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ACCUPLACER Sentence Skills Test Content Validation 

Background 
In fall of 2008 Columbia College faculty and the Research Office performed content 

validation for the ACCUPLACER Sentence Skills test for use as a placement instrument 

into three sequential English courses: English 250, English 151 and English 1A. 

Part One: Course Prerequisite Skill to Test Domain 
Matching 

Methodology 
For content review using test domain matching, two studies were performed. The first 

involved having the full-time English faculty members review and refine a list of 

prerequisite writing and reading knowledge and skills for each English course in the 

study. These are listed below:  

 

English 250 

 

Prerequisite Skills for English 250: 

A. Writing: 

 Ability to communicate in English 

 Ability to write a basic sentence 

 Ability to construct a paragraph 

 

B. Reading: 

 Recognize the main idea and the less central idea 

 Recognize the tone of the passage when questions do not require fine 

distinctions 

 Recognize relationships between sentences, such as the use of one 

sentence to illustrate another 

  

English 151 

 

Prerequisite Skills for English 151: 

A. Writing: 

 Basic word-processing skills 

 Establish a controlling idea 

 Ability to apply the basic conventions of Standard English to the 

construction of complete sentences and paragraphs 



 Organize paragraphs in a sequence that contributes to clarity and helps 

fulfill the purpose of the writing 

 Ability to follow written and oral directions 

 

B. Reading: 

 Answer questions that require them to synthesize information, 

including gauging point of view and intended audience 

 Recognize organizing principles in a paragraph or passage 

 Identify contradictory or contrasting statements 

 

English 1A 

 

Prerequisite Skills for English 1A: 

A. Writing: 

 Write clear, coherent sentences that observe the conventions of 

standard American English and that are generally free of fragments 

and run-ons 

 Logically organize paragraphs to convey a central idea 

 Distinguish in purpose between descriptive, narrative, and expository 

essays 

 Write using a variety of rhetorical strategies 

 

B. Reading: 

 Identify the thesis and/or themes in a reading selection 

 Make logical inferences based on evidence supplied in a reading 

selection 

 Extract points that are merely implied 

 Follow moderately complex arguments or speculation 

 Recognize tone 

 Analyze the logic employed by the author in making an argument 

 

Materials 

 

A form was created to collect faculty ratings (see Appendix A).  

 

Procedure 

 

The five full-time English faculty members were given forms for each course with 

which they had experience teaching and they provided ratings of whether the content 

areas purported to be measured by Sentence Skills test would assess the writing skills 

needed for success in the course. Reading skills were not examined, as the 

ACCUPLACER Reading Comprehension test is currently not being used in 

formulating placement decisions. Faculty worked independently. Before using the 

rating forms, faculty read detailed definitions of the meanings of each test domain. 

 



Analyses 
 

 

The following tables display the percent agreement among faculty raters that a pre-course 

skill is measured by each of the test’s domain areas.  

 

 English 250 

 

 Sentence Skills Content Areas %* 

English 250 

Pre-Skills 

Recognize 

complete 

sentences 

Coordination/ 

Subordination 

Clear 

Sentence 

Logic 

 

Ability to 

communicate in 

English 

100% Y** 50% Y 

25% N 

25% ? 

50% Y 

25% N 

25% ? 

100% 

Ability to write a 

basic sentence 

75% Y 

25% ? 

75% Y 

25% N 

75% Y 

25% N 

75% 

Ability to construct 

a paragraph 

50% Y 

25% N 

25% ? 

25% Y 

50% N 

25% ? 

75% Y 

25% ? 

75% 

*Percentage of raters (4) who indicated that a course pre-skill was measured by at least one of the 

ACCUPLACER Sentence Skills Test domains. 

**Interpretation: Y-Percent of raters who stated that pre-skill was measured by test content area; N-Percent 

of raters who stated that pre-skill was not measured by test content area; ?-Percent of raters who stated that 

they were not sure if pre-skill was measured by test content area. 

 

 

 



English 151 

 

 Sentence Skills Content Areas %* 

English 151 

Pre-Skills 

Recognize 

complete 

sentences 

Coordination/ 

Subordination 

Clear 

Sentence 

Logic 

 

Basic word processing 25% Y** 

75% N 

25% Y 

75% N 

0% Y 

75% N 

25% ? 

25% 

Establish a controlling 

idea 

75% Y 

25% N 

50% Y 

50% N 

50% Y 

25% N 

25% ? 

75% 

Ability to apply the basic 

conventions of Standard 

English to the 

construction of complete 

sentences and 

paragraphs 

100% Y 75% Y 

25% N 

75% Y 

25% ? 

