Cut-score Validation, Fall 2007: Reading
Matriculation regulations require that validation for cut-scores be performed at least every six years.  RCCD has implemented an on-going cycle of revalidation of cut-scores for each discipline every three years, collecting data for one discipline each year.  English and math are validated separately, while reading and ESL are done at the same time.
To revalidate cut-scores, instructors are asked to evaluate how well their students are prepared for their course.  Faculty can indicate any course for which they think a student is prepared as well as indicating whether the student is under-prepared or over-prepared.
Two changes were made to the process with the most recent collection of data in Spring 2006.  One change concerns whether new cut-scores will be considered.  Previously, whenever cut-score data was collected from faculty, a number of tables were generated, showing correct placements either into or not into a course, as well as false negatives and false positives.  Looking at prior research conducted at RCCD, in almost every case, a higher cut-score was recommended.  This was probably due to the increased skill levels of entering students which thereby restricted the variability of student skill level each time the cut-scores were raised.
The proposed alternative to this method was to see how many faculty thought their students were inaccurately placed.  If the percentage of inaccurate placements exceeds 20%, then new cut-scores should be investigated.  However, if not, no further analysis of cut-scores need be conducted.

The second change was the inclusion of student feedback to determine consequential validity.  Consequential validity is a process which asks both faculty and students how well students are placed into courses.  According to the state Chancellor’s Office of the California Community Colleges, at least 75% of the faculty and students must agree that a student is properly placed for consequential validity to exist.
Criterion Validity

In Fall 2007, data was collected to revalidate the cut-scores for reading.  Forms were created for all full semester reading sections to collect data from faculty regarding their perception of student placement.  Forms were distributed to faculty for completion and then returned.  After the forms were collected, they were scanned to collect the data for analysis.  Data were then matched to identify students who had recently participated in the placement process.
  A total of 498 unique students were identified as having taken the reading portion of the placement test recently and receiving instructor feedback on their placement.

Overall, most of the recently assessed students were properly placed.  Faculty indicated that 478 of the 498 students (96.0%) were properly placed.  This is higher than the 80% threshold needed for investigating new cutscores.

Each course individually also showed a high level of correct placement (see Table 1).

Table 1: Correct placement by course for reading, Fall 2007
	Course
	Percent Properly Placed
	Count of Students

	Reading 81
	98.7
	238

	Reading 82
	93.5
	123

	Reading 83
	93.7
	142


Consequential Validity
According the “Standards” document
, consequential validity requires feedback from both faculty and students regarding student placement.  At least 75% of both groups should indicate that placement is appropriate.  Since collecting faculty judgment on student placement has been a part of the RCCD process for a long time, a process to collect student feedback was developed.
A scannable form was designed to collect student feedback regarding their placement as well as other information.  Sections for courses at each campus were randomly selected to collect data from students.  Instructions and forms were sent to faculty in selected sessions and forms were returned with the faculty evaluations.
The form provides two places for students to rate their placement.  On a 1 to 5 scale, 1 being “Strongly Agree” and 5 being “Strongly Disagree,” students are asked to respond to the following statements:
· “This class is too easy for me.”

· “This class is too hard for me.”

Student feedback was matched to enrollment records based on student-supplied IDs and section numbers.  When the consequential validity forms were matched to enrollment records, data was received from 273 students in 20 sections of 3 courses.
The “Standards” state that at least 75% of the students must agree that they are placed correctly.  The two questions dealing with student perception of their placement were averaged.  If the average between the two responses was greater than 1.5 or less than 4.5 and if the course in which the student enrolled was determined to be the correct placement by faculty, consequential validity was achieved.  For this sample, 251 students (91.9%) agreed that they were in the correct course.  Table 2 shows the courses in which consequential validity was determined.
Table 2: Consequential validity by course for reading, Fall 2007
	Course
	Percent Properly Placed
	Count of Students

	Reading 81
	94.9
	118

	Reading 82
	87.7
	73

	Reading 83
	91.5
	82


Conclusion

Based on the high agreement of students who believe that they were properly placed (91.9%) in addition to the percent of faculty who believe that students are properly placed (96.0%), cut-scores appear to be appropriate for this discipline.
� For Fall enrollments, recent was identified as being placed from February to August, 2007.


� There were three students who had more than one reading placement between February and August, 2007.  They were excluded from the analysis.


� “Standards, policies, and procedures for the evaluation of assessment instruments used in the California community colleges,” 4th edition, March 2001 available at http://www.cccco.edu/divisions/ss/matriculation/attachments/stdpoprevalass.pdf
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