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Kansas English Language Proficiency Assessment
PURPOSE OF THE TECHNICAL MANUAL

The Standards for Educational and Psycbgical Testing AERA/APA/NCME,
1999) requires that test developers and publishers produce a technical manual that
provides information documenting the technical quality of an assessment, including
evidence for the reliability and validity of test scorelsisTreport contains the technical
information for theKansas English Language Proficiency Assessment for grades
kindergarten to twelveThe information included in this report is intended for use by
those who evaluate tests, interpret scores, or useegests in making educational
decisions. It is assumed that the reader has some technical knowledge of test construction
and measurement procedures.

Information is provided to address the technical quality of the assessments
developed to measure learnimgtcomes related to reading, writing, learning, and
speaking specific to the population of Kansas students who are English Language
Learners. The Kansas English Language Proficiency Assessments are intended for
administration to students who participateace qualified to participate in an English to
Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) program. The main body of this report addresses
technical aspects, focusing on scores from the Kansas English Language Proficiency
Assessments (KELPA).

The manual first pents an introduction and overview of the Kansas English
Language Proficiency Assessment Program and its intended population to provide a
context for reviewing information. Next, the test development procedures aimed at
maximizing the validity of the assgaents as measures of the targeted indicators in the
statebds Curricular Standards for Engli sh
Then, the procedures for equating the test forms for each grade level band are presented.
The equating results afellowed by a discussion of the standard setting analyses and
procedures implemented to determine score ranges for classifying students into one of
four performance levels defined by the state. Descriptive information and score
reliability follows the setton on standard setting. The final section presents evidence
from three validity studies, providing information on both internal and external sources of
score validity.
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Section 1

INTRODUCTION AND ORIENTATION

This technical manual provides information thetechnical qualitie®f
theKansas English Language Proficiency Assesss{&iLPA). TheKELPA is
designed to

(2) measure specific indicators within the Kansas Curricular Standards
for English to Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) to indicate a
student 6s | evel of proficiency with the E
writing, listening and speaking
(2) produce data that capture trends across the state and can measure
progress in meeting Annual Measurable Achievement Objectives
(AMAOs) for Title 1l accountabity requirementsand
3) provide data on which to base decisions about designing
instruction for English Language Learners (ELLS)

TheKansas English Language Proficiency Assessmeeis planed and
developed, and then administered for the first timggring 206. Practicing
educators from the State of Kanssesrvingasconsultans to the Center for
Educational Testing (CETE)evelomd and reviewed a bawk test items based
on test specificationsnd alignment to the Kansas ESOL Standardsided by
the Kansas State Department of Education (KSDE). The Center for Educational
Testing and Evaluation at The University of Kansas served as the contractor for
all other aspects of the program. Students in griidelergarten through twelve
classified as anriglish Language Learner (ELBye the population in which this
assessment serves

Intended Population

Any student identifiedas ot being proficient on a pri ol
administration of the KELPAan English Language Learner (ELL) or Limited
EnglishProf ci ent (LEP) based on a prior year 6s ad
being not proficient, or according tme of the commercially available
assessments approved by KSiBEequired to take the KELPATheseapproved
assessmentwethe Language Assessméttales (LAS), Idea Proficiency Test
(IPT), andthe Language Proficiency Test Series (LPTS)her circumstances
which might dictate whether a student is or is not to be tested using the KELPA
include:

1. A student whose home language is other than Enghidiwé&o may
not have been assessed for English proficiency after enrolling in the
district needs to take the KELPA. No Child Left Behind (NCLB)
mandates that students who enroll at the beginning of the school year
and have a home language other than Bmglisto beassessed within
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30 days after enrolling in the district. Those students enrolling after
the beginning of the school year must be assessed for their English
proficiency within two weeks. At the current time, KELPA, LAS,

IPT, LPTS, and KELPAP are the assessments used by Kansas school
districts to determine ELL/ELP identification and placement. Once a
student qualifies for ESOL services, the KELEAting window

would need to be administered during the spring administration.

2. Eveniftheparere of an ELL student waive the st
in Englishas a Second Language (ESOL) program and sign a consent
form requesting that their child not receive any ESOL services, the
student is not exempt from annual assessment and must take the
KELPA.

3. An ELL student may exit an ESOL program by achieving the fluent
performance level on all four domains (Reading, Writing, Listening,
and Speaking) and the total composite score of the KELPA for two
consecutive years.

4. Once a student is eligible to exit 8SOL program as described
previously,the student is placed ononitor statusThe student must
be monitored for at least two years. Districts may elect to administer
the KELPA for monitoring purposes

5. If a student is ippostmonitor statugi.e., competed twoeyear fluent
status followed by twayear monitor status), but is not doing well in
academic content areas due to language proficiency, then districts may
choose to administer the KELPA to determine need for
reclassification. While these studentdl be tested and have scores
reported, their scores will not be included in any summary aggregation
or disaggregation of a buildingds or di
year. Scores identifying students as less than fluent in any domain
could be usetb reclassify them as English Language Learners in need
of services.

TheKansas English Language Proficiency Assessment was first administered
during theSpringof 2006 Theseassessments were developed to measure the targeted
indicators (learning outcorsgprovided in he Kansas Curricular Standafds English to
Speakers of Other Languages (ESQL$DE, 2008) ESOL standards are aligned to the
Statebébs Reading and Writing Standards and | i
and Mathematics Standis. These documents should be referenced when examining and
evaluating any of the information resulting fronmststate assessment program. The
Curricular Standard®r English to Speakers of Other Languages/e as the basis for
what is assessed by thests, and any interpretation and subsequent action based on
student or group performance on these tests must focus on the assessed standards,
benchmarks, and indicato’s.copy of the Kansas Curricular Standafds English to
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Speakers of Other Languages be found on the Kansas State DepartrokBtlucation
website atvww.ksde.org Included in this manual is an overview of the ESOL Standards
(KSDE, 2008).

Overview of the ESOL Standards

Standard 1: The student ligns to spoken English to develop communicative competence in social and
academic language use.

Benchmark 1: The student uses English to process and construct meaning. There are eleven
indicators for this benchmark.

Standard 2: The student speaks im§lish in socially and academically appropriate ways.

Benchmark 1. The student uses English to convey meaning in spoken form. There are seven
indicators for this benchmark.

Standard 3: The student reads a variety of texts in English to achieve acadantess in the content
areas.

Benchmark 1: The student uses word analysis strategies to decode accurately. There are nine
indicators for this benchmark.

Benchmark 2: The student uses vocabulary skills to develop fluency. There are six indicators fo
this benchmark.

Benchmark 3: Thestudent uses comprehension skills to acquire knowledge. There are seventeen
indicators for thidsenchmark.

Standard 4: The student writes narrative, expository, technical, and persuasive text in English to achieve
academic success in the
content areas.

Benchmark 1: The student uses ideas and content in writing. There are two indicators for this
benchmark.

Benchmark 2: The student uses organization in writing. There are four indicators for this
benchmark.

Bendhmark 3: The student uses voice in writing. There are three indicators for this benchmark.

Benchmark 4: The student uses word choice in writing. There are nine indicators for this
benchmark.

Benchmark 5: The student uses sentence fluency in writiigere are four indicators for this
benchmark.

Benchmark 6: The student uses conventions in writing. There are seven indicators for this b
benchmark.

Benchmark 7: The student uses the writing process. There is one indicator for this benchmark.


http://www.ksde.org/
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Section 2

TEST DEVELOPMENT AND CONTENT REPRESENTATION

The content of the Kans&nglish Language Proficiency Assessmant
derived from the Kansas Curricular Standdoa<€English to Speakers of Other
Languages (ESOLAt each grade levehe CurriculaiStandards define, for
Kansas schools, what studeidtentified as English Language Learnsh®uld
know and be able to do four content domains

e Reading

e Writing

e Listening, and
e Speaking

The Kansa&nglish Language Proficiency Assessmenéasure targetie
indicators in the Curricular Standards English to Speakers of Other Languages
for gradekindergarten through twelveThese assessments were designed and
developed to spdiive grade levebands Kindergarten and First grades; Second
and Third grads; Fourth and Fifth grades; Sixth through Eighth graates Ninth
through Twelfth grades.

