










































































nadfarley
Typewritten Text

nadfarley
Typewritten Text
APPENDIX G



































































































































Establishing Achievement Level 
Descriptors 

103



Achievement Level Descriptors vs. 
Content Standards 

2:30 – 3:30 PM 
l  Achievement Level Descriptors (ALDs): 

Concise statements of the performance 
required for a student to demonstrate mastery 
of the content (by level or category) 

l  Content Standards: Minimum descriptions of 
what students are expected to learn by subject 
area, by grade. Minimum that teachers should 
be teaching. 
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Achievement Level Descriptor 
Overview  

l  ALDs describe what students know and can do based 
on their performance on statewide assessments in the 
various content areas.  

l  The ALDs are based on a sampling of a larger set of 
testable content outlined in the Oregon Content 
Standards (RDBC) and give a concise yet general 
description of what most students know and can do 
within a particular level of achievement. 

l  Students who score at or within a particular level of 
achievement possess the bulk of the abilities 
described at that level and generally have mastered 
the skills described in the preceding achievement 
levels. 
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ALD Categories 

l ALDs for each subject area are 
developed to establish the minimum 
scores required for: 
l  Level 4  
l  Level 3  
l  Level 2 
l  Level 1 
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Safe Travels & Happy Summer! 
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APPENDIX H 

Table H-1. 
Panelist content considerations during judgment rounds 

Subject  Discourse  

Mathematics Prerequisite Skills. Cutting at [X] point [earlier] would introduce the concept of 
proportion sooner, students in this grade are clearly getting this concept. 

 Unintended interactions with item. The question asks [X], but students may be 
drawn to [Y] in the graphics/or among the response options. 

 General guidance. Do not want to be driven by the percentages. 

 Complexity of academic concepts. Looking at triangles (vs. thinking about how 
fast cars drive) should be easier.   

 General guidance. Consider difficulty but look at how different the item 
difficulty increases, it may just be by a fraction of a point. 

ELA Unintended interactions with item. My students would see this question about 
going outside and rather than select “recess” they would select the response that 
matches their context. In this case to raise the topic of going outside will 
immediately cue my student to select lunch because it is part of their reality 
[“lunch” is among the answer options]. 

 Unintended interactions with item. The prompt includes the word “bees” 
several times. For that reason alone, my student will gravitate to the word “bees” 
in the response options. 

 Experience with the item type or content. In this item the word “write” changes 
tense several times, “write”, “writes”, “wrote”. My students are not familiar with 
changing tenses. For this reason this item is in a more difficult category. In 
addition, the student is required to make an inference about authorship. 

 Unintended interactions with item. Graphic (image) may be clear or may paint 
a specific image, but it sometimes elicits a different response or key the student in 
to a single/specific word on the assessment. 
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APPENDIX I 

Table I-1. 
Science Group Final Rationale 

Grade 
Level 

Science Group Rationale 

5 Level 2 was set at item 9 because entry-level science knowledge begins at that item 
and the vocabulary is becoming increasingly more advanced. 
Level 3 was set at item 29 because this question separates proficient and incorporates 
more of the science content standards (i.e. gravity which is a more complex concept). 
Level 4 was set at item 46 which is where more complex questioning and concepts 
begin.  

8 Level 2 was set at number 19 which is the end of more concrete concepts simple 
vocabulary. 
Level 3 was set at number 36. The vocabulary changed, and students have to 
distinguish the difference between a set of organs. No obvious outliers. 
Level 4: Number 51, increased vocabulary and science concepts, including genetics. 

11 Level 2: For level of academic vocabulary, [this population has] little to no life 
experience with the content and/or access to the background knowledge. For some 
questions, distractors were also taken into consideration. The next item in next section 
difficulty level increased. This population lacks receptive and verbal communication 
and focuses on life skills.  
Level 3: As far as content, students at this level understand and comprehend basic 
science content and vocabulary. Students have had modified science and are 
improving in increasing their understanding of the content. 

Level 4: These students have a more complex thought process and can access a 
general education class with support and are able to process the content at a higher 
understanding and can generalize it better. 
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Table I-2. 
Mathematics Group Final Rationale (3- 5) 

Grade 
Level 

Mathematics Group Rationale 

3 Following round 3 our group felt the level 1 percentage was too high for kids taking the 
test (39%) so we lowered the number of items in level 1. We picked the point at which 
students needed to start interacting more as the [defining] level difference. 
Level 3 (item 16) started where multiplication and fractions came into the test which is 
heart of third grade standards so we felt students successful at those items should meet.  
Level 4 was ultimately set at item 44 which is where two-step problem solving begins. 
[When students are successful at two-step problems] IEP teams may consider SBAC an 
option. 

