MASSACHUSETTS DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
MCAS 2007
MCAS High School Science Standard Setting

(August 14, 15, 16, 2007)

Standard Setting Evaluation Form

Please check the most appropriate category or fill in the blank for each of the following statements:

1.  I participated in the following group:
______ 
Biology

    15          Introductory Physics



______ 
Chemistry

______      Technology/Engineering




2.  I am a

    13        Classroom Teacher




     1         K-12 Education Administrator




     0         University-level Educator




     1         Business and/or Community Representative




     0         Other

3.  I am 

     4         Male




    11        Female

4. Please circle the letter that best describes the extent to which your ratings were based on student responses to multiple-choice and open-response questions.  (CIRCLE ONLY ONE)

A.   0    - Overall I relied primarily on open-response questions to determine my ratings.

B.  13   - Overall, I relied equally on open-response and multiple-choice questions to determine my ratings.

C.   2    - Overall, I relied primarily on multiple-choice questions to determine my ratings.  

	Standard Setting Evaluation Form

	DIRECTIONS:  Please circle the number indicating the degree to which you agree or disagree with each of the following statements:

	

	1-Strongly Disagree                       2-Disagree                             3-Agree                4-Strongly Agree

	 

	Statements
	Strongly Disagree
	Disagree
	Agree
	Strongly Agree

	5. The overall environment and accommodations were comfortable and appropriate for standard-setting activities.
	0
	0
	4
	11

	6. The background information provided on Tuesday regarding the Curriculum Framework, MCAS High School Science exams, and the purpose of standard setting improved my ability to set standards.
	0
	1
	7
	7

	7. Taking and discussing the MCAS High School Science exam during my orientation helped me understand the purpose and process of the MCAS High School Science standard setting.
	0
	0
	5
	10

	8. By the end of the calibration training (ranking, discussing, and classifying sets of student work), I could distinguish among MCAS High School Science Performance Level Descriptors.
	0
	0
	8
	7

	9. Overall, I was provided with clear instructions for my standard-setting assignments. 
	0
	0
	6
	9

	10. The group discussions that took place after the first round of ratings improved my ability to set standards.
	0
	0
	7
	8

	11. I am confident that the ratings I provided were consistent with the MCAS High School Science Performance Level Descriptors.
	0
	0
	3
	12

	12. The MCAS High School Science standard-setting process provided for a reliable classification of student work.
	0
	0
	7
	8

	13. The facilitator was effective.
	0
	0
	6
	9


	Standard Setting Evaluation Form

DIRECTIONS:  Please circle the number indicating your perceptions as to the time allotted for each of the segments of standard setting:

1-Far too short          2-Too short           3-Approximately right          4-Too long           5-Far too long



	Segments of Standard Setting
	Far too short
	Too short
	Approximately right
	Too long
	Far too long

	14.  Initial background information provided on Tuesday morning.
	0
	0
	11
	3
	1

	15.  Taking and discussing the MCAS high school science and                  Technology/Engineering test for my content area. 
	0
	0
	13
	2
	0

	16.  Learning about and discussing Performance Level Descriptors.
	0
	1
	14
	0
	0

	17.  Ranking, discussing, and classifying students work (calibration).
	0
	1
	13
	1
	0

	18.  Initial individual classification of student work.
	0
	2
	13
	0
	0

	19.  Group discussion regarding initial ratings.
	0
	0
	11
	4
	0

	20.  Rating student work for the second time.
	0
	0
	14
	1
	0

	21.  Final rating of student work.
	0
	0
	14
	1
	0


Please provide any additional comments on the back of this page.  

Thank you for being a part the MCAS High School Science 2007 standard-setting team.

Comments for Introductory Physics
·  Bodies of student work should have one ID number not a student folder number and a student ID.

·  Location should be more central in the state.

·  Fewer upperclassmen Physics teachers should be included, Skewed perspective

· It would have been helpful to have an ordered item booklet.

·  Nice location, commute was horrific!

· It took me over 2 ½ hours to get home (I live ~30 miles away).

·  The multiple choice questions would have been easier to use it they had been in an ordered item booklet (from highest number correct to lowest number correct).
·  The different BOW numbers were confusing and hard to keep track of.

·  A gentle reminder to those who exclusively teach Junior / Senior Physics that “Introductory Physics” taught at freshman/sophomore level is different.

· Easier to take student ID’s off individual student work and used only rank order.

·  I was happy to be not north of Boston – for some, traffic then would be tough.

·  Would help to have BOW pages numbered – or make a suggestion early on to number them.

·  Location of hotel made for a long commute – locate session closer to the center of Mass.

·  Large group sometimes made it difficult for quiet people to contribute. May want to think about using smaller groups for discussions after the 1st round. Some people did not continue to participate when it was clear their opinions were the outliers. 

·  Location - commute is bad.

·  Would be nice to have a student numbers on to be able to sort and discuss more easily.

· We, as a group, spent too much time discussing the multiple – choice questions but we didn’t discuss at all the open response answers. So we didn’t have an agreement of what concepts/skills would be advanced. This worries me because teachers used different parameters to classify the open response questions.

·   I still believe that we should keep high standards and the difference between a “Needs Improvement” work and a “Proficient” work should be more clear. To be “Proficient” a student should show a solid understanding of concepts and to be “Advanced a student should be able to apply its knowledge and transfer it to new situations.
·  I found this workshop was very helpful to me in understanding the process to determine the standard/cutoff of student’s work. I am grateful for the opportunity & appreciate the learning process

·  Great for teachers from around the state to bring ideas/thoughts together

·  Facilitator Donna Kept all work on pace. Very good job!  

· It would be nice to have the Body of work number (1,2,3, etc) on the body of work, along with the student ID number.

·  Body of work (BOW) numbers and student ID numbers. If we could just use one and preferably the BOW number if it was on the copies of student work.

·  Separating the open response questions for the MCAS test we took would make easier referrals when we look at student work.

· The experience exceeded my expectations. The discussion was wonderful, and I now believe (as I didn’t before) that the performance levels are fairly assigned after careful deliberation. Only small complaint – The student ID numbers on the Body of work should match the “1 through 51” numbers in order to be less confusing.
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