Steps in the Test Development Process

Following is chronological list of the steps in the test development
process. Detail regarding each step follows.

Sekction of targeted indicators
Development of test specifications
Selection of item types and directions
Initial item writing

Item content review

Item fairness review

Item bias sensitivity review

Pilot testing

. Initial item selection

10. Preliminary forms review

11. Additional pilot testing

12. Construction of final test forms

©CoNoh,wNE
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Selection of Targeted Indicators

Selected indicators assessed on the KELPA are provided in Talite2241

Table 2.1 Assessed Indicators for Reading on the KELPA

Reading

Indicator
#

Text of Indicator

3.1.1

Beginning Level
(z) identifies letters of t
Intermediate Level (No indicator for this proficiency level.)
Advanced Level(No indicator for this proficiency level.)

he

3.1.2

Beginning Level

( z) us esaundlcarespandences to identify beginning words

Intermediate Level
(z) applies knsownd eodaesgondandes tb
intermediate words. (Excludes Grade2K

Advanced Level

(z) applies knowledge of word

(Excludes Grades )

aént

3.14

Beginning Level
( z )Mentifies word families (e.g., atat; bat, eigh, skigh, weigh).
Intermediate Level

(z) identifies word families-

rhyming words.
Advanced Level(No indicator for this proficiency level.)

3.1.5

Beginning Level
( z) fifieb theinitial and final sounds of a word.
Intermediate Level
(z) identifies the initial,
Advanced Level(No indicator for this proficiency level.)

me

3.1.9

Beginning Level

(z) r e cwogls suzheas compound words,séawords, ang

inflections (e.g., backpack, likes,-es, and ing).
Intermediate Level

(z) recogni zes words such
inflections (e.qg., railroad, aim, talled,-er, -est).

Advanced Level

(z) r e cwogds suzheas cormopnd words, base words, a

inflections (e.g., steamboat, forget, weaitén, -ier, -iest).

as

3.2.1

Beginning Level
(z) demonstrates comprehens
Intermediate Level
(z) demonstrates compreheins
context.
Advanced Level
(z) demonstrates comprehens

i orn

i o

i or

3.2.2

Beginning Level

(z) identifies basic sight
Intermediate Level

(z) identifies intermediate

WO T

S i
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Advanced Level

(z) identifiesrdsadvanced sight
3.2.3 Beginning Level (No indicator for this proficiency level.)
Intermediate Level
(z) identifies t he C Oneaniegs twords
(Excludes Grades )
Advanced Level
(z) identifies t he c aneaniegs twords
(Excludes Grades )
3.24 Beginning Level
(Excludes (z) identifies simple synonyms
Grades K-2) Intermediate Level
(z) identifies intermediate sy
Advanced Level
(z) identifies difficult synor
3.2.6 Beginning Level (No indicator for this proficiency level.)
(Excludes Intermediate Level
GradesK-2) |(z) identifies and understands¢g
Advanced Level
(z) i dentifies and understands
3.3.1 Beginning Level
(Excludes (z) identifies the basic sequ
Grades K-2) | words or phrases.
Intermediate Level
(z) identifies the sequence o0
or phrases.
Advanced Level
(z) anal yzes forchronotogicalrorgesingof t e X
3.34 Beginning Level
(Excludes (z) responds to stories by an
Grades K-2) | phrases (e.g., who, what, when, where, and how).
Intermediate Level
(z) responds to st orusingphrabeg oraimp
sentences
(e.g., who, what, when, where, and how).
Advanced Level
( 2z Jesponds to stories by answering questions using key ideas, f
information, and details with wetleveloped sentences.
3.3.5 Beginning Level
(Excludes (z) under st ands -Zstepgdirdctiohsl o ws s
Grades K-2) Intermediate Level
(2Z) under st ands -dstegwrifteo tlirectionss s i
Advanced Level
(z) under stands and-stepowrittein directionsa
3.3.7 Beginning Level
(z) identifies the main idea ¢
Intermediate Level
(z) identifies the main idea (¢
Advanced Level
(z) identifies t he-app@priaie padaga ¢
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3.3.10 Beginning Level
(Excludes (z) draws inferences and concl
Grades K-2) Intermediate Level
(z) draws inferences and concl
Advanced Level
(z) draws inferences an d-apprapriate
passages.
3.3.16 Beginning (No indicator for this proficiency level.)
(Excludes Intermediate
GradesK-2) |(z) distinguishes fact and opi

Advanced
(z) distinguishes fact

and opi
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Table 22 Assessed Indicators foiVriting on the KELPA

Writing
Indicator
# Text of Indicator
41.1 Beginning Level
(Excludes (z) writes wor2sentencpshr as
Grades K-2) related to a picture.
Intermediate Level
( z) wrbisenerees Belated to a picture or a prompt.
Advanced Levé
(z) writes a paragraph with g
details to support a main ideaelated to a prompt.
4.2.2 Beginning Level (No indicator for this proficiency level.)
(Excludes Intermediate Level
GradesK-2) | (2) uses stmgsitional woeds eomedtly (e.g., first, the

next, after).

Advanced Level

(Z) wuses sequence and transi
however, previously).
441 Beginning Level
(Zz) uses common nouns.
Intermediate Level
(2) us e sanapoopemmungExcludes Grades )
Advanced Level
(z) uses common and prop2r ng
4.4.2 Beginning Level
(z) uses simple adjectives ( €
Intermediate Level
(z) uses adjectives and (Bxdludes
Grades K2)
Advanced Level
(z) uses descriptive wor ds
possessive adjectives, comparatives/superlatives (e.g; big, b
biggest, and modifiers; e.g., much, more, less, few).
(Excludes Grades )
443 Beginning Level
(2) us eprepasitiomp(é.ce, to, on, in).
Intermediate Level
(z) u s -&rexuetcypigpositional phrases (e.g., in the house
school, on the busfExcludes Grades )
Advanced Level
(zZ) uses a greater v ar(dge argunddhg
school).(Excludes Grades 42)
444 Beginning Level
(z) uses dHrequepclerbs (b.d., gohsit, run, eat).

Intermediate Level
(z2) wuses wvaried ver bdqExduees Grade
K-2)
Advanced Level
(z) u soaysnous werp forms (e.g., yell/scream, perform/a
(Excludes Grades 46)

4.45 Beginning Level
(Excludes (zZ) uses simple synonyms and
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Grades K-2) | Intermediate Level
(z) uses synonyms and antonyn
Advanced Level
(z) uses c omp |l e xntorgrgsn (.g.y Brampeq
spacious).
446 Beginning Level
(z) uses subject and object ¢
Intermediate Level
(z) uses subject, object, and
Advanced Level
(2z) uses al | pronouns form
(Excludes Graés K-2)
447 Beginning Level
(z) useardefcil mi the heo.
Intermediate Level
(z) uses definite and indefin
Advanced Level
(zZ) uses definite and indefin
4.4.8 Beginning Level
(z) uses regular plurals corr
Intermediate Level
(z) uses regular and irregul-g
2)
Advanced Level
(z) uses regular and irregul-g
2)
4.4.9 Beginning Level (No indicator for this proficiency level.)
(Excludes Intermediate Level
GradesK-2) |(2) wuses prefixes and suffi xe
Advanced Level
(z2) uses prefixes and suffixe
45.1 Beginning Level
(z) writes simple sentences i
Intermediate Level
(z) writes simpl e senin emecteword
order (e.g., declarative, interrogative, and imperative fori
(Excludes Grades )
Advanced Level
(z) writes complete compound
word order (Excludes Grades )
45.2 Beginning Level
(Excludes (z) writes grammatically corr
Grades K-2) Intermediate Level
(z) writes grammatically <cor
sentences, using conjunctions (e.g., since, because, if, but, whilg
Advanced Level
( z )writes complex mad/or compound sentences using t
conjunctions and/or relative pronouns.
45.3 Beginning Level (Not assessed.)
(Excludes Intermediate Level
GradesK-2) | (z) uses subject/verb agreeme

Advanced Level
corr ect witharjecktenses.ver

(z)

us es
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45.4 Beginning Level
(z) uses simpl e present and
(Excludes Grades )
Intermediate Level

(2z) uses simple verb tenses
future with will and going to, past progigve).