4 Level 1: The impact of the data is 15.4. We felt the complexity went from number based 
ten and numeracy knowledge in the ones and identifying a geometric shape to – 

Identifying double digit numbers [which is the start of Level 2], shape recognition and 
labeling a shape with a symbol (right angle, item 8) adding, using standard measurement, 
recognizing the definition of same, half, equation, all together, heavier, inches, and feet. 
Level 3: Students can perform level 1 and 2 well, and identify skip counting, identify 
y=mx+b in item 38 solve mixed numbers, identify area, round numbers, use systems of 
inequality, and recognize and apply the term “half” in a story problem. 

Level 4: Can perform levels 1 – 3 proficiently and show division without scaffolding, 
solve multiplication problems and solve applied math problems with ¼. 

5 First we determined that students who are minimally proficient would be capable of 
consistently recognizing numbers 0 – 20, match  numbers 0 – 6, using visual supports add 
numbers, recognize the total number of objects and complete patterns +2, +5. Students 
could be inconsistent analyzing a table (pictograph), subtract with visual cues, and 
understand volume and fractions. 
We adjusted our cut-scores for Exceeded because we determined that item #33 had decent 
visual support of item #34 involved counting by 10 – a skill many students do learn. The 
adding of fractions without visuals was the cut off for superior (exceeded) item #35. 

The cut off for Nearly meets was done at the point that students had to not just match 
numbers, but had to understand the question read in order to get the right answer. Students 
looked at shapes to determine the number of angles. This required more cognitive ability 
than the simple matching of numbers. We set this cut off at # 8. 

After looking at our impact data we changed the cut off for nearly meets to #8 instead of 
#13 so that we could catch more students at the nearly meets level. The first time we did 
impact data, our “does not meet” was slightly larger than our “nearly meets”. 
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Table I-3. 
Mathematics Group Final Rationale (6 – 8) 

Grade 
Level 

Mathematics Group Rationale 

6 Level 2: We chose item 6 because it was a jump to addition instead of just identification 
which is more of a complex skill. 

Level 3: We chose Item 13, because of the increased variables to analyze and manipulate, 
the scale of count-by (2s), ignoring distracting or irrelevant information, and the 
complexity of the visual information. 
Level 4: Item 37 showed a significant jump in complexity, number of variables, abstract 
of time, symbols, multi-step problems. Students that could answer these questions 
correctly should be considered for the SBAC with supports. 

7 We feel confident and comfortable with the cut scores we arrived at in our OIB. We used 
the impact data after round two to increase the percentage of students reaching proficiency 
in Round 3. In addition, we paid more attention to the item difficulty in round three to 
inform our decision-making process. 

8 We feel confident our cut scores accurately reflect the student population taking the 
assessment. We looked at large shifts of the complexity of the content to determine our 
cuts scores. After reviewing the ALDS, we feel that our cut scores align well. The impact 
scores helped us revise our cut scores, putting them in alignment with the ALDs. 

11 Level 2: (item 7) introduces difficult vocabulary “hexagon”. 
Level 3: (item 13) introduces the x axis vocabulary. Finding a point on a line is more 
difficult than matching two symbols. 
Level 3: (item 43) first multi-step items. Dealt with division and fractions and line 
segments. 
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Table I-4. 
ELA Group Final Rationale (3 – 5) 

Grade 
Level 

English Language Arts Group Rationale 

3 Level 2: [Following the review of our impact data] we wanted to decrease the 
proportion of students in Level 1, so we lowered our item number from 8 to 5. Question 
6 marked a change to word functions as opposed to identification. 
Level 3: We kept 18 the same because it is a shift to an academic skill (decoding). 

Level 4: We adjusted from item 52 to 54 to decrease the proportion in level 4. It was 
also an increase in academic skill (longer sentences, higher vocabulary to decode). 

4 Level 2: Bookmark was placed at item 8 because content moved from identification 
with pictures, student was required to perform independently, the item difficulty 
jumped from .04 to .09, and it was a move to more expressive language. 
Level 3: Bookmark was placed at item 23 because there were no visuals, no answer 
choices read to the student, it required the student to draw from their own experience 
using vocabulary, and the item difficulty increased from 1.326 to 1.346. 

Level 4: Bookmark was placed at item 45 because the item required the student to have 
knowledge of pronouns, the answer was not contained within the item or the answer, 
and item difficulty [increased to] 2.746 whereas all the previous items were in the 2.5 
range. 

