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GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR
 MCAS STANDARD SETTING 
GROUP FACILITATORS
HIGH SCHOOL SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY/ENGINEERING
Prior to Round 1 Ratings

Introductions:

1. Welcome group, introduce yourself (name, affiliation, a little selected background information).

2. Have each participant introduce him/herself.

Take the Test

Overview:  In order to establish an understanding of the MCAS test items and for panelists to gain an understanding of the experience of the students who take the test, each participant will take the test for their content area. Panelists may wish to discuss or take issue with the items in the test. Tell them we will gladly take their feedback to the DOE. However, this is the actual assessment that students took and it is the set of items on which we must set standards.

Activities:

1) Introduce the MCAS test and convey/do each of the following:

a. Tell panelists that they are about to take the actual MCAS assessment;

b. The purpose of the exercise is to help them establish a good understanding of the test items and to gain an understanding of the experience of the students who take the assessment;

2) Give each panelist a test booklet;

3) Tell panelists to try to take on the perspective of a student as they complete the test.
4) When the majority of the panelists have finished, pass out the answer key and scoring rubrics for the CR items
5) Allow panelists to self-score the test

6) Once they are done scoring the test, give panelists a few minutes to discuss any questions or issues that arose as they were taking the test.

Fill Out Item Map
Overview: The primary purpose of filling out the item map is for panelists to think about and document the knowledge, skills, and abilities students need to answer each  multiple-choice question. Panelists should have an understanding of what makes one test item harder or easier than another. The notes panelists take here will help them understand how performance on the MC items is related to the Performance Level Descriptors and in discussions during the rounds of ratings.

Activities:

1. Make sure panelists have the following materials:

a. Item map

b. MC item summary sheet
2. Review the MC item summary sheet and item map with the panelists. Explain what each is, and point out the correspondence of the ordered items between the two.  Explain that the items are organized from easiest to hardest as well as by content strand. 
3. Provide an overview of the task paraphrasing the following:

a. The primary purpose of this activity is for panelists to think about what makes one MC question harder or easier than another.  There are several factors that contribute to how easy or how difficult a particular question is, including the concept tested and the wording of the question. For example, it may be that the concept tested is a difficult concept, or that the concept isn’t difficult but that the particular wording of the question makes it a difficult question. Similarly, the concept may be a difficult one, but the wording of the question makes it easier. 

b. Panelists should take notes about their thoughts regarding each question. These will be useful in the rating activities and later discussions.

4. Panelists should work on this as a group, discussing each item with their colleagues. They should take notes as they work through each item.
5. Panelists will begin the item mapping process with the first ordered item on the MC Summary sheet.  

6. Each panelist will begin with the starting ordered item and compare it to the next ordered item.  What makes the second item harder than the first? Panelists should not agonize over these decisions. It may be that the second item is only slightly harder than the first.  

Discuss Performance Level Descriptors 

Overview:  In order to establish an understanding of the relationship between the work exhibited by a student and the performance level to which it most closely corresponds, panelists must have a clear understanding of the definition of the four performance levels. The main purpose of this activity is for the panelists to obtain a common understanding of the attributes associated with each Performance Level Descriptor. 
This activity is critical since the ratings panelists will be making in Rounds 1 through 3 will be based on these understandings.

Activities:

1) Introduce task.  In this activity they will:
a. Individually review the general and the content specific Performance Level Descriptors;
b. Discuss Descriptors as a group;
c. Generate a bulleted list of the kinds of things students in each performance level can do. 
2) Individually Review Performance Level Descriptors. Have panelists individually review the general and the content specific Performance Level Descriptors for all four performance levels. They can make notes if they like. The goal here is for the panelists to come to a common understanding of the knowledge, skills, and abilities of students in each performance level. It is not unusual for panelists to disagree with the descriptions they will see; almost certainly there will be some panelists who will want to change them. However, the task at hand is for panelists to have a common understanding of what knowledge, skills, and abilities are described by each Performance Level Descriptor. 
3) Room Level Discussion of Performance Level Descriptors. After individually reviewing the Descriptors, have panelists in the entire room discuss each one, starting with Needs Improvement, then Proficient and finally Advanced. The facilitator should act as a note taker for the room to capture the points made as well as to make sure that any questions that may arise are resolved. The purpose of this is to have a collegial discussion in which to bring up/clarify any issues or questions that any individual may have regarding the descriptors and to reach a consensus on an understanding of the descriptors.