Advanced Level
(z) uses all tenses.

4.6.1

Beginning Level
(z) traces and copies letters
Intermediate Level (No indicator for this proficiency level.)
Advanced Level (No indicator for this proficiency level.)

4.6.2 Beginning Level
(z) writes |l etters an
Intermediate Level (No indicator for this

proficiency level.)
Advanced Level (No indicator for this proficiency level.)

4.6.3 Beginning Level

(z) spaces appropriatel
Intermediate Level (No indcator for this proficiency level.)
Advanced Level (No indicator for this proficiency level.)

4.6.4 Beginning Level
(z) uses periods and question

Intermediate Level
(zZz) uses correct endi ng
commas (e.g., lists, dates, arities to states).
(Excludes Grades k2)

Advanced Level
(2z) uses commas i n al | i nst
apostrophes in possessives and contractions and quotation I
(Excludes Grades )

4.6.5 Beginning Level

(z) capitali zamdthefdirstoper
word of a sentence.
Intermediate Level

(zZ) uses correct capitalizati
Advanced Level
(zZ) uses correct capitalizati
4.6.6 Beginning Level (No indicator for this

proficiency level.)

Intermediate Level

(z) uses appr omatiinentatiorpaad atignmeaty
Advanced Level

(z) uses appropriate paragrapg
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4.6.7 Beginning Level
(z) attempts to spell new wor

Intermediate Level

(z) spells high frequen
Advanced Level

(z) spells most words correct
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Table 23 Assessed Indicators foListening on the KELPA

Listening
Indicator
# Text of Indicator
1.1.2 Beginning Level
(z) follows simple one and t W
Intermediate Level
( z) f oimhgledhves and four step directions.
Advanced Level
(z2) foll ows -stepdirgatiorssx mul t i
1.1.6 Beginning Level
(z) i1identifies initial or end
Intermediate Level
(z) i1 dentifies initial,
Advanced Level (No indicabr for this proficiency level.)
1.1.8 Beginning Level (No indicator for this proficiency level.)
Intermediate Level
(z) demonstrates ability to
obviously incorrect forms and structures.
Advanced Level
(z) d e mo n #ytto @rreetdangaagd Hy recognizing sub
errors in forms and structures.
1.1.9 Beginning Level
(z) identifies the main idea
Intermediate Level
(z) i1 dentifies the main idea
Advanced Level
( z) iiebéhamainfidea of a long gradppropriate passage.
1.1.10 Beginning Level
(z) identi fies the -aparopnateipassagl
(Not assessed.)
Intermediate Level
(z) makes inferences and dr aw
Advanced Level
(z) makes inferences and dr
appropriate passages.
1.1.11 Beginning Level
(z) i dentifies key details fr
Intermediate Level
(z) identifies key details fr
Advanced Level
( z ) entifies key details from long gradg@propriate passages.
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Table 24 Assessed Indicators folSpeakingon the KELPA

Speaking
Indicator
# Text of Indicator
2.1.2 Beginning Level

( z )orally communicates basic needs by asking quest
appr@riate to the situatior{Not assessed.)
Intermediate Level
(2z) responds t o needs by as
situation.
Advanced Level
(z2) responds t o nlevd dusstionsy(inferential
appropriate to the situation.
214 Begnning Level
(z) uses basic (Nptassessed) i cal f ¢
Intermediate Level
(zZ) uses basic grammatical fao
Advanced Level
(z) uses correct grammati cal
of the same age.
2.1.5 Beginning Level
(2) r et estoties. si mpl e
Intermediate Level
(z) retells stories with a beg
Advanced Level
( z Jetells stories in greater detail including characters, setting

plot.

2.1.6 Beginning Level
(z) responds to guestions ou
phrases.

Intermediate Level

(z) responds to questions usi
Advanced Level

(2z) responds t o gevelopadi senesces u

phrases.
2.1.7 Beginning Level
(z) i1 dentif i, adions shaped aadiom ind pcture.s
Intermediate Level
(z) tells what is happening i

Advanced Level
(z) tells a complete story ab
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Test Specifications

Test specifications provide the blueprint to be followed in writing items and
constructing test form&Vorking with a committee of Kansas Educaté&SDE
developed and provided the test specifications that guided all item and test development
efforts. Test pecifications were provided that identified targeted indisaskill) to be
assessed as well gmerecommendedumber and distribution of items to be on each test
form ateachgrade leveband These grade level and content area specifications guided
the construction of operational forms development, but the order and manner in which
items were placed throughout the forms was left to the collaborative efforts of CETE test
development staff ancbnsultants hired bi(SDE deemed to beontent specialists the
area of English as a Second Language

Item Types and Directions

The item formats and the student response mode vary across the assessment
domains. For kindergarten and first grade all parts of the KELPAtateeindividually
administered by adtd who are themselvesoficient speaker of Englisistudents are to
respond either by writing or marking their answers in aestudtimulus response
booklet.As the test parts are individually administered to kindergarten and first grade
students, scormand/or recording of responssec o mpl et ed directly onto
individual answer sheet by the examiner as the test questions are being administered to
the student.

In the Speaking domain assessment, the questions are individually admirnstered
students regardless of grade lewtlidents respond orally and the examiner scores the
response to each question immediately after it is given, and then records the answer onto
an answer sheet. Titems sets in the Reading, Writing, and Listening diom
assessments for students in the second grade and higheeaded to be group
administered when appropriate. However, individual student circumstances (language,
development, or disability limitations) mayake it necessatpat these test domaibg
individually administered.

In all four domains of the assessment and because the assessment is individually
administered to younger students, multiple types of response formats are used.
Kindergarten and first grade students are presented witls iteat are either multiple
choice format, short constructed response (e.g., fill in the blank with letters to complete a
word) or are asked to read words aloud to the examiner. For older students, the response
format is not as variedin the Reading doain assessmenbr second grade and higher
the items are of the multiple choice format and the questions and response choices are to
be read by the student before responding. Oral presentation of the readingyigems
teachelis not permitted. In the YWing domain assessment, students are to respond to
two types of items: 1) opeended constructed response items where students write to a
choice of prompts and 2) multiple choice type items. In the Listening domain
assessment, the items are in the ipl@tchoice format, but reading is minimized as the
guestions and response choices are presented orally to the students. A written
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presentation of the Listening questions and response choices for view by the student is
not permitted. A CD recording isguided for use in adminisdtionof the Listening
domain assessmeintorderto provide standardization.

