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Executive Summary

A standard-setting study was conducted on July 26, 2011 by the Buros Institute for
Assessment Consultation and Outreach (BIACO) for the purpose of setting exit criteria for South
Dakota’s World-Class Instructional Design and Assessment (WIDA) ACCESS for ELLs
assessment. The exit criteria in South Dakota requires three score components: the overall
composite score, a minimum passing score in Reading, and minimum passing score in Writing.
ELL students must pass all three score components in order to qualify for exit from ELL
services. Twenty experienced educators were convened to elicit recommendations for a range of
possible cut points for each of the three score components. The decision about the final exit

criteria is a policy decision informed by this panel’s recommendations.

The standard-setting study began with a brief welcome and introduction by South Dakota
Department of Education personnel. BIACO staff presented an orientation on the purpose of the
standard setting study and an overview of the method to be used in the standard setting process.
Following a review of the WIDA ACCESS for ELLs Performance Level Definitions and Can Do
Descriptors, panelists worked in small groups to identify and discuss the knowledge, skills, and
abilities of students who barely qualify to be exited from ELL services. Panelists were then given
the opportunity to discuss “Barely Exiting” student descriptors in the large panel, make

revisions, and create the “Barely Exiting” student descriptors.

Following the creation of the “Barely Exiting” student descriptors, panelists received
training in making cut-score recommendations for each of the three score components of the exit
rule while using the “Barely Exiting” student descriptors as reference. Operational ratings took
place over three rounds during which panelists had opportunities to consider feedback about their
own respective judgments and those of other panelists, as well as empirical feedback information
about ELL student performance on the WIDA ACCESS for ELLs in 2011 and about ELL
student performance on the WIDA ACCESS for ELLs and DSTEP Reading and Mathematics
assessments in 2010. At the conclusion of the study, participants completed an evaluation of the
study as a source of procedural validity evidence. Results from the panelists’ evaluations suggest
that they were confident with their recommendations for cut scores.



Data analyses involved the computation of the panels’ average and median
recommended cut scores for each of the three score components. South Dakota policymakers
will be able to use these cut scores and the respective standard errors to support the policy
decisions for establishing cut scores. We recommend that South Dakota consider using cut scores
for the WIDA ACCESS for ELLSs exit criteria that are consistent with the range of panelists’

results of the standard setting study.



Introduction

Under Title 111 of the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB, 2002), states are required to
annually assess progress and attainment of English language proficiency in English language
learners (ELL). Since joining the World-Class Instructional Design and Assessment (WIDA)
consortium in 2008, the state of South Dakota has adopted WIDA’s English Language
Proficiency Assessment, the Assessing Comprehension and Communication in English State-to-
State for English Language Learners (ACCESS for ELLS) to annually assess progress and
attainment of English language proficiency in South Dakota’s English language learners (ELL).
To meet requirements under Title 111 of No Child Left Behind, South Dakota must establish
benchmarks of English language proficiency attainment which are used to identify ELL students
who are no longer in need of English language support services and thus can be exited from

those programs.

The current exit criteria in South Dakota are based on a conjunctive decision model
which requires students to reach a minimum overall composite score as well as minimum scores
in the domains of reading and writing before they can be exited. The conjunctive decision model
is applied to all ELL students regardless of grade-level. Minimum scores for the composite and
the two domain scores in reading and writing were first established in a 2009 study conducted by
edCount (Waring and Forte, 2009). These exit criteria were revisited in the standard-setting

study.

South Dakota engaged the Buros Institute for Assessment Consultation and Outreach
(BIACO) to convene a panel of South Dakota educators and to facilitate a standard-setting
process that would produce panel recommendations for new exit criteria. The goal of the
standard setting was to establish minimum score recommendations for each of the score
components of the conjunctive decision model, i.e., for the overall composite score and for the
domain scores in reading and writing. However, the components of the decision model were not

part of the review.



Process

Preparation of Standard-Setting Workshop

BIACO staff was responsible for the preparation of all materials used during the

workshop; South Dakota DOE staff was responsible for recruiting panelists and for securing a

meeting site. The following table lists the materials used in the workshop and printed materials

are included in the Appendices. Excel files were used for aggregating panelists’ ratings and for

computing impact data.

Table 1. Workshop Materials

Material

Purpose/Description

e Attendance sheet
e Name tags
e Agenda

e Non-disclosure form

e Demographic information
form

e QOrientation PowerPoint
slides

e Performance Level
Definitions (PLDs)

e Can Do Descriptors (Can
Do’s)

e Information sheet

e Template for “Barely
Exiting” target student
descriptions

e Operational rating form

e Score conversion file

Sign-in sheet for participating panelists
Identify panelists and participating BIACO staff
Outline workshop activities

Agreement to keep confidential procedures, materials, and
information received from BIACO during the workshop;
to be signed by each panelist

Panelists supply information including professional
experience

Orientation and possible note taking

WIDA performance definitions for the levels of English
language proficiency in grades K-12

WIDA Can Do Descriptors for each language domain,
grade cluster, and combined grade clusters

Additional information about using PLDs and Can Do
Descriptors

Matrix for recording panelists’ “Barely Exiting” target
student descriptions

Form for entering operational cut-score recommendations

Excel file used by BIACO staff to compute panelists’
individual composite scores



Impact calculator

Feedback 1: 2011 ACCESS
for ELLs domain and
composite score averages

Feedback 2: Histograms of
2010 ACCESS for ELLs
score point frequencies by
DSTEP proficiency

Feedback 2: Instruction
sheet

Feedback 3: Line graphs of
2010 ACCESS for ELLs
performance and 2010
DSTEP proficiency

Feedback 3: Instruction
sheet

Evaluation form

Certificates

Excel file used by BIACO staff to determine percent of
students meeting panel recommended domain and
composite scores and overall conjunctive rule

Table listing the domain and composite score averages
from 2011 ACCESS for ELLs performance data by grade
cluster and combined grade clusters

Graphs displaying score point frequencies of 2010
ACCESS for ELLs performance data (domain and
composite scores) for ELL students classified as proficient
and not proficient on 2010 DSTEP assessments

Instruction sheet facilitating interpretation of graphical
information

Line graphs displaying observed and predicted percent of
ELL students classified as proficient on 2010 DSTEP
assessments at each ACCESS for ELLs composite score
point

Instruction sheet facilitating interpretation of graphical
information

Panelists” opportunity to feedback on individual
components and overall standard setting

Acknowledgement of panelists’ participation

Most materials used in the standard setting were developed in January and February of

2011 because the standard setting was originally scheduled to take place on March 8, 2011, but
was postponed due to weather conditions prohibiting travel to the meeting site. In preparation of
the July 26 meeting, some materials were updated during the month of July to include current
logistic information. The updating of materials also included the decision to use student
performance data from the 2011 WIDA ACCESS for ELLs administration. Therefore, those
feedback materials presenting empirical information for ACCESS for ELLSs student performance
were updated, including the table of average ACCESS for ELLs scores and the Excel data files
used for calculating impact data (i.e., percent of students passing recommended scores and
meeting the conjunctive scoring rule). Feedback materials which included empirical performance
data for the DSTEP assessments were not updated as 2011 performance data for DSTEP
assessments were not available for the standard setting. A decision was also made to add an

instruction page to each of the feedback materials presenting empirical data in graph format. The



instruction pages were intended to facilitate panelists understanding and interpretation of those

materials.

Standard-Setting Workshop Procedures

Overview

The procedures for the standard setting were designed to achieve a defensible standard-
setting process that could be carried out without the use of test items and student work examples.
The process incorporated the use of target student descriptions referred to as “Barely Exiting”
student descriptions to establish a link between the desired skills and knowledge of the target
student and the recommended cut-scores. Using the “Barely Exiting” student description as
background, panelists made individual cut-score recommendations during the course of three
operational rating rounds in which panelists had opportunities to revise their recommendations.
The feedback information provided an empirical context for panelists’ decisions concerning the
consequences of their cut-score recommendations on student classification. In addition, the
empirical feedback information included information about ELL student performance on South
Dakota’s DSTEP assessments allowing panelists to consider the relationship between English

proficiency and academic achievement in their cut-score recommendations.



Panelists

A total of twenty panelists participated in the standard setting. One panelist left after
completing Round 1 ratings. Most panelists were experienced ELL teachers or administrators.
The median number of years of ELL teaching experience was 7.5. Three panelists previously
worked with ELL students as a ELL program coordinator, school counselor, or school
administrator. 15 panelists earned Masters degrees; twelve panelists had certifications in English
as a Second/New Language or in Special Education. The group of panelists selected by South

Dakota was strong, knowledgeable and invested in the standard setting process and outcome.

Procedures

The standard setting took place on July 26, 2011 in Sioux Falls, South Dakota. Prior to
the commencement of standard setting workshop, panelists signed in and were given a package
of materials. Panelists were also assigned to one of four small work groups and a table leader for
each group was chosen based on input from South Dakota’s DOE staff. The group assignment
was based on panelists’ grade level teaching experience with the goal of achieving grade level
representation in each group. All four groups had panelists with experience in teaching ELL
students in elementary, middle school, or high school grades.

After a general welcome and briefing on logistics and housekeeping by a South Dakota
Department of Education staff member, the BIACO lead facilitator began the standard-setting
workshop activities with an orientation and training presentation. The presentation reviewed the
purpose of the standard-setting as well as relevant information pertaining to the WIDA ACCESS
for ELLs assessment. In addition, panelists were introduced to and received initial training on the
method used for setting the exit criteria on the WIDA ACCESS for ELLs. During the orientation,
panelists completed a demographic form including information about panelists’ professional
experience and signed a non-disclosure agreement requiring panelists to keep confidential
procedures, materials, and information received from BIACO during the workshop.