100% 

Organize paragraphs in a 

sequence that contributes 

to clarity and helps 

fulfill the purpose of the 

writing 

25% Y 

25% N 

50% ? 

0% Y 

25% N 

75% ? 

75% Y 

25% ? 

75% 

Ability to follow written 

and oral directions 

100% Y 50% Y 

50% N 

100% Y 

 

100% 

*Percentage of raters (4) who indicated that a course pre-skill was measured by at least one of the 

ACCUPLACER Sentence Skills Test domains. 

**Interpretation: Y-Percent of raters who stated that pre-skill was measured by test content area; N-Percent 

of raters who stated that pre-skill was no measured by test content area; ?-Percent of raters who stated that 

they were not sure if pre-skill was measured by test content area. 



  

 English 1A 

 

 Sentence Skills Content Areas %* 

English 1A 

Pre-Skills 

Recognize 

complete 

sentences 

Coordination/ 

Subordination 

Clear 

Sentence 

Logic 

 

Write clear, coherent 

sentences…free of 

fragments and run-ons 

80% Y% 

20% ? 

60% Y 

20% N 

20% ? 

80% Y 

20% ? 

80% 

Logically organize 

paragraphs to convey a 

central idea 

60% Y 

20% N 

20 % ? 

40% Y 

40% N 

20% ? 

60% Y 

40% ? 

60% 

Distinguish between 

descriptive, narrative 

and expository essays 

80% Y 

20% N 

20% Y 

60% N 

20% ? 

60% Y 

40% ? 

80% 

Write using a variety of 

rhetorical strategies 

60% Y 

40% ? 

40% Y 

20% N 

40% ? 

40% Y 

60% ? 

60% 

*Percentage of raters (5) who indicated that a course pre-skill was measured by at least one of the 

ACCUPLACER Sentence Skills Test domains. 

**Interpretation: Y-Percent of raters who stated that pre-skill was measured by test content area; N-Percent 

of raters who stated that pre-skill was no measured by test content area; ?-Percent of raters who stated that 

they were not sure if pre-skill was measured by test content area.         
                                                            

Results 
For the three courses examined there was 25-100% agreement among faculty raters that 

each prerequisite skill could be matched to at least one of the Sentence Skills test content 

areas. If one removes the prerequisite skill of “basic word processing” from the list of 

skills needed to succeed in English 151, the agreement among raters grows to 60-100%. 

 

For English 250 all four raters agreed that the ability to “communicate in English” could 

be assessed by the test domain purporting to measure the ability to “recognize complete 

sentences.” One rater did not agree that any of the test domains could assess the ability to 

“write a basic sentence” and two raters concluded that the test domain designed to 

measure “coordination/subordination” could not assess the ability to “construct a 

paragraph.” 

 

For English 151 all four raters agreed that the ability to “apply the basic conventions of 

Standard English to the construction of complete sentences and paragraphs” could be 

assessed by the test domain purporting to measure the ability to “recognize complete 

sentences” and all four raters agreed that the ability to “follow written and oral 

directions” could be assessed by test domains purporting to measure the ability to 

“recognize complete sentences” and the ability to use “clear sentence logic.” No raters 

agreed that the prerequisite skill of “word processing” could be assessed by the test 

domain purporting to measure “clear sentence logic” and no raters agreed that ability to 



“organize paragraphs in a sequence that contributes to clarity and helps fulfill the purpose 

of the writing” could be assessed by the test domain purporting to measure 

“coordination/subordination.” 

 

For English 1A four out of five raters agreed that the ability to “write clear, coherent 

sentences…free of fragments and run-ons” could be assessed by the test domains 

purporting to measure the ability to “recognize complete sentences” and use of “clear 

sentence logic. Four out of five raters also agreed that the ability to “distinguish between 

descriptive, narrative and expository essays” could be assessed by the test domain 

designed to measure the ability to “recognize complete sentences.” Three raters agreed 

that the prerequisite ability to distinguish between “descriptive, narrative and expository 

essays” could not be assessed by the test domain purporting to measure 

“coordination/subordination.” Three out of five raters agreed that the ability to “logically 

organize paragraphs to convey a central idea” could be assessed by the test domain 

purporting to measure the ability to “recognize complete sentences” and to use “clear 

sentence logic.” Three out of five raters also agreed that the ability to “write using a 

variety of rhetorical strategies” could be assessed by the test domain purporting to 

measure the ability to “recognize complete sentences.” 

Summary and Conclusions 
 

 For English 250, the ACCUPLACER Sentence Skills test appears to possess adequate 

content validity for student placement in the course since at least three out of the four 

raters agreed that the three prerequisite skills for the course could be assessed by at least 

one of the test domains. Still, given the vagueness of the prerequisite skill definitions and 

the specificity of the test domains, the faculty may wish to consider taking some time to 

better define the prerequisite skills for this course the next time this study is undertaken.  