5 Between levels 1 and 2: Variety of picture choices. 
Between levels 2 and 3: Visual supports drop off and a student who is not proficient 
would need visuals. Literal, auditory skills, pictures are provided. Prior knowledge may 
help a student.  

Between levels 3 and 4: Main idea begins in Level 3 because it is a higher order 
concept. Language increased, content and vocabulary. Higher order thinking strategies 
were involved. Item 44 requires writing skills, vocabulary knowledge, and letter 
discrimination. 

Levels 4 change – students are required to read. Vocabulary, different forms between 
question and answer. Moved Level 3 to where L4 was.  Item 47 not an emphasizing 
word. 48 – 50 (ordinal, multi-step). Language complexity. Dialogues, length, multi-
sentence choices (all “R”). 
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Table I-5. 
ELA Group Final Rationale (6 – 8) 

Grade 
Level 

English Language Arts Group Rationale 

6 Level 2 entry item number 5. Introduces visual discrimination, girls all look similar. 
Segue quickly into handwriting. 

Level 3 entry is item 25. Text is not repetitive of subject like previous questions. 
Requires discrimination between 3 boys’ names that all begin with same letter, similar 
in length. 
Level 4 entry is item 45. Science content/vocabulary introduced. Text in questions 
becomes much longer on next question. 

7 Our group chose item 3 for our level 2 cut because it asked students to trace, which 
requires them to be more independent than just pointing or matching. The following 
items required a number of skills including inferring, summarizing, and working 
without picture cues. We chose item 30 for our cut score. We decided to be proficient 
in the 7th grade you should be able to read K- 1 text. From there forward, the writing 
had no model and a variety of skills were represented, as opposed to basic listening 
comprehension only. 

We chose item 48 for our level ¾ cut because this item required you to think about and 
apply what was read instead of just careful reading. We had previously chosen 45, but 
the impact data showed a large number of students exceeding. We chose a new method 
to increase the cut score. We reached consensus and are confident in our results. 

8 Levels 2 – 3: At item 18. Students have to read independently (~2nd grade text). 
Significant jump in difficulty, from 17 to 18. Contains decoding and comprehension. 
58-60% kids will meet or exceed. Decided not to look at low items for cut. 
Level 3 – 4: Item 50. Percentage of students in exceed was 37% at item 48. Needs to 
show understanding of word tenses “write, wrote, written”. Distractor of multiple 
names (Ginny first). Three distractor sentences were presented after the clue and before 
the question.  
Level 1 – 2: Item 5. Too many students level 1 when item 7 was the cut off. Answer 
[needs to be] based on text, not belief that fish, cat make better pets. Some bias for dog 
owners, i.e. more likely to get it correct if the student is a dog owner. 
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Table I-6. 
ELA Group Final Rationale (11) 

Grade 
Level 

English Language Arts Group Rationale 

11 Between Levels 1 and 2: Started with 5, but ended with item 3. Started with 5 due to 
issues of some students (struggling with) tracing, and reading tasks were similar with 
support, concept and length. (We always were dubious about 3) because the Flag is so 
abstract, and not very much support [was provided by the] pictures. Went back after 
getting impact data and looked at 3 again. Talks about stars, stripes. Not everyone 
knows what they are. Talks about colors, but pictures are black and white. 

Between Level 2 and 3 (item 35): 
Required inference. The answer was not readily in question. Required student to apply 
word to choices and see what worked. Impact data for this choice still allowed 63% of 
the students to pass. 

Between 3 and 4 (item 48—previously 43): 
We felt that pictures distracted rather than supported. Had to understand what the word 
“face” meant in this context. 
We changed it to 48 based on the impact data. Another jump of skills required, 
understanding verb tenses, helping verb (not an action word), items 49 and 50 had a lot 
of distracting information in both readings. Items 49 and 50 content was abstract. 
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APPENDIX J 
Determination of Cut Scores via judgmental rounds (including review of Impact data) 

Table J-1. 
ORExt Science Grade 5 Rounds 1 – 3 Judgment Results Item (and Item Difficulty) by 
person/consensus  

Grade 5 Science 

 Round 1 Round 2 Round 3 

 Person 1 Person 2 Person 3 Person 4 Consensus Consensus 

Level 2  17 (0.986) 9 (0.556) 16 (0.926) 25 (1.536) 17 (0.986) 9 (0.556) 

Level 3  21 (1.176) 17 (0.986) 30 (1.676) 31 (1.776) 29 (1.656) 29 (1.656) 

Level 4 29 (1.656) 36 (1.956) 37 (2.006) 40 (2.306) 37 (2.006) 46 (2.956) 

 