For the Writing Performance section of the Writing domain students were given
20 minutes to write to a c¢hoingrespoaseswers e
scored locally by trained school or district teachers and staff usingtg0int scoring
rubric based on five writing traits developed by the ELL advisory group, in conjunction
with KSDE and CETE. The five traits for which ratings /&y be systematically
evaluated are the following:

Trait 1: Vocabulary

Trait 2: Sentence Fluency

Trait 3: Grammar

Trait 4: Mechanics

Trait 5: Organization and Development

Anchors and descriptions for thé @ scoring rubric for each of thevé traits are
presented in Table 2.5.

of

t
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For the Speaking assessment and for any individual administration of the other
domain area assessments, the assessments are to be administered by adults who are
themselves proficiergpeakers of English. It is acceptable for a person who is a speaker
of the studentds native | anguage to provide
test questions must be administered in English and student responses must be in English.
In the Speaking assessment, students are to respond orally to a series of questions or
directions. The questions or directions are to be presented to the student both in written
form in thestudenttestbooklet and verbally by the test examin&ach student sponse
is to be scored and recorded by the examiner immediately after beindynt#estudent
during testing. Six of the nine items comprising the Speaking domain are scored using a
scoring rubric of 0 to 2 or 0 to 3. For this set of items, studentsi@e on the
appropriateness of the response to the item in addition to the number of sentences used,
the completeness and grammatical correctness of the sentences used. The additional sets
of three items are scored on a scale of 0 to 5 and are bateslaaboration and detailed
description of a response such as to storytelling or description of a prompt.

Item Development

Educators of English language learnansl other content experts from the state of
Kansagdeveloped reading, writing, listeningnd speakingems that were aligned with
the Curricular Standarder English to Speakers of Other Languagése actual items
that made up the assessments at each graddwdtame from these item pools after
several rounds of reviews and empiriggbuts (pilot testing), the latter conducted by
CETE.

The final rounds of item pool reviews involved content reviewaiairness
review committeeeomprised of Kansas educators. Along with KSBEELL advisory
group comprised of English as a Seconddwmage (ESL) educators throughout the state
of Kansageviewed each item, focusing on its alignment to the table of specifications, the
Kansas Curricular Standarfts English to Speakers of Other Languagesd the
appropriateness of item content, ensgitimat each item accurately reflected what was
intended to be taught in Kansas schools. The fairness review committees focused on
language and contetitat might be inappropriate, offensive, or insensitive to students,
parents, or communities, makisgrethat no individual or group would be unfairly
favored or disadvantaged due to the content of the items. With both review committees,
each itemwas accepted, edited, or rejectamin its respective item pools.

In addition, a biasensitivityreview commitee comprised of twelve individuals
from Kansas communities, graduate students at the University of Kansas, and
professionals from universities in the state of Kansas served as patrticiipaaits eleven
languages and twelve countries were represeriigdt languages included Arabic,
Cantonese, Chinese, Danish, German, Italian, Korean, Spanish, Taiwanese, Thai, and
Vietnamese.Table 2.5 presents the frequency of first languag&d L students in the
state of KansasAlthough a variety of languagesearepresented by this population of
students, the majority (approximately 81%) speak Spanish as their primary first language.
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Participantsn the bias/sensitivity reviewere provided with items from each of
the four domains separately. Paskeere costructed sdhe participants wouldiew
each item as it would appear within a gréelesl form in the appropriate domain section
of the assessme(#.g.,view all 4-5 Listeningitems before moving on to the next grade
level or domaiip Participants werastructed to read and review each questiontand
form an opinion as to whether the question as written was linguistically biased or
contained content that would be viewed as offensive or insensitive toward members of
his or her cultural, ethnic, racial; bnguistic group. All items noted as being potentially
biased or insensitive were reviewed and edited by an expert in the field of Teaching
English as a Second Language (TESL) and by members of the CETE staff.

Table 2.6First Languages of Kansas ELL Population

First Lanquage Freguency Percent
Arabic 581 1.76
Chinese 348 1.05
Chuukese (Marshall Island/Micronesian) 24 0.07
Dinka 27 0.08
Farsi (Iranian) 25 0.08
French 54 0.16
German 497 1.50
Hmong 254 0.77
Khmer (Cambodian) 107 0.32
Korean 249 0.75
Lao 401 1.21
Native American 63 0.19
Philippine or Tagalog 104 0.31
Portugese 20 0.06
Russian 122 0.37
Sign Language 2 0.01
Somali 62 0.19
Spanish 26741 80.95
Thai 13 0.04
Viethamese 1060 3.21
Yugoslavian (Bosnian/Serb/Croatian) 6 0.02
Other 1668 5.05
Missing 607 1.84
Total 33035 100.00
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Item Delivery and Tryouts

All Kansas schools were encouraged and invited to participate Ketsas
English Language Proficien@ssessment pilot testindhll items available at the timef
field testingwere piloted. Two forms per grade levddand (i.e., K1, 2-3, 45, 68, 912)
were created and administer@ilot forms were sent to participating districts or schools
for the test coordinator or principal to distribute to teacherso@shvith a larger
number of ELL students were given both forms of the assessment at a grade level, while
smaller districts were sent just one of the pilot forms per grade band level. This process
helped to ensure thatch test item was administered t@adom group of students
representative of thELL student population subgroups in Kansas. The number of
students responding to an item ranged from a minimud2®$tudents to a maximum of
1744students.

Pilot Item Analysis

Following the administratio of the pilot test item sets, statistical item analyses
were conducted to determine the effectiveness and quality of the items. For items, the
item means (p value) and itet@st correlation coefficients (point biserial) were
calculated. Further, statissi¢or each response alternative were also calculated and
examined. The proportion of examinees responding to each response option was
obtained, as well as the ipt-biserialfor each response choice. In addition, the
proportion of a low ability (lowest 27%ased on total score) group and a high ability
(upper 27%) group responding to each choice option was obtained. The difference in p
values for these two ability groups on the correct answer choice yielded another index of
item discrimination (Kellyindex)y hat provi ded i nformation abou
differentiate between high and low scoring examinBesause of the differences in
academic ability between students in a few of the grade band (egelkindergarten
versusfirst grade; secondersus tlird grade) item analyses were conducted separtately
each grade within the grade baamttl theranalyzed as eombinedgroup for each grade
band

Across grade levels, hundreds of items were piloted and subsequently evaluated
by CETE test developemt staff using classical item analysis procedures described above.
To assist in the pilot item review process, a set of rules were adopted to assist in
identifying poorly functioning (items thateretoo easy, too difficult, contagderrors, or
had low or negative discrimination information, for example). The rules or criteria for
identifying poorly funcioning items were the following:

Items were flagged fammediatereview if:

e 1< 0.30 for the keyed (correct) response
e p>0.Dorp < .05for the kewd response
e 1> 0 for any distractor (incorrect answer choice)

In addition, items for which the high ability group endorsed any distractor at a higher
proportion than did the low ability group were also flagged for review. For a given keyed
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(correct) e sponse, items were flagged i f the |
than that of the high ability group.

Each item that was flagged based on the criteria listed above was individually
reviewed bystaff atCETE. During these reviews, items wereeued revisedor
rejected for the final pool of items. For items aligning to an indicator that had sufficient
coverage in order to construct multiple test forms, the decision to accept or reject was the
only one made for the particular item. Flagged gdhat aligned to indicators where
coverage was an issue for the creation of multiple forms were examined more closely.
Items found to be easily correctable or judged to be conducive to a minor edit or
modification with little or no effect on the originigtent of the item (that is, no effect on
indicator alignment or |ittle effect on
by case basis. Any poorly functioning item retained was done so based on a judgment
that the item was an appropriate (dalmeasure of important grade level content, but that
students were performing poorly on the item due to lack of instructional opportunity to
learn the content.