Following the orientation presentation, pre-assigned groups of panelists focused on the
language domains covered in the standard setting (reading, writing, listening and speaking), and
reviewed the WIDA Performance Definitions and Can Do Descriptors. These documents served



as anchors for the “Barely Exiting” student descriptions which panelists would subsequently
create. For the review of the materials, panelists were asked to discuss examples from their own
experience in working with ELL students that related to the skills described in the WIDA
Performance Definitions and Can Do Descriptors. Panelists were also instructed to look for and
discuss the connections between the WIDA Performance Definitions and the Can Do
Descriptors.

Each work group was assigned two language domains to draft descriptors of the
knowledge, skills, and abilities of the “Barely Exiting” student. Panelists were instructed to
envision the “Barely Exiting” student as the student whose level of English proficiency
minimally permits him or her to learn academic content and to demonstrate achievement on
academic assessments unimpeded by language. The “Barely Exiting” student should represent
the entire K-12 grade range. Table 2 displays the assigned domains for the four work groups.
Each domain was assigned to two groups who worked separately on the domain. After panelists
completed initial draft descriptors for their respective domains, one group presented their work
first and the second group presented next. A BIACO staff member recorded the descriptors into a
word document which was projected to a screen. The BIACO lead facilitator led the entire panel
through a discussion of the proposed descriptors during which panelists had an opportunity to
voice agreement or disagreement and to suggest further revisions. Consensus was reached for a
domain prior to discussion of a subsequent domain. After descriptors had been recorded for all
four domains, print-outs of the matrix were distributed to the panelists, and a second round of
revisions and discussion was led by the BIACO lead facilitator. The final version of the “Barely
Exiting” student descriptors was distributed to panelists and is included in the Appendices of this
report.

Table 2. Domains Assigned to Work Groups

Presenting First Presenting Second

Group 1 Listening Writing
Group 2 Reading Listening
Group 3 Speaking Reading
Group 4 Writing Speaking

10



Panelists used the “Barely Exiting” student descriptions to guide their cut-score
recommendations. The BIACO lead facilitator explained the rating tasks to the panelists and
then facilitated panelists through the operational rating process. There were three rounds of
operational ratings during which panelists first made recommendations for each of the domain
scores using the ACCESS for ELL proficiency level scale. Second panelists provided
recommendations for the minimum passing scores in reading and writing while revising their
domain scores. The last rating round required panelists to revise the composite score and the
minimum passing scores in reading and writing. In the first and second rating rounds, panelists
did not provide a composite cut-score recommendation directly. Instead they were asked to
identify suitable cut- scores for each of the language domains in order to allow panelists to
account for differences in proficiency development in each of those domains. BIACO staff
computed the resulting composite score from the domain cut-score recommendations for the
panelists. The composite scores were computed by first converting panelists” individual domain
cut-score recommendations to the corresponding ACCESS for ELLs domain scale score in each
of the 13 grade levels (K-12). The domain scale scores were then combined to produce the
weighted composite scale score in each grade level using the following weights: 15% Listening,
15% Speaking, 35% Reading, and 35% Writing. The composite scale scores were then averaged
across grades and converted back to the ACCESS for ELLSs proficiency level scale. This score
was reported back to the panelists and was used in the aggregation of the panelists’ cut-score
recommendations.

After the initial rating round, the BIACO lead facilitator presented and explained various
pieces of feedback information beginning with a flip chart showing the panel’s average cut-score
recommendation in each language domain and the composite and the panel’s lowest and highest
recommended cut-scores. A second flip chart presented impact data in the form of percentages of
ELL students passing the average panel composite score and the current minimum passing scores
in reading and writing and the percentage of students that would be exited after applying the
three score components. The impact data was computed using 2011 ACCESS for ELLs
performance data. Panelists also received hand-outs with additional empirical feedback
information. The first hand-out provided the 2011 mean ACCESS for ELLs proficiency level
scores in the four language domains and for the composite score for each grade cluster and for all
grade clusters combined. The second hand-out contained histograms of ACCESS for ELLSs score

11



distributions by domain and composite score for ELL students who were classified as proficient
or not proficient on the DSTEP Reading and Mathematics assessments. The histograms were
created from 2010 data and provided panelists with information about the relationship between
English language proficiency and academic achievement. All feedback materials were
introduced and explained by the BIACO lead facilitator. The hand-out with the histogram
information also included a page with instructions on understanding the graphical information.
Copies of feedback materials are included in the Appendices.

The second round of ratings required panelists to revisit their domain-level cut-score
recommendations and to provide cut-score recommendations for minimum score components for
reading and writing. The feedback information focused on the three score components of the
conjunctive decision rule, i.e., the composite cut-score and the minimum scores in reading and
writing. The BIACO lead facilitator first presented the panel average and the lowest and highest
cut-score recommendations for those three score components. Then impact data for each
individual score component and for the combined scoring rule were presented. Lastly, panelists
received a third hand-out with information about the percentage of proficient ELL students based
on DSTEP performance in Reading or Mathematics at each ACCESS for ELLs composite score
point. This hand-out was introduced and explained by the BIACO facilitator. It also included an
instruction page intended to facilitate understanding of the graph information.

During the third round of ratings, panelists made final revisions to their composite cut-
score recommendations and minimum reading and writing cut-score recommendations. Prior to
each rating round, the BIACO lead facilitator reminded panelists to work independently and to
refrain from any discussions.

Upon conclusion of the operational rating rounds, panelists completed an evaluation form
which was used to collect panelists’ perceptions about the orientation and training, the amount of
time allocated to various tasks, and levels of confidence in their ratings. Panelists also rated the
overall success of the study and its organization and had an opportunity to provide comments.
After panelists completed the evaluation, BIACO staff collected workshop materials, with the
exception of the WIDA Performance Definitions and the Can Do Descriptors, and provided

interested panelists with a certificate of participation.

12



Post-Workshop Activities

During the standard setting, a BIACO staff member verified that all panelists submitted a
signed non-disclosure form, and completed the demographic form. To ensure accuracy of data
entry, two BIACO staff members worked on the entry of panelists’ ratings. All forms and
documents produced or completed by the panelists are stored at the Buros Center for Testing

facilities. Electronic and printed copies of all other materials are also retained.

Results

Recommendations for WIDA ACCESS for ELLs Exit Criteria

Results from the third round of operational ratings are provided in Tables 3 and 4 below.
Table 3 presents information for the three score components required for the conjunctive
decision rule. Summary statistics include mean and median of panel recommended cut-scores as
well as the lowest (minimum) and highest (maximum) recommended cut-scores. The standard
deviation of the ratings is also provided. The last two rows of Table 3 show score bands
computed using the mean and median respectively, and their associated standard errors
(MacCann and Stanley, 2004). The score bands represent the probable score ranges within which
95% of a panel’s mean or median cut-score recommendations would lie if the standard-setting
process was repeated using a different panel. Table 4 shows the impact of the recommended cut-
scores on the percentage of ELL students who would be exited in South Dakota in 2011 after
applying the mean and median cut-scores for each score component. The table also shows the
percentage of ELL students who would be exited if the cut-scores of the 95% confidence bands

were applied.

The results of this standard-setting serve as a starting point for policy makers in their
decisions about final cut scores. To reinforce the point that there is not a “correct” answer when
setting cut scores, we provided the panelists’ recommendations as a range of values using
standard errors. The panelists” judgments serve as empirical evidence to inform the
policymaking process. Given the qualifications of the panelists, and the procedural validity
evidence collected in the evaluations, BIACO recommends that South Dakota policy makers

13



consider these ranges of values when determining the final exit criteria on the WIDA ACCESS
for ELLs assessment.

Table 3. Panel Results for Cut-score Recommendations

Overall Reading Writing
Composite Minimum Score  Minimum Score

Number of panelists 19 19 19
Mean 4.7 4.5 4.1
Median 4.8 4.5 4.0
Minimum 3.8 35 3.0
Maximum 5.4 5.6 4.8
Standard Deviation 0.38 0.54 0.44
95% Confidence Band around Mean 45-49 4.3-4.7 39-43
95% Confidence Band around Median 46-5.0 4.2-48 3.8-4.2

Table 4. Percent of ELL Students who would be exited in 2011

Mean/Median 95% Confidence Band
Mean: 4.7 (4.5 - 4.9) 8.50 % 5.40% - 12.80%
Median: 4.8 (4.6 — 5.0) 8.00% 4.30% - 13.40%

Evaluations

At the end of the standard-setting process, panelists completed an evaluation form, in
which they rated the success of the orientation and training elements, the adequacy of the time
allocated to various workshop components, their level of confidence in the ratings and the rating
process, and their overall perception of the success of the workshop experience and its
organization. Panelists also had the opportunity to provide general comments about the
workshop. The following results are a summary of the ratings of 19 panelists’ who completed

the evaluation form.

Training

Panelists rated the degree of success for each of the components of the training on a scale
of 1-6, with 6 being very successful, 5 successful, 4 marginally successful, 3 marginally

unsuccessful, 2 unsuccessful, and 1 very unsuccessful. The training began with the orientation on

14



the background and purpose of the study. The panelists’ rating averaged 5.0, or successful, for
this component. For each of the next three components the perception of success resulted in 4.95
as the average rating. These components were: training on creating “Barely Exiting” student
descriptions; training to make cut scores; and learning how to interpret feedback. The overall
training experience was more than successful as indicated by the panelists’ ratings which had a
5.16 average rating score.

Allocation of time — “How adequate was the time allocated for each component?”