Table J-2. 
Grade 5: Impact following Round 2 

Level Percentage 

 1 30.9 

2 8.6 

3 6.5 

4 53.9 
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Table J-3. 
Grade 5: Impact following Round 3 

Level Percentage 

1 26.7 

2 12.8 

3 24.9 

4 35.6 

 

Table J-4. 
ORExt Science Grade 8 Rounds 1 – 3 Judgment Results Item (and Item Difficulty) by 
person/consensus 

Grade 8 Science 

 Round 1  Round 2  Round 3  

 Person 1 Person 2 Person 3 Person 4 Consensus Consensus 

Level 2  19 (0.956) 15 (0.856) 36 (2.016) 19 (0.956) 26 (1.526) 19 (0.956) 

Level 3 25 (1.426) 27 (1.556) 43 (2.416) 48 (2.616) 36 (2.016) 36 (2.016) 

Level 4 35 (1.916) 43 (2.416) 44 (2.446) 50 (2.716) 44 (2.446) 51 (3.106) 

 

Table J-5. 
Grade 8: Impact following Round 2 

Level Percentage 

 1 36 

2 6.5 

3 5.6 

4 51.9 
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Table J-6. 
Grade 8: Impact following Round 3 

Level Percentage 

1 28.8 

2 13.7 

3 15.2 

4 42.3 

 

Table J-7. 
ORExt Science Grade 5 Rounds 1 – 3 Judgment Results Item (and Item Difficulty) by 
person/consensus 

Grade 11 Science 

 Round 1 Round 2 Round 3 

 Person 1 Person 2 Person 3 Consensus Consensus 

Level 2  21 (1.216) 11 (0.756) 5 (0.106) 8 (0.526) 5 (0.106) 

Level 3 28 (1.556) 23 (1.256) 22 (1.216) 24 (1.406) 24 (1.406) 

Level 4 37 (2.126) 37 (2.126) 38 (2.246) 38 (2.246) 47 (2.856) 

 

Table J-8. 
Grade 11: Impact following Round 2 

Level Percentage 

 1 24 

2 6.8 

3 12.7 

4 55.7 
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Table J-9. 
Grade 11: Impact following Round 3 

Level Percentage 

1 20.8 

2 10.8 

3 21.2 

4 47.2 

 

 Table J-10. 
Average Across Grade Levels: Impact following Round 3 

Level Percentage SD 

1 25.43 4.15 

2 12.43 1.48 

3 20.43 4.90 

4 41.7 5.82 
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APPENDIX K 

Table K-1. 
ORExt Mathematics Grade 3 Rounds 1 – 3 Judgment Results Item (and Item Difficulty) by 
person/consensus 

Grade 3 Mathematics 

 Round 1 Round 2 Round 3 

 Person 1 Person 2 Person 3 Consensus Consensus 

Level 2  14 (0.006) 15 (0.096) 24 (0.566) 15 (0.096) 6 (-0.764) 

Level 3 28 (0.896) 28 (0.896) 32 (1.146) 28 (0.896) 16 (0.136) 

Level 4 44 (1.816) 42 (1.696) 42 (1.696) 42 (1.696) 44 (1.816) 

 

Table K-2. 
ORExt Mathematics Grade 4 Rounds 1 – 3 Judgment Results Item (and Item Difficulty) by 
person/consensus 

Grade 4 Mathematics 

 Round 1 Round 2 Round 3 

 Person 1 Person 2 Person 3 Consensus Consensus 

Level 2  10 (-0.464) 11 (-0.344) 5 (-0.994) 5 (-0.994) 5 (-0.994) 

Level 3 29 (0.956) 29 (0.956) 35 (1.436) 29 (0.956) 25 (0.676) 

Level 4 42 (1.906) 49 (2.526) 48 (2.236) 48 (2.236) 48 (2.236) 
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Table K-3. 
ORExt Mathematics Grade 5 Rounds 1 – 3 Judgment Results Item (and Item Difficulty) by 
person/consensus 

Grade 5 Mathematics 

 Round 1 Round 2 Round 3 

 Person 1 Person 2 Person 3 Consensus Consensus 

Level 2  29 (1.206) 18 (0.206) 13 (-0.124) 13 (-0.124) 8 (-0.664) 

Level 3 30 (1.326) 31 (1.326) 22 (0.616) 22 (0.616) 22 (0.616) 

Level 4 43 (2.176) 40 (1.986) 32 (1.356) 32 (1.356) 35 (1.586) 

 

Table K-4. 
ORExt Mathematics Grade 6 Rounds 1 – 3 Judgment Results Item (and Item Difficulty) by 
person/consensus 