 

For English 151, if one ignores the word processing prerequisite, which is not technically 

related to course content, the test appears to possess adequate content validity for student 

placement since at least three of four faculty raters agreed that the other four prerequisite 

skills could potentially be assessed by at least one of the test domains.  

 

For English 1A, three out of five raters agreed that two of the four prerequisite skills 

could be assessed by at least one of the three test domains. The test appears to possess 

sufficient content validity to be used for student placement in the English course 

sequence.  

 

The domain matching approach to content validity resulted in a fair amount of 

disagreement among raters. Further content validation was conducted.



Part Two: Individual Test Item Relevance 

Methodology 
 

The next step in examining the content validity of the Sentence Skills test required having 

faculty members take the Sentence Skills test as if they were students trying to place into 

the English course(s) in which they had expertise.  

 

Materials 

A form was created to collect faculty ratings (see Appendix B.) 

 

Procedure 

Four full-time English faculty members and two adjunct English instructors were given 

forms for each course which they had experience teaching and provided ratings. Using 

the computer-adaptive ACCUPLACER Sentence Skills test instructors were required to 

read each of twenty test items and rate whether the item was relevant to any of the 

prerequisite writing skills for the English course being evaluated. Only two faculty 

members were available to make ratings while taking the test for each of the three 

courses under study.  

 

After reading the item and rating it for skill relevance and potential bias/offensiveness 

(see third paper in this portfolio), the faculty member was instructed to answer the 

presented item as if they were a student trying to place into that particular course. 

Analyses 
 

The following tables display the average number and percentage of items judged to be 

relevant for each course prerequisite skill by two raters per course each taking the 

Sentence Skills test twice. It should be noted that the ACCUPLACER computer adaptive 

Sentence Skills test contains a pool of 230 items so that even if each instructor saw a 

unique set of items during each test administration, a maximum of 120 items out of this 

pool could have been evaluated, or 51% of the total item pool. However, given the 

adaptive nature of the test, it is more likely that some of the same items appeared during 

different test administrations. 

 

  



English 250 

 

English 250 

Prerequisite Skills 

Average No. Items 

Relevant 

 to Prerequisite Skill 

Percent of Items 

Relevant to Prerequisite 

Skill (out of 20 items)* 

Ability to communicate in 

English 
19.25 96% 

Ability to write a basic 

sentence 
19.25 96% 

Ability to construct a 

paragraph 
0 0% 

None=Avg. No. items not 

relevant to any skill 
1.5(7.5%) - 

*Represents ratings for a total of only 40 test items (two raters taking test twice) 

 

English 151 

 

English 151 

Prerequisite Skills 
Average No. Items 

Relevant 

to Prerequisite Skill 

Percent of Items 

Relevant to 

Prerequisite Skill 

(out of 20 items)* 

Basic word processing 0 0 

Establish a controlling idea 0 0 

Ability to apply the basic conventions 

of Standard English to the 

construction of complete sentences 

and paragraphs 

16.25 81% 

Organize paragraphs in a sequence 

that contributes to clarity and helps 

fulfill the purpose of the writing 

.25 1% 

Ability to follow written and oral 

directions 
10 50% 

None= Avg. No. items not relevant to 

any skill 
3 (15%) - 

*Represents ratings for a total of only 40 test items (two raters taking test twice) 

 

 

  



English 1A 

 

English 1A 

Prerequisite Skills 
Average No. Items 

Relevant 

to Prerequisite Skill 

Percent of Items 

Relevant to 

Prerequisite Skill 

(out of 20 items)* 

Write clear, coherent 

sentences…free of fragments and 

run-ons 

11 55% 

Logically organize paragraphs to 

convey a central idea 
3.5 17.5% 

Distinguish between descriptive, 

narrative and expository essays 
0 0 

Write using a variety of rhetorical 

strategies 
1.25 6.25% 

None= Avg. No. items not relevant 

to any skill 
3.5 (17.5%) - 

*Represents ratings for a total of only 40 test items (two raters taking test twice) 

 

Results 
 

For English 250, of the twenty items presented to each rater in each test administration, 

an average of 19.25, or 96%, of the items were rated as being relevant for assessing the 

prerequisite skills “ability to communicate in English” and “ability to write a basic 

sentence.” No items, 0%, were judged to be relevant to assessing the “ability to construct 

a paragraph.” Finally, 1.5 items (7.5%), on average, were judged as being unable to 

assess any of the prerequisite skills for success in English 250. 