Panelists rated this section on a scale of 1-6, with 6 being totally adequate, 5 adequate, 4
marginally adequate, 3 marginally inadequate, 2 inadequate and 1 totally inadequate. The
average panelists rating was 5.37 for the time allocated to orientation on the background and
purpose of the study as well as for the time allocated to learning how to interpret feedback.
Considering the time allocated to train panelists to create the “Barely Exiting” Student
Descriptors, the panelists’ rating averaged 5.11, for the time allocated to make the cut score
rating in each round, the average panelist rating was slightly higher at 5.26. Consistently
panelists rated each aspect of time allocation as more than adequate. The overall perception of

time allocation resulted in an average panelist rating of 5.42.

Feedback — Usefulness of the various materials used for feedback

This section was rated on a scale of 1-4, with 4 being very useful, 3 somewhat useful, 2
not very useful and 1 not at all useful. The first feedback received was the range and average of
panel cut score recommendations for the first round and panelists indicated with an average of
3.79 that this information was very useful. Next was the impact of panel recommended cut
scores on ELL student decisions which was rated on average at 3.74 by the panelists. The table
of average ACCESS domain and overall composite scores was rated as 3.63 indicating that the
panelists also perceived the table as very useful. Other feedback materials used were the
Histograms of ACCESS score distribution by DSTEP and Line graphs showing DSTEP
proficiency along ACCESS score scale. The average panelist rating for these two feedback
materials were 3.58 and 3.47 respectively, indicating that they were very useful. In addition to
the average ratings previously indicated, it can be noted that the median score for all feedback

materials was 4 with the exception of the line graphs which had a median score of 3. This is
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further indication that all of the feedback materials were very useful to the panelists in making
their cut score decision.

Cut-Score Recommendations

For each of the three rounds the panelists evaluated their level of confidence in the cut
score ratings using a scale of 1-6 with 6 being very confident, 5 confident, 4 a little confident, 3 a
little unconfident, 2 unconfident, and 1 very unconfident. The average score of 4.58 for the first
round recommendations indicate that the panelists were somewhat confident. The level of
confidence improved in the second round to being confident as shown with an average of 5.05.
The greatest measure of confidence was achieved in the third round when panelists’ rating

average increased to 5.37.

Overall Evaluation of the Standard Setting Study

On a scale of 1-6 the panelists rated the overall Standard Setting Study as 5.11 or

successful.

Overall Evaluation of the organization of the Standard Setting Study

Panelists indicated that the organization of the Standard Setting Study was also successful
with an average rating of 5.0. The median score was also 5.0 for both the overall study and the
organization of the study. None of the panelists supplied a rating of less than three in the entire
evaluation including the section where the scale was 1-4. This is also an indication that the
panelists felt positively about the entire standard setting study including the process, the

facilitation, the materials, and their tasks.
Comments

Of the panelists who completed the evaluation form, 10 supplied individual comments
with regards to the organization of the study, the discussion, and the materials used. All
comments were positive with the exception of one panelist who felt things were over explained
and another who indicated that the room was chilly. Panelists’ comments are provided in the
Appendices.

16
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WIDA ACCESS for ELLs
South Dakota Standard-Setting Study

Agenda

Tuesday, July 26, 2011

Morning

e Welcome and introductions from SDDOE
e Completion of forms and logistics announcements
e Orientation Presentation
e Review Performance Definitions and Can Do Descriptors
Lunch Break
Afternoon
o Identify skills required of “Barely Exiting” Student
e Operational Ratings
(1) Round 1
(2) Round 1 feedback
(3) Round 2
(4) Round 2 feedback
(5) Round 3

e  Wrap-Up and Evaluation

End of Standard Setting
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South Dakota Standard Setting Workshop
ACCESS for ELLs

PARTICIPANT NON-DISCLOSURE AGREEMENT

I, the undersigned participant, agree to keep strictly confidential all procedures,
materials, and information given and/or disclosed to me by the Buros Center for
Testing. Procedures, information and materials shall include but are not limited to
impact data, cut-score recommendations, and documents received from the Buros
Center for Testing or assembled, created, or worked on by me during the
workshop or in the performance of services pursuant to this workshop.

PARTICIPANT

Participant Signature Date

Please print name

20



Participant Information Form
South Dakota Standard-Setting Study
WIDA ACCESS for ELLs Exit Criteria

Name: Education:

Address: Highest degree:
When received:

Phone: Additional credits:

Fax:

Email:

Teaching Experience:

Certification fields:

Current position:

Are you currently an ELL teacher?

Number of years in education: ELL

General Education

ELL grades taught:

General education grades taught:

Specialization (if any):

Awards and Honors: Please list any teaching awards and honors that you have
received, giving dates if possible.

21



Orientation PowerPoint Slides
Sllde 1 Standard-

Setting Study
for ELL Exit
Criteria

WIDA ACCESS
for ELLs in
South Dakota

July 26, 2011

Study Facilitated by the
Buros Center for Testing

Slide 2

Staff Introductions
o Buros Center for Testing
o Elaine Rodeck
© Anja Romhild
o Betty-Jean Usher-Tate
o South Dakota Department of Education

Slide 3

Summary of Agenda
o Overall Training

o Paperwork and Logistics

© Purpose of this study

© Review of key WIDA ACCESS for ELLs features
and scores

o Training in Standard-Setting Method
Rating process

o Review performance descriptors and create
student descriptions

o Make cut-score recommendations for overall
score, receive feedback, revise ratings
© Address minimum scores for two domains
o Complete evaluation

22



Slide 4

Paperwork and Logistics

o Complete and return demographic form
and confidentiality agreement

o Logistics
o Schedule
o Lunch

o Reimbursements
© Questions?

Slide 5

Purpose of the
Standard-Setting Study

Slide 6

Purpose of the Standard-Setting Study
o To gather judgments from teachers that
will inform ELL exit criteria cut scores.
o Overall Composite Score
© Minimum scores for Reading and Writing
o Recommended cut scores from today’s

study will be delivered to the South
Dakota Department of Education, which
will be responsible for making final
decision.




Slide 7

Review of Key WIDA ACCESS
for ELLs Features and Scores

Slide 8

Why administer ACCESS for ELLs?

o Federal legislation requires that states
annually measure & report ELL students’
progress in English language proficiency.

o The legislation also requires that states
report the percentage of ELL students
who no longer need ELL services and
have been exited from the program.

o States need a quality measure of these
skills.

o Each state needs to determine when
students can exit the ELL program.

Slide 9

Who is ready to exit?

o Students who have acquired the
minimum set of language skills permitting
him or her to:

o (1) learn academic content unimpeded by
language, and

o (2) demonstrate achievement on
academic assessments unimpeded by
language.




Slide 10

Consequences of ELL Exit Criteria

o Setting the cut score too low may mean
that students who need ELL support might
not receive it.

o Setting the cut score too high may mean
that students who are ready for regular

classroom instruction may continue to
receive ELL services.

o Determining the cut scores for exit criteria
will involve balancing these needs.

Slide 11

Four Language Domains
o Reading - Writing — Speaking - Listening
o Each is important.

o Each is assessed separately by ACCESS for
ELLs.

Slide 12

Growth of English Language

Proficiency

o Growth of English Language Proficiency is
captured in the WIDA Proficiency Levels,
which range from ‘Entering’ to ‘Reaching.”

o Can Do Descriptors elaborate on the skills
included in the Proficiency Levels.

Figurs 2C: Tha Concimoum of Sacmad Langungs Acyuiition
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Slide 13

Slide 14

Slide 15

Performance Definitions

o Outline how English language learners
process and use language for each level
of language proficiency in grades K-12

o Provide a concise, global overview of
language expectations for each level of
English language proficiency

o Basis for the Can Do Descriptors

o Do not indicate or include an explicit
value for exit criteria.

Performance Definition Features

o At each performance level, Performance
Definitions describe expectations related
to 3 Features

= Linguistic Complexity- the amount and
quality of speech or writing for a given
situation

= Vocabulary Usage- the specificity of
words or phrases for a given context

= Language Control- the comprehensibility
of communication based on the amount
and types of errors

Can Do Descriptors

o Describe how English language learners
process and use language for each
language domain and level of language
proficiency

o Specific to each grade level cluster
o PreK-K; 1-2; 3-5; 6-8; 9-12

o Based on WIDA English Language
Proficiency Standards

o Created by teachers

o Grade level cluster Can Do Descriptors
new in 2008; previously combined K-12
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Slide 16

Proficiency Level Scores

o ACCESS for ELLs Proficiency Level scores
are a continuum
o Correspond to the 6 proficiency levels
o You will be recommending a cut score to

one decimal place, not just choosing a
proficiency level.

o Proficiency Level scores correspond to
different number correct for each grade

Slide 17

Training in
Standard-Setting Method

Slide 18

Overview of Method

o Will be envisioning skills of a student who has
just barely acquired the skills to qualify for
exiting.

o “Barely Exiting” student description should
represent language proficiency across all grade
clusters.

o Based on this definition of the “Barely Exiting”
student, panelists will decide where cut scores
should be on the Proficiency Level Scale for
each domain.

o Following this process, panelists will have a
concrete reference for recommendations.
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Slide 19

Steps in determining panelists’
recommendations of cut score

o Step 1: Review Performance Definitions and
Can Do Descriptors
o Step 2: Identify skills required of “Barely Exiting”
Student by writing descriptors
o Step 3: Make cut-score recommendations
© Make domain ratings to create overall score
o Interpret feedback data
© Revise ratings and make ratings for minimum
domain scores
o Interpret additional feedback data
© Make final recommendations

Slide 20

Step 1: Review Performance Definitions

and Can Do Descriptors

o Review the Performance Definitions & the
Can Do Descriptors.

o This information describes student skills along
Proficiency Level Scale so documents will be
important to assist in anchoring your ratings.

o You will be combining these descriptions with
your professional judgment of the skills
students require to exit the ELL program.

