw-Hill
Monterey, CA 93940
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Appendix 1

Calculating a M eaningful Standard Error for the Bookmark Cut Score

In the Bookmark Standard Setting Procedure for a given grade and content area, participants aré assigned to roughly
equivalent small groups that work independently through Round 2. Thus, the set of Round.2 cut scores provide
some information about the stability of consensus in Bookmark cut scores across independent small group
replications. To quantify this degree of consensus, we calculate the cluster sasmple standard error (Cochran, 1963, p.
210) of the Round 2 mean cut score. Cluster sample standard errors are appropriaté when, as may bereasonably
assumed here, data are collected from groups and independence can be assumed between groups but notiwithin
groups.

For the Bookmark Procedure, the standard error of the Bookmark cut scare (SE..,) is given by the cluster sample
standard error of the Round 2 mean cut score:

S, = \/%2[1+ (n-1)r],

where S2 is the sample variance of individual Round 2 cut'scorespr.is the Round 2'intraclass correlation, N is the
number of participants, and n is the number of groups. \To be precise, if Y. is the cut'score from the i"™ participant

inthe K" group, Vk isthe average cut score for group k; and 7 isthe average of all Round 2 cut scores, then

2

o vall) L SZZLZ(YW_V)
Var(Y,) +Mar (Y, —Y,) N -17%

If we have only two groups (n=2) and perfect dependence (agreement) within groups (r=1), then the cluster sample
standarderror simplifiesto &g, = |V1 - Vz‘/ 2, which is the standard error formula employed by NAEP for two

independent replicationsief a modified Angoff procedure (ACT, 1983, pp. 4-8). If, on the other hand, individual
participants acted independently of their groups (r=0), then the cluster sample standard error simplifies to the

2
traditional standard error of the mean for independent observations, SE, = S /\l . Inthis manner, SEq

provides a simple, flexible,/and general way to quantify the amount of uncertainty associated with final Bookmark
cut'scores.

It is appropriate (if statistically imprecise) to say that repeated replications of this very standard setting procedure
with different judges sampled from the same population of potential judges would result in arange of cut scores,
most of whichiwould fall in a band of width 4* SE;. In Figures 1-4 we depict such an interval centered at the
median of the Round 3 cut score. The purpose of calculating statistics like SE.; and producing graphs of the types
displayed here is to effectively communicate the complex information that is gathered during a Bookmark Standard
Setting Procedure.
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Table 2. Results
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Content SD Intra Class Round 2 SE
Grade Area Cut Round Range (Cut)* (Cut)* Corr (Cut)*
3 Reading Proficient 1 0.45 0.15
2 0.53 0.25 0.96 0.17
3 0.31 0.11
3 Language Proficient 1 0.29 0.11
2 0.19 0.07
3 0.00 0.00
3 Math Proficient 1 1.09 0.37
2 0.24 0.08
3 0.00 0.00
6 Reading Proficient 1 0.72 0.26
2 0.05 0.02
3 0.00 0.00
6 Language Proficient 1 0.41 0.16
2 0.27
3 0.27
6 Math Proficient 1 1.32
2
3
8 Reading Proficient 1
2
3
8 Language Proficient 1
2
3
8 Math Proficient
0.10
4 Reading Proficient
0.06
4 Writing Proficient
0.16 0.04
4 Math
0.63 0.08
0.65 0.08
2 0.29 0.08 0.73 0.02
3 0.42 0.10
1 0.89 0.25
2 0.12 0.06 1.00 0.03
3 0.10 0.02
1 1.53 0.29
2 0.18 0.08 1.00 0.05
3 0.17 0.07
Proficient 1 2.66 0.56
2 0.59 0.23 0.94 0.14
3 0.09 0.02
Proficient 1 1.45 0.43
2 1.13 0.43 0.98 0.25
3 1.05 0.34
Proficient 1 1.74 0.41
2 1.06 0.19 0.60 0.08
3 1.04 0.18
10 Math Proficient 1 1.54 0.34
2 0.60 0.17 0.41 0.06
3 0.58 0.17

* Values are in scale standard deviation units. ** ELA = English/Language Arts.
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Table 3. Summary Statistics: Meaure of Variability in Participants' Cut Score Judgments

Standardized Standard
Deviation Standardized Standard Error Intra Class Correlation

Mean SD Min Max Mean SD Min Max || Mean SD Min Max

Advanced
Round 1 0.35 | 0.16 | 0.17 | 0.73
Round 2 0.16 | 0.12 | 0.02 | 0.46 0.07 0.05 | 0.02 | 0.45 }F0.67 | 0.20 | 0.37 | 0.99
Round 3 0.15 | 015 | 0.00 | 0.51

Proficient
Round 1 0.32 | 0.16 | 0.11 | 0.69
Round 2 0.14 | 0.10 | 0.01 | 0.43 0.08 0.07 | 0.00 |, 025 || 0.69 | 0.27 | 0.09 | 1.00
Round 3 0.14 | 0.17 | 0.00 | 0.56

Partially
Proficient

Round 1 0.27 | 0.20 | 0.05 | 0.68
Round 2 0.16 | 0.14 | 0.03 | 0.53 0.07 0.044] 0.03 1°0.13 || 0.70 | 0.30 | 0.11 | 1.00
Round 3 0.13 | 0.10 | 0.00 | "0:28
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Table 4. Summary Statistics: Difference Between Successive Round Medians

Round 2 - Round 1

Round 3 - Round 2

Mean SD Min Max Mean
Advanced 0.22 0.26 -0.16 0.78 0.04
Proficient 0.16 0.23 -0.13 0.81 0.00
Partially
Proficient 0.10 0.20 -0.11 0.66

Note. Standardized scale score units are used.
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Figure 4. Advanced, Proficient, and Partially Proficient Cutscores
of All Participants
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