 

For English 151, none of the items, seen by two raters in the course of four test 

administrations, was judged to be relevant in assessing skill in “basic word processing” or 

the ability to “establish a controlling idea.” However, 16.25 items, or 81%, were found to 

be relevant in assessing the “ability to apply the basic conventions of Standard English to 

the construction of complete sentences and paragraphs.” Only an average of .25 (1%) 

items were rated as being relevant for assessing the ability to “organize paragraphs in a 

sequence that contributes to clarity and helps fulfill the purpose of the writing”, while 10 

items, or 50%, were found to be relevant for assessing the “ability to follow written and 

oral directions.” Finally, 3.0 items (15%) were found to be unable to assess any of the 

requisite skills for success in English 151. 

 

For English 1A, eleven items, or 55%, were judged as being relevant for assessing the 

ability to “write clear, coherent sentences…free of fragments and run-ons.” Only 3.5 

(17.5%) items were found to be capable of assessing the ability to “logically organize 

paragraphs to convey a central idea” and no items were judged to be able to assess the 

ability to “distinguish between descriptive, narrative and expository essays.” Only 1.25 

(6.25%) items were rated to be relevant in assessing a student’s ability to “write using a 



variety of rhetorical strategies.” Finally, 3.5 items (17.5%) were found to be unable to 

assess of any of the writing skills listed by faculty to be necessary for success in English 

1A. 

Summary and Conclusions/Recommendations 
 

The Sentence Skills tests appears to contain a preponderance of items that are relevant for 

assessing two out of the three prerequisite skills deemed necessary by faculty for success 

in English 250. These results are somewhat parallel to the more abstract domain matching 

content validation results discussed above for English 250, except for the area relating to 

the ability to “construct a paragraph.” In taking the actual test, faculty judged that this 

skill was not addressed by the items presented to them. It appears logical that the 

Sentence Skills test might not be able to assess this skill, as students are not required to 

actually construct a paragraph while taking this test.  

 

For English 151, the test appears to contain many items necessary to assess two of the 

requisite skills for this course, but no or few items needed to assess the other three (or 

two, if one “word processing” is excluded) important requisite skill areas. An average of 

three items was found to be irrelevant in assessing any requisite skill area. Again, it is 

difficult to see how a multiple choice test like the ACCUPLACER Sentence Skills test 

could really measure the ability to “establish a controlling idea” or to “organize a 

paragraph” since this type of test does not require that students actually perform either of 

these tasks. 

 

For English 1A, only one skill area appeared to be adequately addressed by items on the 

Sentence Skills test, and 3.5 items were found to be unrelated to any skill area. Again, 

English 1A in particular is heavily oriented towards writing, according to the prerequisite 

skills for course success agreed upon by faculty. Actual writing tasks are not presented in 

the multiple-choice Sentence Skills test.  

 

Although faculty have stated that they are generally satisfied with the placement process 

at Columbia College, one issue to consider is that many (8/12) of the prerequisite skills 

for all of the English courses being considered consist of active writing skills which are 

not directly addressed by the ACCUPLACER Sentence Skills test. Consequently, the 

faculty could consider adding a formal writing component to the assessment process in 

the future. This could be accomplished by creating the college’s own writing test or by 

considering the use of the ACCUPLACER Written Essay test. ACCUPLACER’s 

computerized writing test purports to assess a writer’s ability to focus on a main idea, 

organize a sequence of ideas, develop and support a main idea, use proper sentence 

structure, and write free of errors in usage and mechanics. The process of test validation 

would have to be undertaken to support the use of any new test that the English faculty 

may decide to use in the future. 

 

Another possibility would be to use the ACCUPLACER Reading Comprehension test, 

which is currently administered to students, in the actual placement algorithms used at the 

college. Since the Reading Comprehension test is not currently used in making placement 



decisions, the prerequisite reading skills for each English course being considered in this 

study were not rated by faculty. One explanation for why the faculty intuitively feels that 

“the placement process works” at Columbia College, could be that the reading and 

sentence skill sets are highly correlated. If this is the case, it could account for its success 

in placement if the skill sets are correlated.  

 

Another caveat that needs to be mentioned for this part of the content validation study is 

that only two faculty members took the Sentence Skills tests for each course two times 

each. That means that the averages in the tables above were obtained using only four 

scores which a very small “N” on which to base any firm conclusions. 

 

Another analysis that might lead to improved use of ACCUPLACER would be to 

examine the Reading Comprehension scores obtained by the students in this study and 

determine how well scores on this placement test correlated with Sentence Skills scores 

and with ultimate success in the course as measured by grades. These studies will be 

pursued by the Research Office as time and other tasks permit.  