4) After each discussion, post the notes taken by the facilitator on the wall of the room. 
Training Round

Overview of Training Round:  The primary purpose of the Training Round is for panelists to become familiar with the task of classifying student work into one of the MCAS performance levels. The facilitator will briefly review the Performance Level Descriptors and then review the 5 training folders with the entire room. The facilitator will point out characteristics of the folder and lead the group through a discussion of classifying these. Panelists should note the increasing sophistication demonstrated in the student work and its correspondence to the Performance Level Descriptors.  
Throughout the remainder of this document, the body of work for a given student will be referred to as a student folder.  
Activities:

1. Make sure panelists have the following materials:

a. Training Set of student folders
i. The training set of student folders are not initially ordered from highest to lowest, but are in random order.

b. Performance Level Descriptors

2. Orient panelists to the set of student folders.   
a. Review the CR questions that students are responding to. 
b. Review the multiple-choice summary sheet at the end of each student folder, and explain that it should be carefully evaluated when judgments are being made about the student work because the majority of points come from the multiple-choice items. Point out that the items are organized by difficulty from easiest to hardest with the content strand indicated on the summary sheet. Call attention to the data associated with the multiple-choice display: 
i. The average score across the state for each strand and overall 
ii. The student’s score for each strand and overall 
iii. The p-value for each item within strand

iv. The student’s answer for each item

3. Give the panelists a few minutes to read through each student folder.  Once they have finished their review, have panelists sort the folders from lowest to highest.

4. The facilitator leads the discussion of reviewing each student folder. 
a. Doing a tally on chart paper, indicate the agreement of the panelists in their sort order. There should be little disagreement here. 

b. Point out characteristics of the lowest scoring student folder that indicate why it is classified as Warning/Failing. Draw a connection between the Performance Level Descriptor and the student work demonstrated in the folder. 

c. Work through the remaining student folders with the panelists. Ask the panelists where each should be classified. Make a tally on chart paper of their initial classifications. During the discussion, draw connections between the work demonstrated in the folders and the Performance Level Descriptors. There should be little disagreement about where the folders get classified
Round 1

Overview of Round 1:  The primary purpose of Round 1 is to ask the panelists to review the student folders and make their initial determinations as to which performance level category each folder belongs in.   The student folders will be pre-sorted from lowest score to highest score.  In this round, the panelists will be working individually, without consulting with their colleagues.
Activities:

1. Make sure panelists have the following materials:

a. Round 1 rating form

b. Set of student folders (approximately 50 folders of student work)
c. Performance Level Descriptors
2. Orient panelists to the set of student folders.   
a. Tell panelists these student folders are structured the same way as the training sets. 

b. Review the CR questions that students are responding to. 
c. Review the multiple-choice summary sheet at the end of each student folder, and explain that it should be carefully evaluated when judgments are being made about the student work since the majority of points come from the multiple-choice items. 
3. Orient panelists to the rating forms

a. Have panelists write their ID number on the rating form. The ID number is on their name tags.

b. Lead panelists through a step-by-step demonstration of how to fill in the rating form.   

c. Answer questions the panelists may have.