Additional Item Piloting

Additionally, following the administration of the pilot forms, BhL Advisory
Group met with KSDEand CETE stafto review the forms of the KELPA and to
recommend changes in the assessment in order to better serve the needs of the state and
local school districts. One of the primary recommendations was to have nfiaxdtdif
items on the tests to help differentiate students at the upper and lower ends of the English
language proficiency continuuntor this additional round of field testing pilot items,
participating schools were distributed one or more of the itemrsats/ one domain but
never all of the items sets from all domains. This process was done in order to keep the
additional administration time to a minimum. For the domains of Reading, Writing, and
Listening, between 25 and 60 new items were piloteédch domain across the five
grade level bandsBetween 59 and 148 students were administered the new item sets at
any one grade level and for any one domain. Items were then reviewed for their
effectiveness and quality using the same criteria as wadarggabviously existing
items.

Test Form Development

Each of the four domaingithin a grade levabandwasconstructed to be parallel
and have the same number of itamsasuring aindicator.A sufficient number of items
were available to builthree operational forms at each of thee grade level bands.

Fortheforms, itemsstill in existence aftethe review ofall pilot data were
compiled at each grade levmndand grouped by measured student learning outcome
classification (standard, benchrkaandindicator). ltems were orderdxy indicatoron
the basis of item difficulty from low to high (valyeh conjunction with the point biserial
estimateand placed on one tfireeforms. In other words, all items being placed on test
forms andmeasuing a given indicator wergrouped together from easiest to most

ow
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difficult and when possible by item format. This was especially true for théd{ms as
content experts from the field felt that students wdildely be less confusedhen
changesn item directions were kept to a minimum.

In some cases, more items existed in the pool for a given indicator than called for
by the test specifications, so not all items were used during form construction. After all
forms were initially constructed in thisanner at a grade leviednd content and
statistical reviews of each form were conducted. All items corresponding to an indicator
across forms at a grade lew@ndwere examined to ensure adequate content coverage.

In places where there was overlap doran or content gaps, items were deliberately
moved across forms in an attempt to ensure content representation and reduce content
overlap within a form. Statistical reviews were then executed, whereby average difficulty
values were calculated at the tastl benchmark level across forms. Items were moved
across forms to ensure statistical similarity in terms of difficulty at the benchmark and
overall form level with considerationvgn to content representation. During the Spring
2006 administration eaatf the three forms were longerlgngth than in subsequent
administrations as these initial forms included a set olhwomanchor items within a

grade level band fagach of the four domainshese common setd items were used for
equating purposes.

For the Spring 20®administration, all operational test forms were administered
usinga random assignmeaotf test formgprocedurdor purposes of equating test scores
across formgdetailed in Section 3 of this manuafollowing the administration of ¢h
first operational forms of the KansBaglish Language Proficien@ssessments in
Spring2006, analysis wdk commenced employing classieadd IRTmethods.

Traditional item analysis studies were conducted on each test form to cuiitfirian
larger sampléhe pilot test results that items selected for operational use were functioning
adequately and as expected.

Post First Administration Modification s

As a result of th follow-up item analyses, modifications to each of the test forms
were made.Based o requests from the fieldor all grades level bands, one of the three
forms was repurposed b used as a briafentification or placement tool for English
Language Learners new to the country or state of Kaledasded the Kansas English
Language Priciency Assessmerit Placement (KELPAP). The remaining two forms
were once again examined for test quality and item characteristics using thergara
as in the pilot dataCommon anchor items and items not meeting the criteria set forth for
quality purposes were removed from the remaining two forms, with the exception of the
Listening domain in which the anchor items were left intact.

Fromthe Spring 2006 administratiorest form equating was performasing
data from the three operatioriafms (one which was shortened to become the KELPA
P)in use at the timdn addition, lefore reporting could occur, standard setting activities
needed to be implemented to establish score ranges on the tests that would define levels
of test score performaaaeeded for students to be classified into one ofdtlve f
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performance level categories established by the ®atgir{ning, Intermediate,
Advanced, and Fluentpection 4of this manuaprovides alescrption ofthe standard
setting activities implemente Based on the standards recommended by KSDE and
approved by the Kansas State Board of Education, final results finsthgear of the
KansasEnglish Language Proficien@yssessments were reported in Septembe.200

Development of the KELPAP

The Kansas English Language Proficiency Assessrégtement (KELPAP) is
a shortened and repurposed version of the KELPA assessment. Approximately half the
length of the KELPA, the KELPA was designed to indicate whether a student is
considered Fluent or N&tuent in the domains of Reading, Writing, Listening, and
Speaking as well as overall. The number of classifications differs from the KELPA
assessment when four classification categories (Beginning, Intermediate, Advanced, and
Fluent) are offered. The tmination of whether a student is considered Fluent or Not
Fluent in each of the four domains as well as overall is evaluated at the local level by a
person or persons authorized by the school or district to conduct domain and composite
level calculatios and scoring. Manuals, student booklets, answer sheets, answer keys,
and an audio CD for the listening domain are available for download from the CETE
website to authorized individuals for each grade band separately.

The KELPAP assessments are compd of five grade band forms {K 2-3, 4
5, 68, and 912). Unlike the KELPA, only one form is constructed for each grade band.
In constructing the KELPA, sets of items from one of the operational forms for each
grade band utilized during the Sprir@06 administration was reduced to structure the
KELPA-P for each respective grade band. Within a standard items discriminating at the
Advanced/Fluent cut score were targeted as potential candidates for inclusion in this
instrument.

Table2.7 detailsthe cutscores used to classify students into the Fluent/Not
Fluent Performance Level categories for each of the four domains and total score for each
grade level. Included in TabR7is the number of points a student must obtain in order
to be considexd Fluent for each domain, the total number of points possible per domain,
and the corresponding percent correct score to be classified as Fluent for each of the four
domains. In addition, the last row of the table presents the percent correct score
corresponding to the cegcore used to distinguish between the Fluent and Non Fluent
category at the composite total score level.
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Table 2.7 KELPA -P Raw (# Correct) and Percent Correct Fluent Cuiscores

Grade Level
Type of
Domain Score KG 1 2 3 4-5 6-8 9-12
Listening # Correct 7 8 11 12 7 6 9
# Points 8 8 12 12 7 6 10
% 77 90 89 93 89 96 86
Correct
Reading # Correct 9 15 12 13 15 18 17
# Points 17 17 16 16 17 19 18
% 53 87 73 80 85 93 90
Correct
Writing # Correct 5 10 10 10 9 11 10
MC # Points 10 10 12 12 11 12 11
% 47 92 76 82 81 87 88
Correct
Writing # Correct NA NA 20 20 20 20 20
Constructed | # Points NA NA 20 20 20 20 20
Response
% NA NA 100 100 100 100 100
Correct
Speaking # Correct 20 21 19 19 24 22 22
# Points 26 24 22 22 24 22 22
% 76 84 84 85 100 100 100
Correct
Total % 69 88 84 87 90 95 91
Correct

In calculating the total composite score for the KEEPAeach of the four
domains are allowed to provide differential weigdutsl are identical to the weights
assigned to the KIEPA assessmentAs noted in Table.Z, the four domains are also
weighted differentially by grade level. For example, a higher emphasis is placed on the
domains of Speaking and Listening for Kindergarten and first grade students than is
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placed for oldestudents. On the other hand, the domains of Reading and Writing have a
greater impact for students in the higher grade levels than does Speaking and Listening.

In addition, for students taking the 2, 3546-8, and 912 grade level KELPA?
assessmentthe Writing domain scores are assessed using two types of item formats.
Students are asked to respond to 1) egrashed constructed response items to which they
are asked to write to a choice of two prompts and 2) a set of multiple choice items. Each
of the two types of item formats is assigned a weight that is then used to calculate an
overall domain score for Writing. For ease when calculating the total composite score
across all domains, the overall Writing domain score has been partitioned into the
appropriate weights, by grade level, in Tabl8. 2For example, for fourth and fifth grade
students, the Writing domain will contribute 30% to the overall total composite score but
is presented ifable 28 asthe Writing multiple choice contributing 15% the overall
Writing score and the Writing Constructed Response section comprising the remaining
15%.