 

On a final technical note, a test can demonstrate poor content validity and still possess 

adequate criterion-related or consequential-related validity (see Assessment Validation 

Project Local Research Options, February 1991, Chancellor’ Office, Design 14, 14.3.) 

This aspect of the ACCUPLACER Sentence Skills test will be examined in the next 

paper in this portfolio. 

 



Appendix A 
 

Faculty Evaluation Forms for Domain Content to 
Prerequisite Skill Matching





 





Appendix B 
 

Placement Test Content Review Worksheets for 
Computerized Tests
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Placement Test Content Review Worksheet for Computerized Tests 
 
Test being reviewed: __________________________ Course being reviewed: English 250 
 
Reviewer: __________________________ 
 
Instructions 
 
Take the test several times (at least two).  As the questions appear, review them for content and mark the appropriate column in 
the table below.  Use a hash mark in the appropriate column for each item. A question may have content for more than one 
requirement so mark all that it assesses.  
 
If an item does not assess any of the requisite skills for success in the course place a hash mark in the row marked “NONE”. 
 
Then answer the question the way you believe a student who is enrolling in the course listed above would answer. That means 
you will answer some items incorrectly.  Remember, this test is adaptive, and continuously responding with correct answers will 
raise the difficulty level beyond the student’s capabilities.  
 
When you finish each test, your score should be in the range of students who would be placed into the course. That way, you 
have observed a test similar to what the students will see. 
 
 

Requisite Skill Test #1 
Relevance 

Test #2 
Relevance 

Ability to communicate in English 
 

  

Ability to write a basic sentence 
 

  

Ability to construct a paragraph 
 

  

Recognize the main idea and the less central idea 
 

  

Recognize the tone of the passage when questions  
do not require fine distinctions 

  

Recognize relationships between sentences, such  
as the use of one sentence to 
Illustrate another 

  

 
NONE 
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Placement Test Content Review Worksheet for Computerized Tests 
 
Test being reviewed: __________________________ Course being reviewed: English 151 
 
Reviewer:__________________________ 
 
Instructions 
 
Take the test several times (at least two).  As the questions appear, review them for content and mark the appropriate column in 
the table below.  Use a hash mark in the appropriate column for each item. A question may have content for more than one 
requirement so mark all that it assesses.  
 
If an item does not assess any of the requisite skills for success in the course place a hash mark in the row marked “NONE”. 
 
Then answer the question the way you believe a student who is enrolling in the course listed above would answer. That means 
you will answer some items incorrectly.  Remember, this test is adaptive, and continuously responding with correct answers will 
raise the difficulty level beyond the student’s capabilities.  
 
When you finish each test, your score should be in the range of students who would be placed into the course. That way, you 
have observed a test similar to what the students will see. 
 
 

Requisite Skill Test #1 
Relevance 

Test #2 
Relevance 

Basic word-processing skills   

Establish a controlling idea   

Ability to apply the basic conventions of Standard English to the construction of 
complete sentences and paragraphs 

  

Organize paragraphs in a sequence that contributes to clarity and helps fulfill the 
purpose of the writing 

  

Ability to follow written and oral directions   

Answer questions that require them to synthesize information, including gauging 
point of view and intended audience 

  

Recognize organizing principles in a paragraph or passage   

Identify contradictory or contrasting statements   

NONE   

 
Placement Test Content Review Worksheet for Computerized Tests 
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Test being reviewed: __________________ ___________   Course being reviewed: English 1A 
Reviewer: __________________________ 
 
Instructions 
 
Take the test several times (at least two).  As the questions appear, review them for content and mark the appropriate column(s) 
in the table below.  Use a hash mark in the appropriate column(s) for each item. A question may have content for more than one 
requirement so mark all areas that the item assesses. 
 
If an item does not assess any of the requisite skills for success in the course place a hash mark in the row marked “NONE”.  
 
Then answer the question the way you believe a student who is enrolling in the course listed above would answer. That means 
you will answer some items incorrectly.  Remember, this test is adaptive, and continuously responding with correct answers will 
raise the difficulty level beyond the student’s capabilities.  
 
When you finish each test, your score should be in the range of students who would be placed into the course. That way, you 
have observed a test similar to what the students will see. 
 