Grade 6 Mathematics 

 Round 1 Round 2 Round 3 

 Person 1 Person 2 Person 3 Consensus Consensus 

Level 2  13 (0.846) 23 (1.356) 13 (0.846) 16 (0.946) 6 (0.406) 

Level 3 24 (1.486) 33 (2.066) 24 (1.486) 24 (1.486) 13 (0.846) 

Level 4 37 (2.176) 43 (2.626) 37 (2.176) 37 (2.176) 37 (2.176) 
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Table K-5. 
ORExt Mathematics Grade 7 Rounds 1 – 3 Judgment Results Item (and Item Difficulty) by 
person/consensus 

Grade 7 Mathematics 

 Round 1 Round 2 Round 3 

 Person 1 Person 2 Person 3 Consensus Consensus 

Level 2  18 (0.746) 19 (0.776) 29 (1.396) 18 (0.746) 6 (-0.244) 

Level 3 28 (1.386) 28 (1.386) 36 (1.826) 30 (1.506) 22 (0.916) 

Level 4 43 (2.276) 38 (1.916) 50 (2.776) 43 (2.776) 50 (2.776) 

 

 

Table K-6. 
ORExt Mathematics Grade 8 Rounds 1 – 3 Judgment Results Item (and Item Difficulty) by 
person/consensus 

Grade 8 Mathematics 

 Round 1 Round 2 Round 3 

 Person 1 Person 2 Person 3 Consensus Consensus 

Level 2  19 (1.316) 19 (1.316) 9 (0.916) 10 (0.926) 5 (0.806) 

Level 3 28 (2.306) 26 (2.096) 18 (1.236) 26 (2.096) 18 (1.236) 

Level 4 43 (2.906) 35 (2.566) 30 (2.336) 35 (2.566) 35 (2.566) 
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Table K-7. 
ORExt Mathematics Grade 11 Rounds 1 – 3 Judgment Results Item (and Item Difficulty) by 
person/consensus 

Grade 11 Mathematics 

 Round 1 Round 2 Round 3 

 Person 1 Person 2 Person 3 Consensus Consensus 

Level 2  9 (1.206) 21 (1.376) 11 (0.566) 19 (1.206) 6 (0.136) 

Level 3 29 (1.646) 29 (1.646) 27 (1.616) 29 (1.646) 13 (0.656) 

Level 4 44 (2.216) 44 (2.206) 37 (1.846) 43 (2.206) 43 (2.206) 

 

Table K-8. 
Mathematics Impact following Round 2 

 3 4 5 6 7 8 11 

Level 1 39% 15.4% 21.5% 46.9% 40.7% 44.9% 62% 

Level 2 23.3% 40.7% 17.1% 16.8% 19.4% 39% 11.7% 

Level 3 20.9% 30.2% 26.8% 18.1% 24.6% 9.5% 12.5% 

Level 4 16.8% 13.7% 34.6% 18.1% 15.4% 6.7% 13.8% 

 

Table K-9. 
Mathematics Impact following Round 3 

 3 4 5 6 7 8 11 Mean SD 

Level 1 25.9% 15.4% 15.5% 32.1% 19.5% 41.9% 38.2% 26.93% 10.78 

Level 2 13.9% 32.2% 25.6% 10.7% 25.3% 13% 11.9% 18.94% 8.55 

Level 3 44.5% 38.7% 33.1% 39.1% 46.8% 38.5% 36.2% 39.56% 4.69 

Level 4 15.7% 13.7% 25.8% 18.1% 8.5% 6.7% 13.8% 14.61% 6.32 
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Table K-10. 
Mathematics Impact following Articulation 

 3 4 5 6 7 8 11 Mean SD 

Level 1 25.9% 15.4% 15.5% 32.1% 19.5% 41.9% 38.2% 26.93% 10.78 

Level 2 13.9% 30.5% 25.6% 10.7% 25.3% 13% 11.9% 18.7% 8.13 

Level 3 44.5% 34.8% 45% 39.1% 39.9% 38.5% 36.2% 39.71% 3.86 

Level 4 15.7% 19.3% 14% 18.1% 15.4% 6.7% 13.8% 14.71% 4.07 

127



	
  
	
  

APPENDIX L 

Table L-1. 
ORExt English Language Arts Grade 3 Rounds 1 – 3 Judgment Results Item (and Item Difficulty) 
by person/consensus 

Grade 3 English Language Arts 

 Round 1 Round 2 Round 3 

 Person 1 Person 2 Person 3 Consensus Consensus 

Level 2  6 (-0.304) 8 (0.076) 5 (-0.764) 8 (0.076) 5 (-0.764) 

