MASSACHUSETTS DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
MCAS 2007
MCAS High School Introductory Physics Standards Validation
(September 17, 18, 2007)

Evaluation Form

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



1.  I am a

   12      Classroom Teacher




    5       K-12 Education Administrator




    0       University-level Educator




    0       Business and/or Community Representative




    1       Other

2.  I am 

   5        Male




  13       Female

3. 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.  18   - Overall, I relied equally on open-response and multiple-choice questions to determine my ratings.

C.   0    - 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

	4. The overall environment and accommodations were comfortable and appropriate for standard-setting activities.
	2
	1
	8
	7

	5. The explanation on Monday morning of the purpose of standards validation improved my ability to set standards.
	1
	4
	11
	2

	6. Taking and discussing the MCAS Introductory Physics test during my orientation helped me understand the purpose and process of the standards validation.
	2
	6
	4
	7

	7. The group discussions that took place after the first round of ratings improved my ability to classify student work.
	1
	3
	10
	4

	8. I am confident that the ratings I provided were consistent with the MCAS Introductory Physics Performance Level Descriptors. 
	1
	0
	6
	11

	  9. The MCAS Introductory Physics standards validation process provided for the reliable classification of student work at the Failing, Needs Improvement, and Proficient levels.
	1
	2
	9
	6

	10. The facilitator was effective at providing everyone an opportunity to speak and kept the discussion on task.
	1
	1
	5
	11


	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

	11.  Information provided during the orientation session.
	0
	0
	10
	7
	1

	12.  Taking and discussing the MCAS Introductory Physics test.
	0
	0
	11
	6
	1

	13.  Learning about and discussing Performance Level Descriptors.
	0
	2
	10
	5
	1

	14.  Ranking, discussing, and classifying students work (calibration).
	0
	1
	14
	3
	0

	15.  Initial individual classification of student work.
	0
	0
	16
	2
	0

	16.  Group discussion regarding initial ratings.
	0
	2
	13
	2
	1

	17.  Final rating of student work
	1
	3
	13
	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
· I feel as though this validation was rigged so as to direct us towards a particular cut score. The range of papers that we examined does not appear to have included our original cut score recommendation for the F/NI cut, and therefore it feels as though our work in August was disregarded. I didn’t feel as though any of the papers we were given fell in the failing category. They all demonstrated partial understanding of the physics concepts tested and demonstrated an ability to do simple problems and identify concepts. However because we were not given truly failing papers, it feels like our ratings were artificially inflated. I also feel as though some of the comments by the facilitators were urging us in a particular direction.
· Lots to say horrible conditions – little light, room way too warm. Food not appropriate for dietary restrictions.

· Disappointed that original recommendations were not taken.

· Frequently over talked and not able to have a say

· Rushed by people wanting to leave instead of giving the process a chance – giving no opportunity to show evidence of position.

· Overall this has been a very tense and long experience. I don’t feel the same “pride” in completing the process. I don’t think we did in all honesty.

· The problem was really the descriptions of the NI, Proficient, etc. The words were not adequately defined and was a source of confusion. For example there is little difference between these two descriptors.

· NI Recognize a situation in which static friction is greater than kinetic friction.

· Prof. Describes a typical situation where static friction is greater than kinetic friction.

· A sheet of definitions should have been given prior to starting the process.

· When we came in August, I was concerned that the MCAS “cuts” seemed arbitrary. BUT, I found out it was anything but arbitrary. The entire process seemed to guarantee a fair and accurate ‘cut’ score. I returned to my school very happy to report on the entire process and the MCAS test itself.
· However, this process seemed far more determined by some outside ‘agency’. It felt as if our original work was thrown out in favor of aligning our ‘cut’ scores with the other science tests and some mysterious group of ‘trained’ test takers. We were no longer to choose the cut score based on our judgment of how each folder aligns with the state standards. Instead, someone else set a pre-determined range and we were only allowed to choose a score within that range. So, although the range chosen seemed reasonable, the process felt more ‘controlled’ and less open.

· It was great to have the opportunity to share ideas with other physics teachers. I have learned a lot about the MCAS process after participating in this event. I am glad I have done it.

· I truly hope that this process encourages more people to get involved with the entire MCAS process… It seems some people were really hung up on PLDs and did not really understand it… Overall I think the process was interesting.

· I think we really could have benefited from more discussion of descriptors with actual papers could have helped. We did this briefly with the calibration set, but generally the examples were so different that there was no real discussion. Before we started rating, we took a long time basically redoing the discussion we did in August. We could have better spent the time sort of “fine tuning” our understanding as we did today.

· The room was very warm and dark it made it hard to concentrate for the extended periods of time required.
· The BOW that we were given were clearly better than those around the Failing/Needs Improvement cut score in august. We should have been given works that were at least 2 pts lower than what we were given today.

· Although this did not influence the standards setting/validation, one problem with this test was that most questions required a higher cognitive demand than NI PLS. this really needs to be addressed.

· Lisa did an extraordinary job as facilitator during a tedious and (for me) somewhat frustrating process.
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