Requisite Skill Test #1 
Relevance 

Test #2 
Relevance 

Write clear, coherent sentences that observe the conventions of standard  
American English and that are generally free of fragments and run-ons 

  

Logically organize paragraphs to convey 
 a central idea 

  

Distinguish in purpose between  
descriptive, narrative, and expository essays 

  

Write using a variety of rhetorical 
 strategies 

  

Identify the thesis and/or themes in 
 a reading selection 

  

Make logical inferences based on evidence 
 supplied in a reading selection 

  

Extract points that are merely implied   

Follow moderately complex arguments or speculation   

Recognize tone   

Analyze the logic employed by the author in making an argument   

NONE   
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Accuplacer College Placement Test Validation Project 
Fall 2008 

English Placement Consequential Validity 

Background 
In the fall of 2008, the Research Office engaged in a study to review the placement of students into 

English 250, English 151 and English 1A. Placements were made according to cut-scores established 

when the college began using ACCUPLACER in 2003. ACCUPLACER scores range from 0 to 120. At 

the time of this study students scoring between 0-50 on the Sentence Skills test were advised to enroll in 

English 250; students scoring between 51-91 were advised to enroll in English 151; students scoring 

between 92-120 were advised to enroll in English 1A.  

 

Following Ron Gordon’s Placement Accuracy Modela, the first phase in the current study was to 

identify how well faculty perceptions of student preparedness for placement into a particular level of 

English course and likelihood of success were associated with student perceptions of preparedness (how 

well they perceived they were doing in the course) and likelihood of success (degree of course 

difficulty) in about the 4-6th week of classes. Surveys were created based on Ron Gordon’s method of 

assessing consequential validity and disseminated to faculty and students during the 2008 fall term. 

Next, faculty and student satisfaction with placement (defined as ratings of “adequately prepared) were 

examined. 

 

It is important to note the while the focus of the validation project is the ACCUPLACER assessment 

score, Columbia College complies with Title 5 requirements to use multiple measures in making 

placement recommendations. 

 

Methodology 
 

Participants 

 

 English 250 

 

Only one section of English 250 was offered in fall 2008. Twelve students placed into 

English 250 during the fall term. Two took English 1A (both of these students passed). 

None of these students took English 151. Ten students who placed into English 250 took 

this course in fall 2008. Students’ records were included in the analysis only if their 

English course was consistent with their Accuplacer placement.   

  

                                                 
aGordon, Ron et. al. Setting Accurate Cut Scores Using a Combination of Surveys and Course Grades, A presentation for the 

18th Annual ACCUPLACER Conference, Fort Lauderdale, FL, June 26-28, 2008. 
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English 151 

 

Of 8 sections of English 151 offered in fall 2008, only 5 of 6 faculty participated in a 

timely manner, so only 7 sections worth of data could be analyzed. For these 7 sections, 

123 students placed into English 151 for the fall term. One of these students took English 

250 (and passed) and 14 took English 1A (1 withdrew, 2 failed and 12 passed this higher 

level course). One hundred eight students who placed into English 151 took this course. 

Students’ records were included in the analysis only if their English course was consistent 

with their Accuplacer placement.   

 

 English 1A 

 

Thirteen sections of English 1A were offered in fall 2008 and all faculty members 

participated. One hundred twelve students placed into English 1A during the fall term. 

None of these students took English 250. Five of these students took English 151 (one 

withdrew, one failed and 3 passed). One hundred seven students who placed into English 

1A took this course. Students’ records were included in the analysis only if their English 

course was consistent with their Accuplacer placement.   

 

Materials 

 

Two paper and pencil instruments were created in house to collect data (See Appendices A and B.) A 

“Faculty Ratings of Student Placement Accuracy” instrument was provided to the selected faculty 

which requested that they rank each student’s preparedness (1= under prepared; 2= adequately 

prepared; and 3= over prepared) and likelihood of success in the course (1= highly unlikely; 2= 

probable; 3= highly likely). The second instrument (i.e., Student Placement Questionnaire) was 

disseminated to the students asking them to rank how well they felt they were doing in the class (1= 

trouble keeping up; 2= able to keep pace; 3= not learning anything new) and the difficulty of the class 

(1= very difficult 2= moderately difficult; 3= too easy).  

 

Procedure 

 

The English faculty met several times with the institutional researcher and regular communications 

regarding the importance and time frame of the study were sent out via email. All full-time English 

faculty members participated in the study. Faculty members were informed that the student survey 

part of the study would be conducted within the first four weeks of the fall 2008 term. This time 

frame was essential because one needs to obtain the student’s perception of preparedness before the 

drop date but after they have had a chance to turn in some work and get feedback. The Research 

Office allowed faculty additional time, up to six weeks, to complete their validation instruments of 

student preparedness. These ratings needed to be gathered while faculty judgments about student 

preparedness coming into the class are relatively uncontaminated by students’ ongoing performance 

in course assignments. A total of 14 English faculty members rated students in 21 course sections. 