Level 3 18 (1.316) 18 (1.316) 11 (0.166) 18 (1.316) 18 (1.316) 

Level 4 52 (2.776) 52 (2.776) 36 (2.166) 52 (2.776) 54 (3.006) 

 

Table L-2. 
ORExt English Language Arts Grade 4 Rounds 1 – 3 Judgment Results Item (and Item Difficulty) 
by person/consensus 

Grade 4 English Language Arts 

 Round 1 Round 2 Round 3 

 Person 1 Person 2 Person 3 Consensus Consensus 

Level 2  14 (0.656) 18 (1.016) 6 (-0.024) 14 (0.656) 8 (0.096) 

Level 3 23 (1.346) 23 (1.346) 18 (1.016) 23 (1.346) 23 (1.346) 

Level 4 36 (2.026) 33 (2.026) 23 (1.346) 31 (1.916) 45 (2.746) 
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Table L-3. 
ORExt English Language Arts Grade 5 Rounds 1 – 3 Judgment Results Item (and Item Difficulty) 
by person/consensus 

Grade 5  English Language Arts 

 Round Round 2 Round 3 

 Person 1 Person 2 Person 3 Consensus Consensus 

Level 2  11 (0.346) 16 (0.816) 1 (-1.054) 9 (1.066) 12 (0.516) 

Level 3 18 (0.986) 25 (1.576) 12 (0.516) 16 (0.816) 30 (2.006) 

Level 4 44 (3.016) 36 (2.556) 26 (1.666) 25 (1.576) 47 (3.246) 

 

Table L-4. 
ORExt English Language Arts Grade 6 Rounds 1 – 3 Judgment Results Item (and Item Difficulty) 
by person/consensus 

Grade 6  English Language Arts 

 Round 1 Round 2 Round 3 

 Person 1 Person 2 Person 3 Consensus Consensus 

Level 2  11 (0.856) 7 (0.596) 19 (1.296) 12 (0.916) 5 (0.466) 

Level 3 18 (1.216) 25 (1.666) 27 (1.836) 25 (1.666) 25 (1.666) 

Level 4 28 (1.876) 45 (2.976) 33 (2.116) 38 (2.506) 45 (2.976) 
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Table L-5. 
ORExt English Language Arts Grade 7 Rounds 1 – 3 Judgment Results Item (and Item Difficulty) 
by person/consensus 

Grade 7  English Language Arts 

 Round 1 Round 2 Round 3 

 Person 1 Person 2 Person 3 Consensus Consensus 

Level 2  3 (0.386) 3 (0.386) 15 (1.336) 6 (0.776) 3 (0.386) 

Level 3 30 (2.226) 23 (1.796) 30 (2.226) 30 (2.226) 30 (2.226) 

Level 4 47 (3.606) 40 (2.746) 40 (2.746) 45 (3.066) 48 (3.636) 

 

Table L-6. 
ORExt English Language Arts Grade 8 Rounds 1 – 3 Judgment Results Item (and Item Difficulty) 
by person/consensus 

Grade 8  English Language Arts 

 Round 1 Round 2 Round 3 

 Person 1 Person 2 Person 3 Consensus Consensus 

Level 2  5 (1.266) 7 (1.596) 9 (1.726) 7 (1.596) 5 (1.266) 

Level 3 18 (2.426) 21 (2.556) 18 (2.426) 18 (2.426) 18 (2.426) 

Level 4 39 (3.106) 30 (2.886) 43 (3.196) 48 (3.596) 50 (3.646) 
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Table L-7. 
ORExt English Language Arts Grade 11 Rounds 1 – 3 Judgment Results Item (and Item 
Difficulty) by person/consensus 

Grade 11  English Language Arts 

 Round 1 Round 2 Round 3 

 Person 1 Person 2 Person 3 Consensus Consensus 

Level 2  8 (0.416) 16 (0.996) 15 (0.966) 5 (0.146) 3 (-0.124) 

Level 3 27 (1.606) 25 (1.466) 30 (1.816) 35 (1.996) 35 (1.996) 

Level 4 43 (2.386) 38 (2.246) 46 (2.536) 43 (2.386) 48 (2.736) 

 