Slide 21

Step 2: Identify skills required of “Barely
Exiting” Student by writing descriptors

Your job at this point will be to use the
Performance Level Definitions and Can Do
Descriptors to identify the minimum language skills
needed for exiting the ELL program.

At this point, you are not selecting a number,

rather developing a description.




Slide 22

Step 2 (continued):
Skills and Competencies for Students
o For each domain, think of the student who

has just barely reached the skills required to
exit the ELL program.
o Refer to as “Barely Exiting” Student

o Using all sets of Can Do Descriptors, you will
create a single “Barely Exiting” Student
Descriptor across all grades for each domain.
o Will need to synthesize information from the

different grade levels.

o These “Barely Exiting” Student Descriptors will

form the basis of all ratings.

Slide 23

Step 3: Make cut-score
recommendations

Think of the continuous
Proficiency Level score scale ...
Somewhere along the continuum is a place that
represents the boundary between staying in
the ELL program and being qualified to exit the
ELL program. This should be directly linked to
your “Barely Exiting” Student Descriptions.

Slide 24

Rating form

o Your rating form shows the relationship
between the proficiency levels and the
proficiency level scale, with decimals to
indicate the proportion of skills within
each level

o Use the spectrum on the rating form to
help you make your ratings.

o Note scores end at 6.0.

RERRR RN L L e e e L et o
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Slide 25

Round 1:
Make domain ratings for overall score

o Round 1 Ratings for each domain only.

o Using “Barely Exiting” Student Descriptor,
determine score on Proficiency Level
Scale the student would earn on the test.

oDecimals indicate proportions between
levels.

o For each domain, make a single rating for
all grade levels.

Slide 26

Domain scores to overall scores
o Remember for Overall Composite Score, high
scores in one domain can compensate for

low scores in another domain.

o Combination of domain scores: 15% Listening,
15% Speaking, 35% Reading, 35% Writing

o Buros staff will combine your Round 1 domain
ratings into an Overall Composite Score &
average across panelists.
© Combination of scores is complex.
© Do not simply combine your own ratings.

Slide 27

Feedback

o After Rounds 1 and 2, Buros’ staff will
provide multiple pieces of information
about student performance on D-STEP
and ACCESS for ELLs.

o Buros’ staff will explain all feedback
information.

o Feedback information can be used to
help you revise your judgments.




Slide 28

Round 2

o InRound 2, you have the opportunity to revise
your Round 1 domain ratings used for
creating the Overall Composite Score.

o InRound 2, you will also make new ratings for
minimum score required in Reading & Writing.
o Considered “conjunctive” — Low scores in

one area cannot be offset by high scoresin
another area.

CIEEEEE

Slide 29

Feedback after Round 2

o Panelists will receive additional
information about student performance.

o Feedback information can be used in
making final, Round 3 Ratings.

Slide 30

Round 3 Ratings

o Difference in Round 3: Make cut-score
recommendations for Overall Composite
Score.

o Buros’ staff will provide you with your
current Overall Composite Score.

© You will determine if you would like to adjust
score based on feedback.

o You may also adjust your minimum Reading

and Writing scores.
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Slide 31

Next Steps

o South Dakota Department of Education
will receive your cut-score
recommendations and make a final
determination.

Slide 32

Concluding Thoughts

Slide 33

Reminder about Roles

o Buros’ staff are specialists in psychometrics
with expertise in standard setting
methods.

o Buros’ staff are not ELL specialists.
o YOU are experts - YOUR expertise and

judgments form the basis for results.

o Buros’ staff are Facilitators in guiding you
through the structured judgmental
process.
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Slide 34

Slide 35

Final remarks

o Legal defensibility of test use depends on
adherence to strict procedures.

o Your professional judgment is essential.

o We expect variability in panelistjudgments.

o Interpretation of the data is up to you.
o Preserve confidentiality!

o Success on standard setting depends on
you

o Thanks in advance for your hard work!

Questions
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wf'D A: Performance Definitions for the Levels of English Language
CONSORTIUM PrﬂﬁCiE‘“C)' i“ Grades K‘12

At the given level of Englls]] languagc Fmﬁcicncy, Eng]ish ]angua.gc learners will process, understand, Fmducc, or usc:

* specialized or tochnical language reflective of the content arcas at grade level
* a variety of sentence lengths of varying linguistic complexity in extended oral or written discourse as required by the specified grade Level
* oral or written communication in English comparable to English-proficient peers

* specialized or technical language of the content areas
* a variety of sentence lengths of varying linguistic complexity in extended oral or written discourse, including stories, essays, or reports
* oral or written language approaching com parability to that of English-proficient peers when presented with grade-level material

* specific and some technical language of the content areas
* a varicty of sentence lengths of varying linguistic complexity in oral discourse or multiple, related sentences, or paragraphs

* oral or written langnage with minimal phonological, syntactic, or semantic errors that do not impede the overall meaning of the
communication when presented with oral or written connected discourse with sensory, graphic, or interactive support

* peneral and some specific lanpuage of the content areas

* expanded sentences in oral interaction or written paragraphs
* oral or written language with phonological, syntactic, or semantic errors that may impede the communication, but retain much of its
meaning, when presented with oral or written, narrative, or expository descriptions with sensory, graphic, or interactive support

* peneral lanpuape related to the content areas
* phrases or short sentences

* oral or written language with phonological, syntactic, or semantic errors that often impede the meaning of the communication when
presented with one- to multiple-step commands, directions, questions, or a series of statements with sensory, graphic, or interactive support

* pictorial or graphic representation of the languape of the content areas

* words, phrases, or chunks of language when presented with one-step commands, directions, WH-, choice, or yes/no questions, or statements
with sensory, graphic, or interactive support

* oral languape with phonological, syntactic, or semantic errors that often impede meaning when presented with basic oral commands, direct
questions, or simple statements with sensory graphic, or interactive support
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All Grades: Pre- Kto 12

Grades Pre-K &K

Grades 6to 8 Grades3to5 Grades 1&2

Grades 9tol2

= Puint w statal pictures,
words, phrascs

= Follow one step oral
dircctions

* Match oral

= Surt pictures, vbjcus
according to oral
instructions

- Follow two-stcp oral
P

to objects, figures or
illuserations

* Match oral language to
classroom and everyday
objects

* Point to stared picrures in
context

* Respond non-verbally
to oral commands ar
statements (c.g.. through
physical movement)

« Find familiar people and
places named orally

* Follow modeled, onc-step
oral dirccrions (e.g., “Find
a pencil.”)

* Identify pictures of
everyday objoues as stared
orally (c.g., in books)

= Doint to real life objects
reflective of

* NMarch information
from oral descriptions to

objects, illustrarions

Locate, sclect, onder
information from oral

descriptions

Follow multi-secp oral

directions

Caregorize or sequence
oral information using
picrures, objecrs

Diaw condusions (iom

oral infc

* Analyze and apply oral
information

- identify cause and effect
from oral discourse

Level 3
Developing

* Sort pictures or objects
according to oral
instructions

» March picrures, objecrs
or movements to oral
descriptions

« Follow ane-step oral
directions (c.g.. “stand up™;
“sit down”)

« ldensify simple parrerns
described orally

« Pespond with gescures to
songs, chants, or stories

modeled by reachers

Follow two-step oral
directions, one step at a
time

Draw picrures in responsc
to oral instructions
Pespond non-verbally eo
confirm or deny facrs (e.g.,
thumbs up. thumbs down)

Act our songs and storics

* Find pictures that match .
oral descriptions
* Follow oral direcrions and

compare with visual or .
nonverbal models (c.g..

“Draw a circle under the
line.”) .

* Distinguish berween what
happens first and next in

nsing gesmres oral activitics or readings
* Role play in response to .
stories read aloud
Level 3

Developing

« Match oral reading of
storics to illustrations

= Carry out two- to three-
step oral commands (e.g.,
“Take vut your scicuce
book. Now turn to page
25.")

+ Scquence a serics of oral

related vocabulary or oral
statcments

*  Mimic gestures or
movement associated with
statements (c.g., “This is
my left hand.”)

statements using real
objccts or picrures

* Locate objects described
orally

Follow modeled multi-stcp
oral directions

Sequence pictures of storics
read aloud (e.g., beginning,
middle, and cnd)

Match people with jobs

or objects with fanctions
bascd on oral descriptions
Classify objects according
to descriptive oral

statements

* Comparc/contrast objects
according to physical
arrribures (e.g., size,
shape, color) based on oral
information

+ Find derails in illustraced,
narrative, or expasitory text
read aloud

* Identify illustrated activitics
from oral descriptions

* Locate objects, figures,

places based on visuals and
d:ta.lled oral descriptions

Level 3
Developing

+ Doint to stated
words, or phrases

+ Fallow one-step oral
directions (c.g.. physically
or through drawings)

+ Idecntify objects, figurcs,
people from oral statements
or questions (c.g., “Which
onec is a rock?”)

+ Match classroom oral
language to daily rourines

* Follow one-step oral

L
’ |

- b. d
picturcs or objects from
oral descriptions

= Arrange picturcs or objects
per oral information

* Follow two-stcp oral
directions

* Draw in rcsponsc to oral
descriptions

* Evaluate oral information
(c.g.» about lunch aptions)

Follow multi-step oral
directions

Tdentify illustrared main
idcas from paragraph-level
oral discourse

Match literal mcanings of
aral descriptions or aral
reading to illustrations

« Interpret oral information
and apply to new situations
e Identify illustrared main

from oral discourse
* Infer from and act on oral
information

* Role play the work of

= Follow multi-step oral

© 1s/i tions

* March social language o
visual/graphic displays

* Identify objects, people, or
places from oral statements/
questions using gesturcs
(c.g., pointing)

* March instructional
language with visual
represcntation (e.g., “Usca

sharpened pencil.”)