Table 2.8 Assigned Weights by Domain to be Used in Calculating Total KELPA
Scores

Grade Level
Domain KG 1 2 3 4-5 6-8 9-12
Listening 35% 30% 25% 25% 25% 30% 30%
Reading 15% 20% 25% 30% 30% 30% 30%
Writing MC 15% 20% 12.5% 15% 15% 15% 15%
Writing NA NA 12.5% 15% 15% 15% 15%
Constructed
Response
Speaking 35% 30% 25% 15% 15% 10% 10%
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Section3

TEST EQUATING
Scaling and Test Score Equating foKELPA

Scaling and test score equating tlee Kansas English Language Proficiency
Assessmentvas accomplished through the use of item response theory (IRIcoue
equating (Kolen & Brennan, 2004). This process entailed four steps: (1) scaling the
asessment by fitting item response data to an IRT model, (2) equating item parameters
across forms within grade levels, (3) creating expected true score functions for each
domain by converting person ability levefy (nto expected true scores (on a petcen
correct metric) by means of the test characteristic curve (TCC), and (4) calculating total
compositescores as a weighted combination of domain scores. These steps are detailed
in the following sections.

Scaling

Item response data for the KELPA weitedd the Generalized Partial Credit
Model (GPCM; Muraki, 1992). The GPCM is an IRT model that relates examinee ability
to the probability of getting a scorexfather tharx-1, using a tweparameter logistic
model, as follows:

P« (0) P (0560
Pp(@)+ P (0) 14> %)

whered represents examinee abiligy,is the discrimination parameter for itgn; is the

overall difficulty parameter for iter cix is the difficulty parameter for categoxyf item

jsometi mes referr ed,ahdDisassaling coistahtequalto par amet er
In this way, the GPCM creates dichotomies between adjacent score categories (e.g., 0 vs.

1,1vs. 2, 2,vs. 3, etc.), and may therefore be used for scaling tests with items that have

been dichotomously and/or polytomouslypad. Dichotomously scored item response

data have two possible scofes, incorrect = 0, correct 5 1while polytomously scored

items allow examinees to earn patrtial credit for their responses, resulting in more than

two possible scores (e.g., 0,132, €)

For each grade level (K, 1, 2, 3546-8, and 912) and form threeinitial
operationaforms for each grade level) of the KELPA, a separate GPCM calibration was
performed using PARSCALE (Muraki & Bock, 1997). Each form of the KELPA per
grade l@el containeca common set adnchor items which allowed the forms to be
statistically equated. It should be noted that even though students in grades K and 1 and
students in grades 2 and 3 took the same test forms, respectively, these items and
examineesvere scaled completely independently, as differedbahain weightsvere
used forcalculating the total composite sc@eross these grade levels.
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Equating item parameters across forms

Through the use of anchor items across test forms within eaoh Igred, item
parameters from separate GPCM calibrations were equated using-amieagma
linear equating procedure (Kolen & Brennan, 2004). This method capitalizes on the
unidimensionality and parameter invariance assumptions of IRT to equate fresults
separate calibrations. The meamdsigma method determines a linear transformation of
item parameters from one calibration to place estimates from a separate calibration of the
same items on the same scale. Because item parameters in IRT aratioysitea
linear transformation, this transformation will account for differences in examinee ability
levels for different samples of examinees taking the same items.

The mearandsigma equating method determines a linear transformation of item
parametes following separate calibrations of the same items. Using the parameters from
the anchor itemscommonitems that appeared on all test forwighin a grade band
level), the linear transformation necessary to place all of the items on a common scale is
then determined (Kolen & Brennan, 2004). This procedure results in a slpaed
intercept,B, that are determined by the means and standard deviations of the difficulty
parameter estimates-(falues) for the anchor items of the base and other forms, such
that:

O,
_Ybb
A=—"2€ and
o-b~other

B= Ho_base™ Au b othe?

where pp-pase@Ndop.paseare the respective mean and standard deviation of the anchor
item bvalues for the base form angdmerandop.omerare the respective mean and
standard devi#on of the ancheitem bvalues for one of the other two forms. Once the
appropriate slopéd, and intercept3, have been determined, all item parameter estimates
(from the anchor and forspecific items) derived from other calibrations are
transformedn the following manner:

h* = Abmther + B' and

o a1'—0ther
4 A

where b_....andh are the respective initial and rescaled difficulty parameters forijtem

anda__,..and a are the respective initial and rescaled discrimination parameters for

itemi. The end result of this equating is to make the means and standard deviations of
anchor items match across forms. Fapecific item peameters are transformed in the
same way to reflect the differences in the two calibration scales. Since this
transformation accounts for the arbitrariness of the scale for each separate calibration,
once it is accomplished, the entire set of item pararsetill beon a common scale.
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For each gradbandlevel, one of the threeperationatest forms was arbitrarily
chosen as the base form, and the other two forms were then equated to it. THa@anean
sigma equating method preserves the important pgopesymmetry however, so it is
unimportant which form is chosen as the base; no examinee is advantaged or
disadvantaged by this decision, as consistent results would be obtained regardless of
which form is choseto serveas the base.

Determining expected true scores

The test characteristic curve (TCC) is an important concept in IRT that allows one
to determine the relationship between ability le@¢lahd an expected score on a test
(i.e., a numbecorrect or percentorrect score) (Hambleton & Swaminathan, 1985).
This conversion becomes the basis for equating expected true scores across forms. Once
all item parameters within a grade level werepthonto a common scale, TCCs were
created for each content domain to determine the transformation from abilityoleiel (
expected true score (on the pereemtrect metric).

Because two or more test forms may differ in overall difficulty, despitegbein
built to the same content and statistical specifications, their TCCs show, for a given
ability level, what expected true scores may be considered statistically equivalent. A
graphic demonstration of this procedure follows. The following figure cont&@s for
the Speaking domaion the KELPAfor grades 912. The horizontal axis represents an
IRT-based ability level), which may be interpreted as-&aore (i.e., the number of
standard deviations above or below a mean of zero that an ability estimate lies). The
vertical axis represents the expected percent correct for each test form. Inspection of the
figure revead that, even though they are generally similar, expected true scores are not
identical across forms. This is because of the overall unequal difficulty of forms. In this
example, it can be seen that Form 924 was generally the most difficult form, because
expected true scores are consistently lower for each ability level. Forms 948 and 962
were more similar in difficulty, though expected true scores are higher for Form 962 in
lower regions of ability and slightly lower in higher regions of ability, as @egto
Form 948.
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Figure 3.1 Test Characteristic Curves for the SpeakingDomain on theThree
KELPA Forms for the 912 Grade Assessment

For this graddandlevel, Form 924 was chosen as the base fand,therefore
the other two forms were equatedtto Thus, an examinee with an abiligvel of-1
(demonstrateth Figure 3.1), wouldhave an expected true score of 64% correct. Despite
taking somewhat easier test forms, examinees at this ability level taking Forms 948 or
962 would also receive a scare64% correct. Thus, all true scores are equated to the
base form metric. On the basis of this conversion, upon subsequent administration of
these forms, observed scores may similarly be equated to the expected true score metric.
For example, a studewhoin the followingyearof test administratioscores 72%
correct on the Speaking domain for Form 962 would receive a score of 64% correct.
Likewise, a student whim a subsequent administratieoores 74% correct on the
Speaking domain for Form 948wld also receive a score of 64% correct. In this way,
the original score metric determined by calibrating Form 924 is maintained across forms
and years of administration.

Calculating total compositescores
Once equated true scores were determined ameected, domain scores were

combined into total scores. This was done separately for each grade level that had a
unigue weighting of domains. These domain weights are list€dlle 3.1 Weighting
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and the value of the weights applied to each of tmeaglas was based upon consideration
from the ELL Advisory Board, KSDE, and CETE staff.