Table L-8. 
English Language Arts (ELA) Impact following Round 2 

 3 4 5 6 7 8 11 Mean SD 

Level 1 19.4% 20.5% 17.5% 22.4% 22.4% 30% 21.6% 21.97% 3.95 

Level 2 16.1% 8% 4.4% 6.1% 12.8% 11.4% 15.2% 10.57% 4.52 

Level 3 23.0% 9.7% 7.7% 10.6% 11.3% 21.6% 5.3% 12.74% 6.84 

Level 4 41.5% 61.9% 70.4% 60.9% 53.5% 37% 57.9% 54.73% 11.80 

Table L-9. 
English Language Arts (ELA) Impact following Round 3  

 3 4 5 6 7 8 11 Mean SD 

Level 1 12.1% 15.2% 19.4% 19.0% 19.5% 27.3% 19.5% 18.86% 4.68 

Level 2 23.4% 13.3% 14.2% 9.5% 15.7% 14.2% 17.3% 15.37% 4.28 

Level 3 26.7% 23.6% 19.3% 17.6% 21.8% 24.1% 11.8% 20.7% 4.97 

Level 4 37.7% 48.0% 47.0% 53.9% 43.0% 34.5% 51.5% 45.09% 7.09 
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Table L-10. 
English Language Arts Impact following Articulation 

 3 4 5 6 7 8 11 Mean SD 

Level 1 12.1% 15.2% 17.5% 19% 22.4% 27.3% 19.5% 19% 4.92 

Level 2 23.4% 13.3% 16.2% 13% 12.8% 14.2% 17.3% 15.74% 3.78 

Level 3 23% 23.6% 19.3% 23.1% 21.8% 24.1% 11.8% 20.96% 4.34 

Level 4 41.5% 48% 47% 44.8% 43.0% 34.5% 51.5% 44.33% 5.46 
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APPENDIX M 
Mathematics ALD review panelists verbal summary 

Grade 3: Make it clearer that level 1 is not where you want to be. The amount of 
text/narrative in level 1 makes it seem as though it is the desired category. 

Grade 4: Use of the term “essentialized” may be too unfamiliar to parents. Remove the 
word “far” from the description of [far] exceeds. Will parents understand the “Base 10” 
language. Use unit squares instead of square feet or inches. 

Grade 5: Remove some language from level 1.  

Grade 6:  No major edits. Review of ALDs was confirmatory regarding their standard 
setting decisions. 

Grade 7: Recommend putting percentages prior to fractions so that percentages appear in 
level 3 while fractions appear in level 4. 

Grade 8: No edits. Review of ALDs was confirmatory regarding their standard setting 
decisions. 

Grade 11: Minor edits. Review of ALDs was confirmatory regarding their standard 
setting decisions. 

ELA ALD Review panelist verbal summary 

Grade 3: Minor typos. Some writing progression across key points needed to be made. 

Grade 4: Minor typos. 

Grade 5: Define “short and medium” sentences. Align the wording between levels 1 and 
4. In some cases they are not consistent. Remove the word “extremely” from the phrase 
“extremely limited” in level 1 as it may have a negative impact on parents. 

Grade 6: Language of ALDs was broader than the language we reviewed in the OIBs. 

Grade 7: Define the term “medium sentences”. For level 4 add “or more” to the end of 
any expectation that limits the number of sentences a student will read or interact with. 

Grade 8: Minor typos. Is increasing the length of sentences enough to justify getting into 
a higher level? 

Grade 11: Recommend using the term “proficient” instead of mastery. Add “or more” 
when referencing expectations regarding sentences. Recommend students read to 
themselves rather than being read to. 
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APPENDIX N 
Table N-1. Evaluation Statements and Percentage of Panelists per Response 

  SCI (11) Math (21) ELA (20) 

  Statement 

SA 

% 

A% D% SA 

% 

A% D% SA 

% 

A% D% 

1 

The orientation provided me with a 
clear understanding of the purpose 
of the standard setting meeting. 

100
% 

  81% 19%  80% 20%  

2 

The training helped me understand 
the bookmark method and how to 
perform my role as a standard 
setter. 

82% 18%  81% 19%  80% 20%  

3 
Reviewing the ORExt helped me 
to understand the assessment. 

55% 45%  81% 19%  90% 10%  

4 

The small and large group 
discussions aided my 
understanding of the process. 

91% 9%  71% 29%  95% 5%  

5 

There was an equal opportunity for 
everyone in my group to contribute 
his/her ideas and opinions. 

91% 9%  81% 19%  100
% 

  

6 

I was able to follow instructions 
and complete the rating sheets 
accurately. 

64% 36%  81% 19%  90% 5% 5% 

7 

The discussions after the first 
round of ratings were helpful to 
me. 

91% 9%  81% 19%  90% 10%  

8 

The discussions after the second 
round of ratings were helpful to 
me.  

91% 9%  90% 10%  90% 10%  

9 

The information showing the 
impact of our cutscores on 
proficiency percentages was 
helpful to me. 