# Doint to or show basic
parts, components.

- Classify/sore larcd
visuals per oral descriptions
* Sequence visuals per oral
dircctions
= Identify informartion on
charts or tables based on

oral statements

* Scquence pictures from authors, mathemaricians, and figurative language in
oral storics, p or ienti hi i from oral discourse
procedures oral readings, videos, or - Form opinions of people,
multi-media places, or ideas from oral
scenarios
Level 3
Developing
= Carcgorize content- * Identify main idcas and * Usc oral information to
bascd cxamples from oral deails of oral di accomplish grade-level rasks
directi = Compl lared = Ewal intent of specch
* Match main ideas of tasks or assignments based and act accordingly

familiar text read aloud to

visuals

Use lcarning stratcgics

described :gmlly e

Identify everyday examples
-bascd

&

= Construct modeis based

* Make connections from

* Usc context clucs to gain
= Apply idecas from oral
iz
= Interpret information from

* Identify idcas/concepts

* Carry out oral instructions

idecas and supporting derails | =

* Distinguish berween literal

on oral discourse

orai discourse

Order pictures of events
according to sequential
language

Arrange objects or pictures
according to descriptive
oral discourse

Tdentify picrures/realia
associared with grade-level
academic concepts from
oral descriptions

Make patterns from real
objects or pictures based on
derailed oral descriprions

meaning from grade-leved
text read orally

ussivns Lo ncw
situations

oral reading of narrative or
expository text

expressed with grade-level
content-specific language

containing grade-level,
content-based language
Construct models or use
manipulatives to problem-
solve based on oral
discourse

on oral discourse

* Apply ]mr}-;ing stratcgics to
necw situarions

* Make inferences from

. Dlscrlmmatc among

grade-level text read aloud

* Role play. d or
re-cnact scenarios from oral

described orally i
Associate oral language with
different time frames (c.g..
past, present, futurc)

Level 3
Developing

« Match or dassify oral
descriptions to real-life

features, ct istic

ccs or vi

and propertics of objects,
organisms, or persons
named orally

+ Match cveryday oral
information to picourcs,
diagrams, or photographs

= Group visuals by common
traits named orally (c.g.,
“These are polygons.”)

* Identify resources, places,
produces, figures fram aral
statements, and visuals

34
m;mxntcd. content-related
examples
Sort oral language
statements according to
timc framcs

* Secquence visuals according
to oral dircctions

Evaluate information
in social and acad

* Distinguish between
leipl ings of oral

conversations

Distinguish main idcas from
supporting points in oral,
content-related discourse
Usc learning stratcgics
described orally

Caregorize content-based
examples described orally

words or phrases in social
and academic contexts

* Analyzc conrent-relared
tasks or assignments based
on oral discourse

* Carcgorize cxamples of
genres read aloud

* Compare traits based on
visuals and oral descriptions
using specific and some
cechnical language

3
[z

o Interpece cause and

* Make inferences from oral

* Identify and rcact to subtle

* Evaluare intent of speech

ltiple genres read orally

effect scenarios from oral
discourse

discoursc conmaining satirc,
sarcasm, or humor
diffcrences in speech and

register (e.g., hyperbole,
sarire, comedy)

and act accordingly
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All Grades:
Pre- Kto 12

Grades3to5 Grades 1&2 Grades Pre-K &K

Grades 6to 8

Grades 9to12

Speaking Domain Can Do Descriptors

Level 3
Developing

* Name objects, people,
l)l(_.ll‘l[t‘.h

* Answer WH- (who, what,
when, where, which)
questions

= ldentify people or objeces

in illustrated short storics

* Repear words, simple

phases

* Answcr yes/no quecstions

about personal information

= Name classroom and

everyday objects

* Repeat simple words,

phrases, and memorized
chunks of language

* Respond to visually-

supported (c.g., calendar)
questions of academic
content with one word or
phrasc

= Identify and name everyday

objccts

= Parricipate in whaole group

chants and songs

+ Esxpress basic needs or

conditions

= Name pre-taught objects,

people, diagrams, or

picturcs

= Recite words or phrases

from pictures of everyday
objects and oral modeling

= Answer ycs/no and choice

questions

Ask WH- questions
Describe picuures, evens,
objects, people

Restate facts

Restate some facts from
illustrated short storics
Describe pictures,
classroom objects or
familiar people using
simple phrases

Answer questions with onc
or two words (c.g., “Where
is Sonia?”)

Completc phrascs in
thymcs, songs, and chants

Use first language to fill in
gaps in oral English (code
switch)

Repeat facts or statcments
Describe what people

do from acrion picturcs
(c.g., jobs of community
workers)

Compare real-lifc objects
(e.g., “smaller” “biggest™)

Ask simple, cveryday
questions (c.g., “Who is
abscne?™)

Restate content-based facts
Describe pictures, events,
objects, or people using
phrases or short sentences
Share basic social
information with pccrs

Formulate hypotheses,
make predictions
Describe processes,

procedures
Retell stories or events

* Discuss stories, issues,
uJJIlJCPIS

* Give speeches, oral
reports

= Offer creartive solutions o
issues, problems

Level 3

Retell short narrarive
storics through pictures
Repeat sentences from
rhymes and parterned
storics

Make predictions (c.g.
“What will happen next?” )
Answer explicit questions
from storics read aloud
(c.g., who, what, or wherc)

* Retell narrative stories
through picturcs with
emerging detail

« Sing repetitive songs and
chants independently

« Comparc attributcs of rcal
objects (e.g., size, shape,
color)

+ Indicate spatial relations
of rcal-lifc objects using

phrascs or short sentences

Level 3
Developing

Ask questions of a social
nature

Express feclings (c.g.,
happy because...”)

Retell simple stories from
picture cucs

Sort and explain grouping
of objccts (c.g.. sink v. float)
Make predictions or
hypotheses

Distinguish fearurcs of
content-based phenomena
(e.g.. caterpillar, butterfly)

* Ask questions for social and
academic purposecs

* Parricipate in class
discussions on familiar
social and academic topics

* Retcll storics with details
Scquence stories with
transitions

Level 3
Developing

Answer simple content-
buscd quostions
Re/tell short stories or

* Answer opinion questions
with suppurting deails
= Discuss stories, issues, and

cvents concepts
= Make predictions or * Give content-based oral
hypotheses from discourse reports
* Offer solutions to social = Offer creative solutions to
conflict issucs/problems
* Present bascd + Comparc/
informarion content-based functions
- Engage in problem-solving | and relationships
Level 3

Developing

* Engage in debates

- Expluin pluvmcna,
give examples and justify
responses

= Express and defend
points of view

= Tell original stories with
emecrging detail

* Explain situations (c.g.,
involving feclings)

* Offcr personal opinions

* Express likes, dislikes, or

preferences with reasons

* Usc academic vocabulary in
class discussions

* Express and supportidecas
with examp!

* Giwve oral presentaticns
on content-based topics
approaching grade level

* Initiate conversation with

peers and teachers

- Jusufyfdc&nd npnnlons or
with cvi

- Gwe content-based
presentations using
technical vocabulary

* Sequence steps in grade-
level problem-solving

= Explain in detail resules
of inquiry (c.g., scicntific
cxperiments)

* Rcpeat words, short p

= Answer yes/no and choice

questions

. Bc%lntom:gcn:ra]:nd

high frequency vocabulary

Convey content through
high frequency words/
phiases

Statc big/main idcas of

cl [=

memorized chunks

= Answer select WH-

questions (e.g.. “who,”
“what,” “when,” “wherc”)
within contexe of lessons or
personal cxpericnces

= Answer yes/no or choice

qucstions within contcxt
of lessons or personal

experiences

= Provide idenrifying

information about sclf

= MNamc cveryday objects and
vocabulary

pre-taughe

= Repear words, short phrases,

memorized chunks of
language

Diescribe situarions from
modeled sentences
Describe routines and
everyday events

Express cveryday noods and
wants

Communicate in social
situarions
Make requests

Describe persons, places,
cvents, or objects

Ask WH- questions to
clarify meaning

Give fcamarcs of contene-
bascd matcrial (c.g., time
periods)

Characrerize issucs,
situations, regions shown in
illustrations

Begin to express time
through multiple tenses
Retell/rephrase ideas from
speech

Give bricf oral content-
based prescnmatons

Starc opinions

Connect ideas in discourse
using transitions (c.g.,
“but,” “then™)

Use different registers inside
and outside of class

Statc big/main idcas with
somec supporting derails
Ask for clarification (c.g.,
sclf-monitor)

= Paraphrasc and summarize
ideas presented orally

* Decfend 2 point of view

= Explain ourcomes

= Explain and compare

= Defend a point of view and
give reasons

* Usc and cxplain metaphors
and similes

= Communicatc with flucncy

Level 3
Developing

Suggest ways to rtsolvl:

* Take a stance and use

idence to defend it

issucs ar posc
G A £
P

* Explai -relared

traits, characreristics using
gencral and some specific
language

Sequence processes, cydes,

proccdurcs, or cvenes
Conduct interviews or
gather informartion through
oral interaction

Estimarc, make predictions
or posc hypotheses from
modcls

issues and concepes

+ Comparc and contrast
points of view

* Analyze and sharc pros and
cons of choices

* Use and respond to gossip,
slang. and idiomaric
cxpressions

* Usc speaking strarcgics (c.g..

circumlecution)

content-based concepts in social and academic
= Connect ideas with ContCxis

supporting details/evid = Neg z in group
* Substantiatc opinions with discussions

rcasons and cvidence * Discuss and give examples

of abstract, content-bas=d
ideas (c.g., democracy,

justice)

= Give multiimedia oral
prescntations on grade-level
marcrial

= Engage in debates on
content-related issuecs using
technical language

= Explain mctacognitive
strategics for solving
problems (c.g., “Tell me
how you know it.”)