The total number of records initially analyzed for correlations between faculty ratings of student 

preparedness and likelihood of success and between faculty and student ratings of preparedness and 

likelihood of success for English 250 was 10; for English 151 there were 108 records; for English 1A 

there were 107 valid records (total N=225). Faculty ratings were missing for four students. 
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Analyses 
 

Correlations Between Faculty and Student Ratings of Preparedness and Likelihood of Success 

 

 English 250 

 

A Spearman (rho) associational statistic for ordinal level data was calculated to determine 

the relationship between student’s and faculty’s perceptions of preparedness. This analysis 

(rho (10) = .21) did not result in statistical significance. The correlation between students’ 

and faculty’s perception of likelihood of success did reach significance (rho (10) = .70, p < 

.05).  

 

 English 151 

 

A Spearman (rho) associational statistic was calculated to determine the relationship 

between student’s and the faculty’s perception of preparedness. This analysis (rho (107) = 

.22) resulted in a small yet significant relationship (p < .05). The relationship between 

student’s and faculty’s perception of likelihood of success was also significant (rho (107) 

= .21, p < .05) but small.  

  

 English 1A 

 

A Spearman (rho) associational statistic was calculated to determine the relationship 

between student’s and faculty’s perception of preparedness. This relationship was not 

significant (rho (104) = .07). The relationship between student’s and faculty’s perception 

of likelihood of success also did not result in significance (rho (104) = .11).  

 

Summary 

 

As only one correlation between faculty and student ratings reached a statistically significant level 

and was greater than .6, it was decided to analyze faculty and student data for satisfaction with 

placement separately (see ref. 1). 

 

Faculty and Student Ratings of Preparedness by Course Level 

 

 English 250 

Table 1 

English 250 Faculty Ratings 

 Frequency Percent 

Under Prepared 4 40% 

Adequately Prepared 5 50% 

Over Prepared 1 10% 

 

50% of study students taking English 250 (N=10) were rated as “adequately prepared” for the 

course by faculty, while 40% were rated as “under-prepared”. One student, 10% of the sample, 

was rated as “over-prepared” for English 250. 70% of the students taking the course rated 
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themselves as “adequately prepared”, with 20% rating themselves as “under-prepared” and 10% 

as “over-prepared” for the course. 

 

English 151 

Table 2 

English 151 Faculty Ratings 

 Frequency Percent 

Under Prepared 12 11.1% 

Adequately Prepared 91 84.3% 

Over Prepared 4 3.7% 

 

84.3%  of study students taking English 151 (N=107) were rated as “adequately prepared” for the 

course by faculty, while 11.1% were rated as “under-prepared” and 3.7% were rated as “over-

prepared”. 89.8% of the students taking the course (N=108) rated themselves as “adequately 

prepared”, with 5.6% rating themselves as “under-prepared” and 4.6% as “over-prepared” for the 

course. 

 

English 1A 

Table 3 

English 1A Faculty Ratings for Students who Placed into Course with ACCUPLACER  

 Frequency Percent 

Under Prepared 8 7.5% 

Adequately Prepared 82 76.6% 

Over Prepared 14 13.1% 

 

76.6%  of study students taking English 1A (N=104) were rated as “adequately prepared” for the 

course by faculty, while 7.5% were rated as “under-prepared” and 13.1% were rated as “over-

prepared”. Interestingly, 93.5% of the students taking the course rated themselves as “adequately 

prepared”, with 2.8% rating themselves as “under-prepared” and 3.7% as “over-prepared” for the 

course. 

 

As the percent of students who were rated as “over prepared” was unusually high for the top 

course for placement with ACCUPLACER, the faculty ratings for students who had taken the 

prerequisite course for English 1A (i.e., English 151) were examined. The following table shows 

the frequency and percentages for the three levels of ratings for these students. 

 

Table 4 

English 1A Faculty Ratings for Students who Placed into Course by Passing the Prerequisite 

 Frequency Percent 

Under Prepared 4 11% 

Adequately Prepared 29 80.5% 

Over Prepared 3 8.3% 

 

The percent of “over prepared” students was lower among those who placed into English 1A by 

taking the prerequisite course. 
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Summary 

 

For English 250, 20% more students rated themselves as “adequately prepared” (70%) than did 

faculty (50%). This was due to more students (N = 2) being rated as “under prepared” by faculty. 

For English 151, 5.5% more students than faculty rated themselves as “adequately prepared” for 

the course. This was mainly due to more students (N = 6) being rated as “under prepared” by 

faculty. For English 1A 16.9% more students than faculty rated themselves as “adequately 

prepared”. This was due to more students (N = 5) being rated as “under prepared” and more 

students (N = 10) being rated as “over prepared” by faculty. The large percentage of students 

rated as “under prepared” for English 250 may indicate a need to add a lower level basic 

skills English course to the curriculum. 

