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EXCELLENCE IN ASSESSMENT:

combined with proven
research and development procedures.

Instructional relevance.

Advanced measurement capabilities.

TerraNova,
The Second Edition

—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.




Standard-Setting for
TerraNova, The Second Edition

The carefully selected content and scientific scaling of TerraNova, The Second Edition,
ensures that the assessment provides rich information about what students know and
are able to do. Having this information summarized in a set of test scores, educators
and parents want to know how student performance measures against the expectations
set for them. This requires that we articulate these expectations as points on the
achievement scale reported by the test. The process of articulating clearly defined
expectations on a test’s reporting scale is called standard-setting, and meaningful
standards based reporting enriches the value of information provided by TerraNova,
The Second Edition.

Setting standards on tests is a familiar activity for teachers. They articulate ranges of test
scores (e.g., 90-100%, 80-89%, 70-79%, 60-69%, 0-59%) and associate these ranges
with labels and descriptions (e.g., ‘A, excellent;” ‘B, good;’ ‘C, fair;’, etc.). However,
using these percentages to determine Performance Level placement regardless of the test
being administered does not take into account the difficulty of the test or the specific
knowledge, skills, and abilities required to answer the test questions.

Just as the content of TerraNova, The Second Edition reflects a scientific sampling of
instructional content used across the nation, the standards set for TerraNova, The
Second Edition, reflect a national consensus regarding standards determined by a broad
range of educational experts. To achieve this
consensus, CTB created a groundbreaking
standard-setting method called the Bookmark
Procedure (Lewis, Mitzel, & Green, 1996; Lewis,
Green, Mitzel, Baum, & Patz, 1998).

The Bookmark Standard-Setting Procedure

In 1996, CTB research scientists developed a
standard-setting method called the Bookmark
Procedure. The fundamental tasks that
participants perform under the Bookmark
Procedure are:

m study the test items in order of difficulty;

m determine the increase in the knowledge, skills, and abilities required to respond to
items as the items increase in difficulty;

m make judgments as to which items represent content that students in each
Performance Level should know and be able to do; and

mWwrite descriptions of expected student performance at each level.
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In order to establish Performance Levels for TerraNova and
TerraNova, The Second Edition, CTB relied upon the judgment
of experts. Expert teachers nominated from across the nation
participated in a Bookmark standard-setting to determine cut
scores for five Performance Levels—Advanced, Proficient,
Nearing Proficiency, Progressing, and Step 1/Starting Out.
Teachers, parents and students can use information provided
through the work of these experts to better understand the
knowledge, skills, and abilities currently held by a student and
which skills the student must yet attain in order to move into
the next higher Performance Level.

The Bookmark Procedure has gained national prominence since
its development in 1996. CTB conducted a professional
training session at the 1999 annual meeting of the National
Council for Measurement in Education in Montreal which was
attended by university professors and staff from several test
publishers who learned how to successfully implement CTB’s
Bookmark Procedure. Since its inception, the Bookmark
Procedure has been used to set cut scores for at least 18 different
states’ assessment programs—13 of these standard-settings have
been conducted by CTB.

The Bookmark Procedure is described in detail in various papers
presented at national conferences, copies of which are available
on request. CTB is very proud of this contribution to the field
of measurement and the advantages the Bookmark Procedure
offers to users of TerraNova, The Second Edition.
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