= Negotiate mcaning in pairs
or group discussions
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All Grades:
Pre-Kto 12

Grades 182 Grades Pre-K &K

Grades3to5

Grades6to 8

Grades 9 to12

* March icons and symbols
to words, phrases or
environmental princ

* Identify concepts about
print and text features

+ March icons and symbols
to corresponding picturcs

+ Identify namc in print

+ Find matching words or
picrures

+ Find labcled real-lifc

classroom objects

* Identify symbols, icons,
and environmental print

+ Conncct print to visuals

= Match rcal-lifc familiar
objccts to labels

« Follow directions using
diagrams or picturcs

Reading Domain Can Do Descriptors

Level 3
Developing

* Locate and classify
information

= Identify facts and explicit
messages

* Select language patterns
associated with facts

Sequence picrures, events,
processes

Identify main ideas

Use context clues to
determine meaning of
words

Level 3
Developing

= Interpret information or
dara

= Find dertails that support
main ideas

= Identify word families,
figures of speech

* March cxamples of the
samc form of print

* Distinguish between same
and diffcrent forms of prine
(c.g., single letters and
symbols)

* Dcmonstratc concopts of
print (c.g., lefr to right

beginning/

d

or topfbouomnoF pag:)

= March labcled picrures ro
thosc in illustrated scenes

Usc picturcs to idenrify
words

Classify visuals according
to labels or icons (c.g.,
animals v. plants)
Demonstrate concopts of
print (c.g., titk, anthor,
illustraror)

Sort labeled picrures by
attribute (c.g., numbecr,
inirial sound)

= ldentify some high-
words in

+ Find school-rclated

= Conduct research wo
glean information from
multiple sources

* Draw conclusions from
explicit and implicit text

bl

* Order a scrics of labeled
pictures described orally to
tell storics

= March picturcs to phrascs/
short scntences

= Classify labeled pictures
by two atrributes (c.g., size
and color)

Level 3
Developing

* Scarch for picturcs
associated with word
patterns

= Idcntify and intcrpret pre-
taught labeled diagrams

= Match voicc to print by
pointing to icons, lctters, or
illustrated words

+ Sort words into word
familics

Make text-to-sclf
connections with
prompting

Sclecr titles to march a
scrics of picturcs

Sort illustrated content
words into catcgorics
March phrases and
scntcnocs to picturcs

* Put words in order to form
scntcnces

* ldentify basic clements of
fictional storics (c.g., tde,
sctting, characters)

* Follow scntence-level
directions

* Distinguish between
gencral and specific
language (c.g., flower v

rosc) in context

« Differentiate berween

+ String words together to

y itcms

letrers, words, and

scntcnocs

make short sentences
#» Indicare fearures of words,

phrascs, or scntences thar
arc the samc and different

* Bcgin using featurcs of
non-fiction text to aid
comprchension

= Usc lcarning stratcgics (c.g..
context clucs)

« Identify main ideas

* Match figurative language
to illustrations (c.g., “as big
as a housc™)

* Match icons or diagrams
with words/concepts

« Identify cognates from first
language, as applicable

* Make sound/symbol/word
relations

* Match illustrated words/
phrases in differing
contcxts {c.g., on the

board, in a book)

* Associate letters with sounds
and objects

* Match content—related

objects/picturces to worLd:I

. 1d. s

Level 3
Developing

* Identify facts and explicit
messages from illustrated
text

+ Find changes to root words
in context

* Identify clements of story
grammar (c.g., charactcrs,
sctring)

« Follow visually supported
written directions (c.g.,

“Drraw a star in the sky.”)

Interpret information
or data from charts and
graphs

Identify main idcas and
somc details

S cvents in

or content-bascd proccsses

Usc context clucs and
illustrations to determine
of 1s/oh

= Classify fcaturcs of various
genres of oxt (c.g., “and
they lived happily ever
after”—fairy tales)

* Match graphic org:
to different texes (c.g.,
comparc/contrast with
Venn diagram)

= Find details that support
main idcas

* Differentiate between fact
and opinion in narrative
and cxpository text

Level 3
Developing

* Sequence illustrated text of
fictional and non-ficrional
events

= Locatc main idcas in a scrics
of simpl

signs, and words

* Recognize conceprs of prine

- Find single word nscs to
WH- qucstions (c.g., “who,”
“whar,” “when,” “wherc™)
related to illustrated texe

* Usc picturc dictionarics/
illustrated glossarics

* Match visual representations
to words/phrases

* Recad everyday signs,
symbols. schedules. and
school-related words/phrases

* Respond to WH- questions
relared ro illustrared text

» Use references (e.g., picture
dictionarics, bilingual

glossaries, rechnology)

Find information from text

structurc (c.g., titles, graphs,

glossary)

= Follow text read aloud (c.g.,
tapcs, teacher, paircd-readings)

* Sort/group pre-taught words/

* Usc pre-taught vocabulary
(g, word banks) t

Usc L1 to suppor L2 (c.p.,
cognates)

Use bilingual dictionaries
and glossarics

Identify topic sentences,
main idcas, and derails in
e

ofwonirs in context lc.g..’
“ccll,” “table™)

Usc context clucs

Make predictions based on
illustrated rext

Identify frequently used
affixcs and root words to
makc/cxtract mcaning (c.g.,
“un-," “re-,” “-ed™)
Differentiate between fact
and opinion

Answer qucstions abour
explicit informartion in texts
Usc English dicrionarics and
glossarics

* Order paragraphs
- Idenrify summarics of

passages

= Identify Agurative language
(c.g.. “dark as night™)

= Interpret adapted dassics or
modificd rext

= Match causc to cffect

* Summarize information
from multiple related
sources

= Answecr analytical questions
about grade-level text

« Identify, explain, and give
cxamples of figurcs of
spooch

« Draw conclusions from
explicit and implicit text
at or ncar grade level

« Differentiate and apply

phras:s -

= Apply stratcgics to new
situarions

* Infer meaning from modified
grade-level text

« Critique marerial and

* Idcntify specific |
of different genres and
informational tcxts

* Usc an array of stratcgics
(c.g.. skim and scan for
info

rmation)

Level 3
Developing

* Match data or information
with irs source or genre (e.g.,
description of clement to its
symbal on periadic table)

+ Classify or organize
informarion presented in
wvisuals or graphs

= Follow multi-step
instrucrions supporred by
visuals or data

* Match sentence-level
descriptions o visual
representations

= Compare content-relaved
features in visuals and
graphics

= Locare main ideas in a series
of related sentences

.

Apply multiple mcanings of
waords/phrases to social and
academic contexes

Identify topic sentences or
main ideas and details in
paragraphs

Answer questions abourt
explicit information in texts
Differentiate between fact
and opinion in text

Order paragraphs or
sequence informartion within

paragraphs

* Comparc/cantrast authors’
points of view, characrers,
informartion, or events

= Interpret visually- or
graphically-supported
information

= Infer meaning from text

= March cause to effect

* Ewvaluare usefulness of dara
or information supported
visually or graphically

= Sort grade-level rext by genre

* Interprer grade-level
literature

+ Synthesize grade-level
EXpPOsitOry text

= Draw conclusions from
different sources of
informarional rext

* Infer significance of dara or
information in grade-level
marerial

* ldenrtify evidence of bias and
credibility of source
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All Grades:
Pre-Kto 12

Grades Pre-K &K

Grades3to 5 Grades 1&2

Grades 6to 8

Grades 9 to12

= Label objects, pictures,
diagrams

* Draw in response o a
PTOITI'P(

* Produce icons, symbols,
words, phrases to convey
messages

= Draw picturcs and scribble
= Circle or undeiline

pictures, symbols, and
mumbecrs

= Trace figures and letters
* Make symbols, figures or

letters from medels and
rcalia (:.g., SLraws, day)

Writing Domain Can Do Descriptors

Level 3
Developing

Make lists

Produce drawings,
phrases, short sentences,
notes

Give information
requested from oral or
written directions

* Produce bare-bones
expository or narrative
TeXTs

* Compare/contrast
information

* Describe events, people,
processes, procedures

Level 3
Developing

Conncct oral language
to print (c.g., language
expericnce)

Reproduce lerters, symbols,
and numbers from models
in context

Copy icons of familiar
environmental print

Draw objects frem models
and label with letters

* Communicate using letters,
symbols, and numbers in
context

* Make illustrated “notes”
and cards with distinct
letter combinations

* Makc connections between
specch and writing

* Reproducs familiar words
from labeled models or
illustrations

= Summarize information
from graphics or notes

= Edir and revise writing

= Crearte original ideas or
detailed responses

= Producc symbol.s and
strings of lctters associated
with pictures

* Draw picturcs and usc
words to tell a story

= Labcl familiar pcoplec and
objects from modcls

* Producc familiar
words/phrases from
cnvironmental print and
illustrared rexc

Apply information to
New Contexts

Reacrt to mulriple genres
and discourses

Author multiple forms/
genres of writing

Crcaic content-bascd
represcatations through
pictures and words
Make “story books™ with
drawings and wards
Produce words/phrascs
indcpendently