4. Have panelists individually review the entire set of student folders.  As they are reviewing the student folders, the panelists should keep in mind the Performance Level Descriptors.  They should consider the knowledge, skills and abilities demonstrated in each student folder and how they relate to the definitions of the performance levels.  As they review each folder, the panelists will determine into which performance level category they believe it belongs.  Emphasize the following:
a. Each panelist‘s judgments needs to be based on his/her experience with the content of the test and Performance Level Descriptors and their understanding of the students’ work. 
b. If panelists are struggling with categorizing a particular student folder, they should use their best judgment and move on. They will have an opportunity to revise their categorizations.

c. Panelists should feel free to take notes if there are particular points about a certain folder, and how they think it should be categorized, that they would like to make during the discussions in Rounds 2 and 3.
5. As panelists complete the task, ask them to carefully inspect their rating forms to ensure they are filled out properly. 

a. The ID number must be filled in. 

b. Each student folder must be assigned to one and only one performance level.
c. Although the folders are presented in order from lowest- to highest-scoring, the panelists’ category assignments do not need to be in strictly increasing order.

Tabulation of Round 1 Results

Tabulation of Round 1 results will be completed as quickly as possible after receipt of the rating forms.
Round 2

Overview of Round 2:  The primary purpose of Round 2 is to ask the panelists to discuss their Round 1 placements as a whole group and to revise their ratings on the basis of that discussion. They will discuss their ratings in the context of the ratings made by other members of the group.  A graphic will be provided showing the number of panelists who assigned each student folder to each performance level category.  Also, which student folders will be assigned to each level according to the group average cut points from Round 1 will be provided.  Focusing on the student folders that are near the cut points and those for which there was disagreement as to how it should be classified, the panelists will discuss why they categorized each student folder as they did, making sure that all different points of view are included in the discussion.    
Once panelists have reviewed and discussed the Round 1 categorizations, they will be given the opportunity to change or revise their Round 1 ratings by bubbling in their Round 2 ratings on the Round 2 rating sheet.

Activities:

1. Make sure panelists have the following materials:

a. The Rounds 1 & 2 rating forms
b. Set of student folders
c. Performance Level Descriptors
d. Data based on the ratings from Round 1 

2. Have panelists write their ID number on the rating form.

3. Provide an overview of Round 2.  Paraphrase the following:

a. As in Round 1, the primary purpose is to categorize each student folder into the performance level category where you feel it belongs.
b. Each panelist needs to base his/her judgments on his/her experience with the content area, understanding of students’ work and discussions with other panelists. 

4. Review the feedback information with the panelists. 

a. Show the panelists how the student folders will be categorized based on the room average Round 1 cut point placements. Based on their Round 1 rating form, panelists will know for which folders their categorization disagrees with that based on the full group’s ratings.   
5. Give panelists an opportunity to ask questions about the feedback information or about the task for Round 2.
6. Beginning with the Warning/Failing vs. Needs Improvement cut, have panelists review and discuss the student folders for which there is disagreement among the panelists as to how they should be categorized or a discrepancy with the categorizations based on the room average.
a. Panelists should be encouraged to listen to their colleagues as well as express their own points of view. 

b. If the panelists hear a logic/rationale/argument that they did not consider and that they feel is compelling, then they may adjust their ratings to incorporate that information.

c. On the basis of the discussions and the feedback presented, panelists should make any necessary adjustments to their Round 1 categorizations. 

d. Tell panelists that they will be discussing each student folder with the other panelists in the room, but that they will be categorizing the folders individually. 

e. The group does not have to achieve consensus. If panelists honestly disagree, that is fine. We are trying to get the best judgment of each panelist. Panelists should not feel compelled or coerced into making a rating they disagree with. 

Encourage the panelists to use the discussion and feedback to assess how stringent or lenient a judge they are.  If a panelist is categorizing student folders consistently higher or lower than the group, they may have a different understanding of the Performance Level Descriptors than the rest of the group. It is O.K. for panelists to disagree, but that disagreement must be based on a common understanding of the Performance Level Descriptors.
7. Once panelists have finished discussing the discrepant student folders for the Warning/Failing vs. Needs Improvement cut, the panelists’ discussion should then move onto the Needs Improvement vs.Proficient cut and finally, the Proficient vs. Advanced cut. 

