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E X C E L L E N C E  I N  A S S E S S M E N T:

Innovation combined with proven 

research and development procedures.

Instructional relevance.

Advanced measurement capabilities.

TerraNova,
The Second Edition

This is

—the newest member of the TerraNova family.

Important educational decisions require precise and accurate
measurement information. The technical superiority of 

TerraNova, The Second Edition offers you significant advantages 
in today’s challenging assessment environment.
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CTB’s scoring services for TerraNova, The Second Edition reflect the same integrity and
technical excellence that drove the development of this assessment series. Our regional
scoring centers and highly trained staff ensure accurate, efficient processing of even the
most complex TerraNova assessments. All sites are fully equipped with advanced
hardware and software to ensure the highest possible standards of quality, service, and
responsiveness to customer needs. We maintain stringent security and quality control
for all test materials, specifications, and score reports. Because CTB manages the entire
scoring and reporting process, each step is smoothly and efficiently integrated with 
the next.

Advanced Scoring Systems
CTB leads the industry in advanced imaging—technology that captures electronic
images of test book pages and routes them for computerized scoring. This electronic
process provides highly accurate, consistent scoring for all assessments, even those
including students’ written work, such as essays and constructed-response math
solutions. Evaluators electronically retrieve student responses and score them using on-
screen rubrics. Image-based scoring provides the highest possible speed, consistency,
and reliability for scoring multiple measures of student performance. Image-based
results from constructed-response items can be electronically combined with selected-
response test results to produce total scores for each assessment module.

CTB uses a range of advanced, real-time quality assurance
techniques. We employ multiple readings of student responses
to check consistency and guarantee accuracy in scores generated
by different evaluators. Multiple, random read-behinds are
conducted by CTB supervisors throughout the day to confirm
that established scoring guidelines are being followed. Check-
sets of previously-scored responses are also administered to
verify correct application of scoring rules by evaluators and
team leaders. This electronic management of test materials
ensures that CTB’s scoring processes deliver the most reliable,
consistent results possible.

Meaningful Scores
CTB reports three types of scores for TerraNova, The Second Edition:

■ Norm-referenced scores,

■ Criterion-referenced scores, and 

■ Performance Level scores.

Scoring for
TerraNova, The Second Edition
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Norm-Referenced Scores

Norm-referenced scores describe individual student
performance relative to the performance of a large, nationally
representative group of students. CTB provides a wide variety of
norm-referenced scores, including National Percentiles, Normal
Curve Equivalents, Stanines, and Grade Equivalents.

Criterion-Referenced Scores

Criterion-referenced scores are reported for each content
objective measured by the test in terms of the Objectives
Performance Index (OPI). The OPI is a unique score developed
by CTB to provide more accurate objectives-level data for
instructional planning and improvement. Because most
objectives are measured by a relatively small number of items,
CTB uses a Bayesian procedure that improves the reliability of
the objective scores by taking the student’s overall test
performance into account. Essentially, the OPI is an estimate of
the true score for an objective—the estimated proportion of
total or maximum points possible—based on the overall test
performance of a given student. The OPI is reported for each
content objective measured.

The Technical Bulletin for TerraNova, The Second Edition
provides a more complete explanation of the OPI. OPI scores
are used to identify the level of mastery students have achieved
for each objective. In particular, three levels of mastery are
defined:

■ Students are classified as having a high degree of mastery when
their OPI for an objective is greater than or equal to the OPI
expected for proficient students.

■ Students who are classified as having a moderate degree of
mastery demonstrate skills that approach, but do not reach,
the performance expected of the proficient student.

■ Students whose performance is below the moderate level are
classified as having a low degree of mastery.

Performance Level Scores

Performance Level scores provide a description of what students
can do in terms of the content and skills assessed. These scores
provide a means of comparing test results not with other
students’ results but with standards of academic performance
that have been determined by panels of expert teachers, research
scientists, and content specialists. Performance Level reporting
establishes standards for students that are clearly delineated, that
do not change over short periods of time, and that represent
meaningful and significant learning. The Performance Levels are
based on CTB’s unique, widely respected Bookmark standard-
setting procedure.
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