Relate cveryday cxpericnces
using phrases/shert

sentenccs

Level 3
Developing

= Copy writicn language
# Usc first language (L1,

when L1 it 2 medium of
instruction) to hclp form

words in English

* Communicate through

drawings

= Labecl familiar objects or

picturcs

Label objects, pictures, aor

diagrams from word/phrase

banks

+ Communicate ideas by
drawing

= Copy words, phrascs, and
short sentences

* Answer oral questions with

single words

-

Provide information using
graphic organizers
Generate lists of words/
Pllm ﬁDm Il;lnks or Wﬂ]]s
Complete modeled
sentence starters (e.g., 1
like )

Describe people, places,

or objects from illustrated
examples and models

= Engagc in prowriting
stratcgics (c.g., usc of
graphic organizers)

* Form simpl: sentences
using word/phrasc banks

* Participate in interactive
journal writing

* Give content-based
information using visuals
or graphics

Level 3
Developing

Make lists from labels or
with peers

Complecte/ produce
sentences from word/
phrasc banks or walls

Fill in graphic organizers,
charts, and tables

Make comparisons using
real-lifc or visually-
supported matcrials

Prod i 1 ey
-
v F P ¥

Or narrative text

* String rclated sentences
together

- Comparc/contrast
based information

* Describe cvents, people,
processes, procedures

Level 3

* Producc original scntences

# Create mcssages for social
purposes (c.g., get well
cards)

* Composc journal entrics
abour personal experiences

* Use classroom resources
(c.g., picturc dicrionarics)
to composc scnitcnccs

-

Cirrcate a rclated scrics of
sentences in responsc to
pmmpls

Produce content-related
scntences

Caompase stories

Explain processes or
procedures using connecred

sentences

* Take notes using graph
organizers

* Summarize content-based

oFongma] text approad‘ung
grade level

Apply content-based

information to ncw

information -
* Author multiple forms of
g (cg.. cxposity, ©

narrative, persuasive) from
modcls

= Explain stratcgics or usc
of information in solving

problems

Connect or intcgrate
personal experiences with
literaturc/content

Create grzd:-lcvt] storics or

* Draw content-related

picturcs

= Produce high frequency
words

= Lzbel pictures and graphs

Create vocabulary/concepe

cards

* Generate lists from pre-
taught words/phrases and
word banks (c.g., creatc
menu from list of foed

groups)

.

Complete pattern sentences
Extend “sentence starters®

* Produce short paragraphs
with main idcas and some

with original idcas details {e-g-» column notes)

Connect simple sentences * Create compound sentences

Complete graphic organizers/ (e.g., with conjunctions)

forms with personal = Explain steps in problem-

information solving

Respond o ysl'na, d101n:, - Campan:f:ontnst

and some WH- infor cvents,
characters

* Give opinions, preferences,
and reactions along with
casons

Level 3
Developing

Create multiple-paragraph

cssays

= Justify ideas

* Produce content-reated
reports

* Usc details/cxamples to
support idecas

* Usc rransition words to creatc

cohesive passages

Composc intro/body/

condusion

= Paraphrasc or summarizc text
= Take nores (c.g., for rescarch)

= Crrate cxpository toxt to
- Pxoduccmt}n rcports

- in using analogics
Begin using log
= Critique litcrary essays or

cxplain graphs/chares
using multiple sources/

citations

articles

* Labecl content-related
diagrams, picturcs from
word/phrase banks
Provide personal information
on forms read orally
Produce short answer

to oral i
with visual support

* Supply missing words in
shore sentences

Make content-related
lists of words, phrascs, or
cxpressions

-

Take notcs using grag

* Complete reports from
remplates
- Compos: short narrative and

organizers or models
Formulate yu."no, choice and

-q from

xp ¥ picces

* Outline idcas and details
using graphic organizers

Correspond for social
purpases (e.g., memos,
e-mails, nores)

- and reflect on

le.g., rubrics)

notes ﬁ'urn ]a:tum or text

* Revise work based on
narrative or oral feedback

* Composc narrative and
expaository text for a variety
of purposcs

* Justify or defend ideas and
opinions

= Produce content-related
reports

= Critique, peer-edit and make

= Explain, with details,

from mulup]e sourccs
Create original picces that
represent the use of a varicty
of genres and discourses

recommendations on others”
writing from rubrics

phenomena, processes,

procedurcs
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Additional Information about Performance Definitions and Can Do Descriptors

Performance Definitions:

e Provide a concise, global overview of how English language learners process and use
language at each level of proficiency across all grade levels.

e Use three criteria to describe the increasing quality and guantity of students’ language
processing and use:

1. Linguistic Complexity
2. Vocabulary Usage
3. Language Control.

e Educators must interpret the meaning of the Definitions according to students’ cognitive
development due to age, their grade level, their diversity of educational experiences, and
any diagnosed learning disabilities (if applicable).

Can Do Descriptors:

e Describe how English language learners process and use language at each level of
proficiency within specific grade levels and language domains.

e Areintended to be used in tandem with the Performance Definitions.

e For example, the Can Do Descriptors show that students may be able to ““identify’” at
various levels of language proficiency, but the language (linguistic complexity,
vocabulary usage, and language control) they use will vary tremendously. At one end of
the spectrum, beginning English language learners may identify by pointing or using
short words or phrases, whereas at the end of the language development continuum,
students will begin to identify complex themes and ideas described in detailed technical
language.

To maintain the succinctness of the individual statements, some basic assumptions need to
be made in interpreting the Can Do Descriptors.

1. Sensory, graphic, or interactive support are present through language proficiency
level 4, Expanding.

2. English language learners can process or produce the language associated with the
stated language functions.

3. Linguistic complexity, vocabulary usage, and language control increase
incrementally as students move from one English language proficiency level to
the next.

The Can Do Descriptors are a sampling of the language expectations of English language
learners as they travel along the continuum of English language development.
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“Barely Exiting” Student Description

Listening

Student will need to respond and follow multi-
step instructions (includes time-order and
sequencing)

Use oral information to complete grade-level
tasks

Evaluate the intent of the speech and act
accordingly

Able to analyze oral input and determine main
idea

Speaking

Participate in academic discussions (stories,
Issues, and concepts using academic language)
and support their point of view

Gives speeches and oral reports that are
comprehensible and incorporate some grade-level
content vocabulary

Orally and actively participates in all classroom
interactions and in cooperative learning groups

Reading

Independently use multiple strategies to
comprehend unfamiliar text

Understands contextual meaning of appropriate
vocabulary

Interpret information or data from multiple
sources

Find details that support main ideas and draw
conclusions from explicit text

Writing

Able to apply information to new contexts using
specialized or technical language from grade-
level content

Summarize information from graphs, notes and
various resources using a variety of sentence
lengths in essays or reports

Create, edit, and revise original ideas or detailed
reports using written language that communicates
meaning on grade-level material
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Name

Rating Form: WIDA ACCESS For ELLs Exit Criteria Standard-Setting Study

NN N N NN AN
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1 2 3 4 5
Entering Beginning Developing Expanding Bridging

6.0 Reaching I

Rating Directions: For each rating, use this depiction of the Proficiency Level score scale to help you decide where to make your ratings to one

decimal place. Use any decimal place, odd or even. Each decimal represents an equal proportion of the distance between levels.
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Feedback 1: 2011 ACCESS for ELLs Domain and Composite Score Averages

WIDA ACCESS for ELLs Exit Criteria Standard-Setting Study, July 26, 2011

2011 Average ACCESS for ELLs Proficiency Level Scores by Grade Cluster

Grade cluster Listening Speaking Reading Writing Coon:(;:)aslilte
All Grades 4.3 4.4 3.7 31 3.6
PreK-K 4.1 3.3 24 21 24
1-2 4.5 5.0 4.2 2.8 3.6
3-5 4.7 4.4 4.3 3.7 4.0
6-8 4.0 4.2 34 3.1 34
9-12 3.7 4.2 3.2 3.5 3.5
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Feedback 2: Histograms of 2010 ACCESS for ELLs Score Point Frequencies by DSTEP Proficiency

UNDERSTANDING THE HISTOGRAMS

There are two Classification on DSTEP
color coded )
distributions | = Proficient
along the X axis. Mot Proficient

I _ -
{350
300
250
Y axis: 500
Number < 150

of
Students 100
>0
| 0
"
(Domain / Composite) Scores on ACCESS for ELLs
Notes:

1. Color ofthe column tells you if the students who earned that particular score on the ACCESS were classified as
proficient or not-proficient on the DSTEP.