91% 9%  81% 19%  90% 10%  

10 
I am confident about the 
defensibility and appropriateness 

73% 27%  82% 18%  85% 15%  
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SA = Strongly Agree 

A = Agree 

D = Disagree 

SD = Strongly Disagree (not shown in this image) 

  

of the final recommended cut 
scores. 

11 
The achievement level descriptions 
were clear and useful. 

55% 45%  52% 43% 5% 60% 40%  

12 
The time provided for discussions 
was adequate. 

82% 18%  82% 18%  90% 5% 5% 

13 

The workshop leaders helped to 
answer questions and ensure that 
all input was respected and valued. 

100
% 

  86% 14%  100
% 

  

14 

The facilities and food service 
helped create a productive and 
efficient working environment. 

91% 9%  71% 29%  80% 20%  

15 

Overall, I am confident that the 
standard setting procedures 
allowed me to use my experience 
and expertise to recommend cut 
scores for the ORExt. 

91% 9%  81% 19%  95% 5%  
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APPENDIX O 
 

Selecting the Assessment 
General Assessment 
In general, an IEP team should consider the General Assessment with or without accommodations 
if… 

 

Student 

• Performs at or around grade level, based on progress monitoring data 
• Academic difficulties are “mild to moderate” and can typically be addressed by using simplified 

language 
• Reading is within two to three grades of enrolled level 
• Academic difficulties primarily surround one content area (more commonly, reading) but 

performance in other subject areas is similar to grade-level peers  
Instruction 

• Student primarily receives instruction from grade level materials 
• Student relies on accommodations only to access instructional information 

 
Oregon Extended Assessment 
In general, an IEP team should consider administration of the ORExt if… 

 

Student 

• Performs well below grade level, based on progress monitoring data 
• Academic difficulties are generalized (to all subject areas) and are significant. 
• Reads significantly below enrolled grade level or does not read. 
• Performance is significantly impacted by the disability 
• May have mobility and receptive and expressive language difficulties that are generalized and 

significant. 
 

Instruction 

• Student primarily receives instruction from specialized, and/or functional, materials that are 
significantly reduced in depth, breadth, and complexity. 

• Student relies on accommodations and/or modifications to access instructional information. 
 

To support IEP teams in their deliberations around assessment selection decisions the Oregon Department 
of Education has created the following instrument: 
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Assessment Decision Making Tool  
 

Question 1: What is the student’s minimum reading level? 

 
a) Student reads at grade level 

 

Elementary Middle High 
1 grade below 1 grade below 1 grade below 
2 grades below 2 grades below 2 grades below 
3+ grades below 3 grades below 3 grades below 

 4+ grades below 4+ grades below 
 

Question 2: Based on the student’s IEP, what level of instruction is the student receiving in general? 
Discuss which subjects are most impacted. 

 

a) Student is instructed from grade level materials. 
b) Student is instructed from specialized (not functional) materials that are reduced in depth, 

breadth, and complexity  
c) Student is instructed from a functional curriculum only 
d) Student is instructed from both specialized and functional materials 

 

Question 3: Based on the student’s IEP, what types of instructional supports does the student rely 
on to access instructional information? 

 

a) No supports, student relies on accommodations only 
b) Student relies on both accommodations and modifications 
c) Student relies on modifications only 

 

Question 4:  What communication tools does the student require to participate in classroom 
instruction/ assessments?  

 

a) Independent communication?  
b) Name of specific tool ____________________________ 

Question 5: Does the student navigate use of a computer independently?  

 
a) Student navigates computer independently 
b) Student requires supervision and adult support to navigate computer 
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c) Student requires occasional assistance when navigating computers for use 
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Question 6: How has the student progressed in the current academic year based on progress 
monitoring tools of achievement and/or on classroom or district assessments? 

 

Discuss data 

 

Question 7: How does the student interact with OAKS sample assessments? 

 

Discuss observations in terms of accommodations or assessment decisions 

 

Question 8: What statewide assessment(s) did the student participate in last year?  

a) OAKS 
b) Extended Assessment  
c) Both 
d) None 

 

Question 10: What was the student’s performance level(s) on each of the statewide assessments s/he 
took? Indicate whether OAKS or ORExt by circling. 

 

ELA (Smarter Balanced/ ORExt) Mathematics 
(Smarter Balanced/ORExt) 

Science (OAKS/ORExt) 

Level 1 (Below Basic) Level 1 (Below Basic) Level 1 (Below Basic) 
Level 2 (Basic) Level 2 (Basic) Level 2 (Basic) 
Level 3 (Proficient) Level 3 (Proficient) Level 3 (Proficient) 
Level 4 (Advanced) Level 4 (Advanced) Level 4 (Advanced) 
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