8. When the group has completed their Round 2 ratings, collect the rating forms. When you collect the rating forms carefully inspect them to ensure they are filled out properly. 

a. The ID number must be filled in. 

b. Each student folder must have one (and only one) rating.

Tabulation of Round 2 Results

Round 2 results will be tabulated as soon as possible upon receipt of the rating forms. 
Round 3
Overview of Round 3:  In Round 3, the panelists will have one last opportunity to discuss and revise their classifications of the student folders.  As in Round 2, they will discuss their ratings in the context of the ratings made by other members of the group.  The Round 2 feedback will be the same as that provided after Round 1, specifically, a graphic will be provided showing the number of panelists who assigned each student folder to each performance level category as well as which student folders will be assigned to each level according to the group average cut points from Round 2.  Focusing on the student folders that are near the cut points and those for which there was disagreement as to how it should be classified, the panelists will discuss why they categorized each student folder as they did, making sure that all different points of view are included in the discussion.    

Once the discussions are completed, they will bubble in their Round 3 ratings on the Round 3 rating sheet.

Activities:

1. Make sure panelists have the following materials:

a. The Rounds 1 & 2 rating forms

b. Set of student folders

c. Performance Level Descriptors

d. Data based on the ratings from Round 2 

2. Have panelists write their ID number on the rating form.

3. Provide an overview of Round 3.  Paraphrase the following:

a. As in Round 2, the primary purpose is to categorize each student folder into the performance level category where you feel it belongs.

b. Each panelist needs to base his/her judgments on his/her experience with the content area, understanding of students’ work and discussions with other panelists. 

4. Review the feedback information with the panelists. 

a. Show the panelists how the student folders will be categorized based on the room average Round 2 cut point placements. Based on their Round 2 rating form, panelists will know for which folders their categorization disagrees with that based on the full group’s ratings.   

5. Give panelists an opportunity to ask questions about the feedback information or about the task for Round 3.

6. Beginning with the Warning/Failing vs. Needs Improvement cut, have panelists review and discuss the student folders for which there is disagreement among the panelists as to how they should be categorized or a discrepancy with the categorizations based on the room average.

a. Panelists should be encouraged to listen to their colleagues as well as express their own points of view. 

b. If the panelists hear a logic/rationale/argument that they did not consider and that they feel is compelling, then they may adjust their ratings to incorporate that information.

c. On the basis of the discussions and the feedback presented, panelists should make any necessary adjustments to their Round 2 categorizations. 

d. Tell panelists that they will be discussing each student folder with the other panelists in the room, but that they will be categorizing the folders individually. 

e. The group does not have to achieve consensus. If panelists honestly disagree, that is fine. We are trying to get the best judgment of each panelist. Panelists should not feel compelled or coerced into making a rating they disagree with. 

Encourage the panelists to use the discussion and feedback to assess how stringent or lenient a judge they are.  If a panelist is categorizing student folders consistently higher or lower than the group, they may have a different understanding of the Performance Level Descriptors than the rest of the group. It is O.K. for panelists to disagree, but that disagreement must be based on a common understanding of the Performance Level Descriptors.
7. Once panelists have finished discussing the discrepant student folders for the Warning/Failing vs. Needs Improvement cut, the panelists’ discussion should then move onto the Needs Improvement vs. Proficient cut and finally, the Proficient vs. Advanced cut. 

8. When the group has completed their Round 3 ratings, collect the rating forms. When you collect the rating forms carefully inspect them to ensure they are filled out properly. 

b. The ID number must be filled in. 

c. Each student folder must have one (and only one) rating.

Complete Evaluation Form

Upon completion of their final ratings, have panelists fill out the evaluation form. Emphasize that their honest feedback is important. 
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