2. Position of the column on the X axis tells vou the ACCESS score earned by students represented in the column.

3. Height of the column (Y axis). tells you the number of students who eamed that score represented by the column.
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Distribution of ACCESS for ELLs Scores for ELL Students Scoring Proficient and Not Proficient
on the DSTEP Reading and DSTEP Mathematics in 2010

Grades 3 through 8, and 11

2010 ACCESS for ELLs Listening Score and DSTEP Reading 2010 ACCESS for ELLs Listening Score and DSTEP Mathematics

B Reading proficient

Reading not proficient
400

w
o

Number of Students
5 0
8 & o
//
S

g 250 ﬂb\l
5 200

2 ] |
150 - | E150 |
100 - | 2 100 - Il
50 - [
0 + Lasns )L 30 1
T ™ : r‘-r'--.,...!_ll 't i | & s
A T s AL E | "L]" |
NNNNNmm ! T - l-Lu" |
mmqu-q. T L Lagt

ACCESS for ELLs Listening Score

ACCESS for ELLs Listening Score

B Mathematics proficient

Mathematics not proficient
350 | 350 1\
(7]

£300 -

()]

Total number of students: 1793

Number of Reading proficient students: 448

Number of Reading not proficient students: 1340

ACCESS Listening mean score of proficient students: 5.1
ACCESS Listening mean score of not proficient students: 4.3

Total number of students: 1881

Number of Mathematics proficient students: 511

Number of Mathematics not proficient students: 1365
ACCESS Listening mean score of proficient students: 5.0
ACCESS Listening mean score of not proficient students: 4.2
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2010 ACCESS for ELLs Speaking Score and DSTEP Reading

2010 ACCESS for ELLs Speaking Score and DSTEP Mathematics

B Reading proficient

1 Reading not proficient

600 1%

500 -+
400 - ‘I

300 |

Number of Students

200 - |

100 - i

ACCESS for ELLs Speaking Score

B Mathematics proficient

ACCESS for ELLs Speaking Score

= Mathematics not proficient

Total number of students: 1786

Number of Reading proficient students: 446

Number of Reading not proficient students: 1335

ACCESS Speaking mean score of proficient students: 5.1
ACCESS Speaking mean score of not proficient students: 4.4

Total number of students: 1874

Number of Mathematics proficient students: 510

Number of Mathematics not proficient students: 1359
ACCESS Speaking mean score of proficient students: 5.0
ACCESS Speaking mean score of not proficient students: 4.2
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2010 ACCESS for ELLs Reading Score and DSTEP Reading

2010 ACCESS for ELLs Reading Score and DSTEP Mathematics

B Reading proficient

1 Reading not proficient

250 ]M

N
o
o
L

|
150 -

100

Number of Students

50

ACCESS for ELLs Reading Score

B Mathematics proficient

= Mathematics not proficient

n 200 -
hd
c
()]
: |
2 150 - |
S
h i.
$ 100 - l
: |
2 )
50 - m m l
|
T § I i:':-_.lu Yob oy Loy} : |
Mﬁ‘\‘ o i m m “: _|_._.'|[l.l|' -L !-h-_;(ui_h
R <r i o

ACCESS for ELLs Reading Score

Total number of students: 1792

Number of Reading proficient students: 448

Number of Reading not proficient students: 1339

ACCESS Reading mean score of proficient students: 4.9
ACCESS Reading mean score of not proficient students: 3.7

Total number of students: 1880

Number of Mathematics proficient students: 511

Number of Mathematics not proficient students: 1364
ACCESS Reading mean score of proficient students: 4.8
ACCESS Reading mean score of not proficient students: 3.6
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2010 ACCESS for ELLs Writing Score and DSTEP Reading 2010 ACCESS for ELLs Writing Score and DSTEP Mathematics

B Reading proficient B Mathematics proficient
[ Reading not proficient 1 Mathematics not proficient
120 120

g 100 § 100 -

T el

=] =]

&80 a

] ]

@ 60 @

o) o)

£ £

=] =]

2 2

20
0
ACCESS for ELLs Writing Score ACCESS for ELLs Writing Score

Total number of students: 1779 Total number of students: 1867
Number of Reading proficient students: 446 Number of Mathematics proficient students: 508
Number of Reading not proficient students: 1328 Number of Mathematics not proficient students: 1354
ACCESS Writing mean score of proficient students: 4.1 ACCESS Writing mean score of proficient students: 4.0
ACCESS Writing mean score of not proficient students: 3.4 ACCESS Writing mean score of not proficient students: 3.3
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2010 ACCESS for ELLs Composite Score and DSTEP Reading 2010
ACCESS for ELLs Composite Score and DSTEP Mathematics

B Reading proficient B Mathematics proficient

1 Reading not proficient = Mathematics not proficient

D
o

Number of Students
S
o

Number of Students

N
o

o

ACCESS for ELLs Composite Score ACCESS for ELLs Composite Score
Total number of students: 1773 Total number of students: 1861
Number of Reading proficient students: 444 Number of Mathematics proficient students: 507
Number of Reading not proficient students: 1324 Number of Mathematics not proficient students: 1349
ACCESS Composite mean score of proficient students: 4.7 ACCESS Composite mean score of proficient students: 4.6
ACCESS Composite mean score of not proficient students: 3.7 ACCESS Composite mean score of not proficient students: 3.6
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Feedback 3: Line graphs of 2010 ACCESS for ELLs Performance and 2010 DSTEP Proficiency

UNDERSTANDING THE LINE GRAPHS

,f/ 100.00
90.00
80.00 ACTUAL (OBSERVED)
PERFORMANCE
70.00
Percent of Students 60.00
Classified as '
Proficient < 50,00 —
N |
at each A-CIIZ.ESS PERPH'“EEOMHNCE
Score Point 40.00
30.00
20,00
10.00 [] A | f__'
I\l\' GG T T T T T T T
(=] 4 =t o o o =4 =t w [e] o (] =t (V=] oo [ ] ~ =t (V=] (= u] ] ~ =t w oo o
I R T B VI VR VR VT VT B I T T T I - T B BT T, ST ST BT ..
— . B -
_"—\vn—"'_

Composite Scores on ACCESS for ELLs

Notes:

1. The red line shows the statistical prediction for 2010 performance (expected relationship between composite scores on ACCESS
and proficient classification on DSTEP ).

2. The blue line shows the 2010 actual (observed) percentage of students for each score pomnt on the ACCESS who are classified as
proficient on the DSTEP.
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Percent Proficient Students at Score Point
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Line Graphs: Percent of Students Classified Proficient on 2010 DSTEP Assessments
for each ACCESS for ELLs Composite Score Point

Grades 3 through 8, and 11
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Evaluation Form

WIDA ACCESS for ELLs
Standard-Setting Study

The purpose of this evaluation is to learn your reactions to and perceptions of the various components

of the Standard-Setting Study. Your responses allow us to measure the effectiveness of the study.

Please answer each question honestly and accurately; it is very important that we have your reactions to
the activities of the Standard-Setting Study. Following the rating scale format questions, there is a space for
comments. Your open-ended comments are especially valuable in evaluating the process.

Please do not put your name on the Evaluation form, as we want your responses to be anonymous.
Thank you for your time in completing this evaluation.

Training

1. Rate the degree of success for each of the components of the training for the Standard-Setting Study:

Very Marginally Marginally Very
Successful Successful Successful | Unsuccessful | Unsuccessful | Unsuccessful
a. Orientation on
background and 6 5 4 3 2 1
purpose of the study
b.Training on creating
“Barely Exiting” 6 5 4 3 2 1
Student descriptors
c. Training on makmg 6 s 4 3 5 1
cut score ratings
d. Fearnlng how to 6 s 4 3 5 1
interpret feedback
e.Overall Training 6 5 4 3 2 1
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Allocation of Time

2. How adequate do you feel was the time allotted to the various components of the Standard-Setting Study?

Totally Marginally | Marginally Totally
Adequate Adequate Adequate | Inadequate | Inadequate | Inadequate
a.Time allocated to
orientation on background 6 5 4 3 2 1
and purpose of the study
b.Time allocated to training
on‘ §rea,1't|ng Barely 6 c 4 3 5 1
Exiting” Student
descriptors
c. Time allocated to making
cut score ratings in each 6 5 4 3 2 1
round
d.Time aII'ocated to learning 6 s 4 3 5 1
how to interpret feedback
e.Time allocated to overall
tra'\lnlng,' including . 6 c 4 3 5 1
orientation and ongoing
instruction
Feedback
3. How useful were the following components of the feedback?
Very Somewhat Not Very Not At All
Useful Useful Useful Useful
a. Range and average of panel cut score 4 3 5 1
recommendations
b. Impact of panel recommended cut scores on 4 3 5 1
ELL student decisions
c. Table of average ACCESS domain and overall 4 3 5 1
composite scores
d. Histograms of ACCESS score distributions by 4 3 5 1
DSTEP proficiency
e. Line graphs showing DSTEP proficiency along 4 3 5 1
ACCESS score scale
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Cut-Score Recommendations

4. How confident did you feel with the cut-score ratings you made in each round?

Very i A Little A Little ) Very
Confident Confident Confident | Unconfident Unconfident Unconfident
Round 1 recommendations 6 5 4 3 2 1
Round 2 recommendations 6 5 4 3 2 1
Round 3 recommendations 6 5 4 3 2 1
Overall Evaluation of the Standard-Setting Study
Very Marginally Marginally Very
Successful Successful Successful | Unsuccessful Unsuccessful Unsuccessful
Overall, how would you
rate the success of the 6 5 4 3 2 1
Standard-Setting Study?
How would you rate the
organization of the 6 5 4 3 2 1
Standard-Setting Study?

Comments

7. Please give any comments about the Standard-Setting Study that you would like to share.

Thank you for your involvement in the Study!
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Comments

e Very interesting - Hopefully it will prove to be useful

e Information was good. Sometimes felt things were over explained / felt talked down to.

e | FOUND THAT YOU DID A VERY GOOD JOB IN EXPLAINING THE DATA & GRAPHS TO
THOSE INDIVIDUALS WHO WRE NOT AS FAMILIAR W/DATA ANALYSIS. | FOUND THE
ENTIRE PROCESS EDUCATIONAL & BENEFICIAL.

e It would be very beneficial for the SFSD to have all this wonderful data!

e 2c. Would have been good to calculate the level of the exit descriptors we generated. 3c, d, e Excellent!
7. 1t would be helpful to have access to this data.

e Need less time reviewing can-do descriptors and performance standards

e *You did a great job of mediating our discussions & helping us to see a clear picture of what cut-scores
are needed for our ELs to be successful. *Loved the graphs & charts! Very Useful!

e | find the graphs very informative and enlightening. I think this kind of information should be given to
district administrators.

e Would like to have had more info before the study (description in email). Chilly in the room.

e la. | missed, sorry! Very good workshop, great discussion & great job of facilitating a broad range of

discussion & objectives. Thanks!
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