Table 3.1 Weights (%) by Domain and Grade L evel Applied to Calculating Total
Scores for KELPA

Domain
Grade Speaking Reading Writing Listening
K 35 15 15 35
1 30 20 20 30
2 25 25 25 25
3 15 30 30 25
4-5 15 30 30 25
6-8 10 30 30 30
9-12 10 30 30 30

Note. For grades K and 1, all writing items were multigheice and dichotomously scored. For grades 2
and higher, the writing section was split between a muithlice section (dibotomously scored) and a
writing performancesection (polytomously scored). These sections were equally weighted by splitting the
overall Writing weight in half for each section.

Total scores (T) were calculated by applying the followorghula:

T=2 wD,

i=1

whereD is the domain score from the equating described in the prepavagraphs of
this sections (i.e., the expected true scong)s the weight for that domain by grade
level,as provided in Table 3,Andn is the number of domains. As per the not& able
3.1, for grades K and 1= 4, but for grades 2 and highars 5, where the Writing
domain isdividedinto two sections: WritingMultiple Choiceand WritingPerformance
For example, at grade 3 the Winig domairnoverallis worth 30% of the total score; the
Writing-MC section isvorth 15% and the WritingPerformancesection is also worth
15%.
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Section 4

STANDARD SETTING

KansasEnglish Language ProficiencyPerformance Standards

The State of Kansa&Surricular Standards for English to Speakers of Other
Languages is used to explain and guide what should be taught in the classroom and what
should be tested, including thenualKELPA assessments. Performance standards
define what test content, and hawch of the test content, must be mastered or achieved
for an ELL student t o meaordetfdreducstorgt eds per f o
administrators and stakeholders to better understease levels of performanamyt
scores are established. Foe KELPA, cut scores werereated for each of the four
domains (Reading, Writing, Listening, and Speaking) as well as for the total composite
score. This section will describe the performance level descriptors and the standard
setting procedures used iretdevelopment of the KELPA assessment.

Performance Level Names and Descriptors

TheKansas State Board of Education adoitea performance level names to
describe the quality of student achievement demonstoaitéice KELPA Those
performance levelsydm lowest to highest, wetabeled:

Beginning
Intermediate
Advanced
Fluent

PwnpE

Table 4.1 illustrates the proficiency level descriptaasverbal description of what it

means to be in a particular performance levet the Beginning, Intermediate and
Advanced performance categori@gSDE, 2008 used to assist educators in
understanding the meaning of cut scores on the Kansas English Language Proficiency
Assessment.
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In addition to the mwficiency level descriptors for Beginning, Intermediate, and
Advanced as documented in the Kansas Standards for English to Speakers of Other
Languages (KSDE, 2008), participants in the standard setting procedure were provided
with the descriptor for studéswho should be considered as Fluent in the English
language. To be considered as Fluent English proficient a student is defined as able to
use English in the academic classroom, approximating that of a native speaker, and to be
successful in the schoehvironment, without the need for language support services. A
definition for each of the four domains was also provided:

1. Reading skills: the ability to comprehend and interpret text at theaagegrade
appropriate level;

2. Listening skills: the abity to understand the language of the teacher and
instruction, comprehend and extract information, and follow the instructional
discourse through which teachers provide information;

3. Writing skills: the ability to produce written text with content and farma
fulfilling classroom assignments at the agad gradeappropriate level; and

4. Speaking skills: the ability to use oral language appropriately and effectively in
learning activities within the classroom and in social interactions within the
school.

Standard Setting

An extended Modified Angoff procedure (Hambleton & Plake, 1995) was used as
the method for the standard setting process. CETE staff conducted the KELPA Standard
Setting at the University of Kansas on July 12, 2006. The extended ModifgedfAn
procedure was used to recommend cut scores for seven grade levels (K, 15,48, 4
9-12) in each of the four domains (Reading, Writing, Listening, and Speaking).
Participants in each grade/domain area participgi¢hree rounds of activitiea which
theyrecommended three cut score locations (Beginning/Intermediate,
Intermediate/Advanced, and Advanced/Fluent).

In consultation with KSDE and because the ELL population is geographically
diverse in Kansas, participants were recruited fronogkdistricts across the entire state
to assist in establishing the cut scoréhe standard settingapticipants were divided into
five grade level groups: #, 23, 45, 6:8, and 912. Each group had 8 to 11
participants. Each grade level group wasponsible for establishing recommended cut
scores for the far domains. A table leadaras assiged to each grade levgtoup
servedo lead discussions, monitor the group discourse, facilitate discussion, collect
materials, and maintain the schedule.

The KELPA Standard Setting process consisted of an orientation to standard
setting in general followed by a specific orientation to the Extended Modified Angoff
Method. Participants were directed and reminded throughout the process that they were



KansasEnglishLanguage Priciency Assessment Technical Manua8

to m&e judgments about items representing tasks the students should be able to do or
master at each performance level and not what is perceived that students can do or what
the perception is about student mastery regarding the content material.

Once the partipants were gathered in their respective groups, performance level
descriptors were reviewed and discussed. Once the discussion ended, training of the
standard setting method commenced, followed by three rounds of ratings. The two
groups who had the ta®f setting cut scores for multiple grades (e.g., K and 1, 2 and 3)
were directed to recommend the cut scores separately, and independently, of the other
grade level they were responsible for. Within a round, each domain was individually
rated, one domaiat a time, prior to the next round beginning. An item booklet was
prepared for each participant with each domain appearing in a separate section of the
booklet.

In the first round participants were directed to examine each domain test item
separatly, and independently, and make a decision as to the number of items within the
domain set a student in the target group would answer correctly. Then, they would place
this number on their rating sheet. At the end of this round, the table leader would
cdculate an average number of items deemed to be correctly answered by the target
student group. Participants were then provi
compare his or her individual ratings with the group average, and discuss the éecision
making process with the rest of the group. At this point, no attempt was made to come to
a group consensus, only to better understand
item or average group level. During round two, participants were allowedngeltheir
decision regarding any item based upon the previous group discussion or other influential
issue. Results of the second round were provided to the group along with impact data,
the estimated percent of students who would fall into each perfoentategory if the
average of the groupdés judgment was applied.
asked to make any final changes regarding their decisions. The average number of items
perceived to be correctly answered for each target group irdeatdin was used to
form the recommended cut scores.

After the third and final round of ratings, the average of the participant cut scores
was determined and transformed to a O to 100 percent correct score scale metric. These
values were rounded to thearest integer.

Following the standard setting process, participants completed a demographic
information sheet. The average number of years teaching in Kansas was 16.15 (SD =
9.49) with a range of teaching experience in Kansas from 1 to 35 yearisipBats were
asked to provide their native language as well as any other languages spokeffouForty
(95.6%) of the participants reported their native language as English with two individuals
reporting Spanish (2.2%) or Vietnamese (2.2%) as their naggiage. All participants
reported speaking English (n = 46) while 4.3% (n = 2) also spoke Chinese, 4.3% (n = 2)
French, 6.5% (n = 3) German, 2.2% (n = 1) Russian, 40.0% (n = 17) Spanish, and 2.2%
(n=1) Vietnamese. Table 4.2 provides the distribuigparticipants by grade level
taught and professional experience during the ZI¥% academic year.
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Table 4.2 Grade Level Taught by Participants During 2002006 School Year

Percent
Percent | Percent | Percent Other/
Group N K-5 6-9 9-12 Administrator | Total*
Overall
All 46 58.7 | 283 | 217 | 41.3 150.0
Grade Level Band
K-1 9 77.8 0.0 0.0 66.7 144.5
2-3 9 77.8 22.2 33.3 44 .4 177.7
4-5 11 81.8 36.4 9.1 36.4 163.7
6-8 9 11.1 77.8 0.0 44 .4 133.3
9-12 8 25.0 12.5 75.0 25.0 137.5

Note. Due to paitipants having multiple roles as teachers and administrators the total
percent will be greater than 100.

On August 2, 2006 another panel, deemed the Super Committee, was convened to
make final recommendations on cut scores to the State Department ten8data of
Education. Thigpanel of participants was converfed the purpose oh@minng all of
the recommended cut scores for edamain and total composite scdoe each grade
level bandand to synthesize the information in an attempt to makeah fin
recommendation ttheKansas State Department of Education (KSOBg panelvas
presented with an explanation of #s¢ended Modified Angoffnethod implemented,
recommended cut scores fEach domain at each of the grade band leaal$student
perfaomance or impact data, as well as the English Proficiency Level Descriptions
(PLDs).

After an orientation, the super committee panelists reviewed the cut score
recommendations from the standard setting method implemented previously, considered
impact datareviewed other assessment information provided relating to the general
reading assessment, and engaged in a group discussion of the information provided. The
panelists were asked to make individual cut score recommendations for the performance
categoris on a domain at each grade level band being considered. Each super committee
member 6s individual <cut score recommendat.
The range of the individual cut score recommendations served as the basis for a
subsequent rond of discussion where the goal was to determine a single cut score
recommendation at each performance category, or at least to reduce the range at each
performance level. In most cases, after group discussion, a single score point was
recommended while ia few cases, a very small range of scores was selected. This was
done for each of the performance categories within a grade level. The panel members
then considered the next grade level and repeated the process of reviewing materials,
making individual reommendations, engaging in group discussion, and then coming to
group consensus. After reviewing each of their assigned assessments, the super
committee panelists were presented each recommended cut score across all domains and
grade level bands visuallyd were asked to consider and discuss further, if necessary,
these scores and make any final adjustments. The final cut score recommendations from
the super committee were given to KSDE along with impact data. KSDE made the

on
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cutscore recommendations to tkensas State Board of Education and were
subsequently approved. The cut scores, as approved by KSBE, are provided in Tables 4.3
to 4.7.

Table 4.3Kansas English Language Proficiency Assessment Cut Scores for Reading

Grade Beginning | Intermediate | Advanced | Fluent

Kindergarten 0-21 22-45 46-64 65-100
1% 0-64 65-84 8594 95-100
2" 0-29 30-54 5574 75100
3 0-35 36-62 63-83 84-100
4" - gh 0-44 4571 72-86 87-100
6" ' g" 0-46 47-76 77-90 91-100
ot 12" 0-48 49-75 76-89 90-100

Table 4.4Kansas English Language Proficiency Assessment Cut Scores for Writing

Grade Beginning | Intermediate | Advanced | Fluent

Kindergarten 0-30 31-49 50-59 60-100
15 0-59 60-81 82-94 95-100
2" 0-40 41-63 64-76 77-100
3 0-44 4567 68-81 82-100
4" 5" 0-55 56-74 7585 86-100
"' g" 0-51 52-73 74-85 86-100
o9y 12" 0-52 5375 76-87 88-100
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Table 4.5Kansas English Language Proficiency Assessment Cut Scores for Listenin

Grade Beginning | Intermediate | Advanced | Fluent

Kindergart en 0-43 44-64 6577 78-100
15 0-55 56-77 7890 91-100
2" 0-53 54-81 82-90 91-100
3 0-60 61-83 84-93 94-100
4" gh 0-53 54-76 77-89 90-100
"' g" 0-50 51-78 7990 91-100
oght 12h 0-41 42-72 7386 87-100

Table 4.6Kansas Endish Language Proficiency Assessment Cut Scores for Speaking

Grade Beginning | Intermediate | Advanced | Fluent

Kindergarten 0-24 2552 53-69 70-100
15 0-45 46-70 71-88 89-100
2" 0-55 56-76 77-88 89-100
3 0-59 60-79 80-92 93-100
4" 5" 0-64 65-82 83-95 96-100
"' g" 0-61 62-84 85-97 98-100
oht 12h 0-59 60-84 85-97 98-100
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Table 4.7Kansas English Language Proficiency Assessment Cut Scores for Reading

Grade Beginning | Intermediate | Advanced | Fluent

Kindergarten 0-38 3954 55-68 69-100
15 0-57 58-77 78-87 88-100
2" 0-49 50-66 67-79 80-100
3 0-51 52-70 71-82 83-100
4" gh 0-56 57-74 7584 85-100
"' g" 0-53 5476 77-87 88-100
oght 12h 0-50 51-75 76-85 86-100
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Section5

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS AND RELIA BILITY

This section details information at the item, domain and total score levels for the
2007 and 2008 administrations of the Kansas English Language Proficiency Assessment.
Information presented includes item difficulty and discrimination, distributifcscores,
performance category summaries and reliability estimates for each operational form by
grade level.

Item Difficulty and Discrimination

Item difficulty is presented as the estimated proportion correealpe) for all
multiple choice items.To obtain the proportion correct values for the constructed
response or polytomous items, an average score was computed for each item and then
divided by the highest possible value. Discrimination values are presented as item to
total correlations.
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Table 5.11tem Difficulty and Discrimination by Domain for Form 149 in Administration Year 2007

Form 149 Grade Level

Kindergarten First Grade
Domain Difficulty Discrimination Difficulty | Discrimination
Speak 1 0.465 0.556 0.718 0.517
Speak 2 0.455 0.518 0.683 0.474
Speak 3 0.477 0.672 0.633 0.650
Speak 4 0.560 0.693 0.720 0.648
Speak 5 0.540 0.702 0.676 0.661
Speak 6 0.460 0.668 0.620 0.674
Speak 7 0.410 0.739 0.575 0.731
Speak 8 0.478 0.755 0.616 0.739
Speak 9 0.458 0.746 0.592 0.741
Listen 1 0.810 0.304 0.937 0.241
Listen 2 0.795 0.376 0.898 0.307
Listen 3 0.860 0.157 0.883 0.209
Listen 4 0.730 0.298 0.851 0.340
Listen 5 0.470 0.253 0.680 0.302
Listen 6 0.570 0.289 0.734 0.356
Listen 7 0.850 0.231 0.923 0.180
Listen 8 0.470 0.156 0.650 0.257
Listen 9 0.460 0.133 0.602 0.213
Listen 10 0.400 0.195 0.646 0.320
Listen 11 0.580 0.079 0.779 0.212
Listen 12 0.670 0.059 0.735 0.159
Listen 13 0.550 0.026 0.746 0.189
Listen 14 0.630 0.256 0.803 0.314
Listen 15 0.570 0.177 0.668 0.174
Listen 16 0.400 0.178 0.573 0.264
Listen 17 0.615 0.320 0.751 0.314
Listen 18 0.593 0.423 0.787 0.426
Reading 1 0.939 0.269 0.985 0.268
Reading 2 0.910 0.311 0.981 0.300
Reading 3 0.816 0.406 0.981 0.348
Reading 4 0.672 0.390 0.949 0.380
Reading 5 0.613 0.394 0.918 0.426
Reading 6 0.423 0.322 0.841 0.491
Reading 7 0.617 0.342 0.877 0.421
Reading 8 0.299 0.570 0.893 0.602
Reading 9 0.343 0.558 0.857 0.589
Reading 10 0.242 0.551 0.787 0.582
Reading 11 0.154 0.535 0.815 0.616
Reading 12 0.100 0.526 0.716 0.619
Reading 13 0.098 0.502 0.715 0.664
Reading 14 0.609 0.311 0.808 0.281
Reading 15 0.298 0.268 0.666 0.500
Reading 16 0.408 0.222 0.683 0.346


























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