 

Faculty ratings of adequate preparedness for English 151 and English 1A both exceeded 

the recommended 75% level in the Standards for Test Validation published by the 

Chancellor’s Office. For English 250 fewer students were rated as “adequately prepared”, 

50% vs. the 75% recommended by the Chancellor’s Office. However, since only one section 

of English 250 was offered and due to the small number of student records that could be 

analyzed, there is not sufficient data for this course level to make solid conclusions about 

placements into English 250. 

 

Student ratings of adequate preparedness for English 151 and English 1A both exceeded 

the recommended 75% level in the Standards for Test Validation published by the 

Chancellor’s Office. For English 250 fewer students rated themselves as “adequately 

prepared”, 70% vs. the 75% recommended by the Chancellor’s Office. However, since only 

one section of English 250 was offered and due to the small number of student records that could 

be analyzed, there is not sufficient data for this course level to make solid conclusions about 

placements into English 250. 

 

English Placement Test Cut-Score Analysis 
 

Procedure 

In preparing the data for cut-score analysis all English 1A, student records where faculty rated the 

student as “over-prepared” were removed from the data set. All English 250 and English 151 student 

records where faculty rated the student as “over-prepared” were analyzed with the next higher level 

English course. Thus, the total number of records analyzed for English 250 was 9 (one student was 

rated “over prepared” and their data were analyzed with the English 151 data); for English 151 there 

were 105 records (four students were rated “over prepared” and their data were analyzed with the 

English 1A data); for English 1A there were 97 valid records (fourteen students were rated “over 

prepared” and their data were removed from analysis). 

Analyses 
The following charts plot the cumulative frequency of ACCUPLACER Sentence Skills scores as a 

function of faculty ratings of student preparedness for the three English courses under study: 
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Figure 1 
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Figure 2 

 
Only one student that placed into and enrolled in English 250 was rated as “over prepared” by the 

faculty member teaching this section, represented by the asterisk on the chart above. This student, who 

obtained a score of 49 on the ACCUPLACER Sentence Skills test, rated him/herself as “adequately 

prepared” and expected to receive a “B” in the course, but withdrew before receiving a grade. There are 

not sufficient data to recommend changing the current cut-score of 51 for placement into English 151.  
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Figure 3 

 
As stated previously, the cut-score for the ACCUPLACER Sentence Skills test is currently 92 for 

placement into English 1A. According to the method used to complete this cut score analysis, the score 

just below where the cumulative frequency of “over prepared” responses begins to rise sharply is the 

optimum cut score. The data presented above suggest that if the cut score for English 1A were lowered 

to 85 more students who are over prepared for English 151 would be advised to enroll in English 1A. 

This could mean that fewer students would have to take English 151 and might make more students 

eligible for higher level transferable English courses earlier in their Columbia College career.  

 



9 

 

Caution should be used in deciding to change the cut-score for English 1A as only four students in the 

study sample were rated by faculty as “over prepared” for English 151. The table below shows the 

ACCUPLACER scores, faculty and student preparedness ratings, grade expectations and final grades 

received by these four students. 

Table 5 

 Student A Student B Student C Student D 

Accuplacer Sentence Skills Score 80 86 91 91 

Faculty Rating of Preparedness 3 3 3 3 

Student Rating of Preparedness 2 2 2 3 

Grade Expected by Student A A B A 

Final Grade Received B A D A 

 

Three of the four students that were rated as “over prepared” for English 151 expected to do well and 

were successful in the course. “Student C” received a “D” in the course, not considered successful for 

this validation project; however many factors besides ability affect final grades (e.g., instructor grading 

practices, motivation, external events). 

Summary and Conclusions 
 

Due to the small number of student records available for the analyses it is not possible to make any 

definitive recommendations for altering current cut scores. Data indicate that it might be beneficial to 

some students to lower the cut score for English 1A from 92 to 85, allowing more students to take 

English 1A as their first college English course. Faculty and administrators discussed this possibility 

in a meeting on September 14, 2009 and decided to leave cut scores for placement using the 

ACCUPLACER Sentence Skills Test as they are for the present time and to revisit the question in 

the next validation cycle. Faculty discussed the need to consider offering basic skills curriculum in 

reading, possibly as part of the Academic Wellness Educators (AWE) efforts on campus. Faculty also 

requested that the Office of Research undertake a study to determine whether using the scores on the 

ACCUPLACER Reading Test would add to the placement accuracy of students into the sequence of 

English courses offered at Columbia College. This will be done as the work flow of the Research Office 

allows. 

Survey Validation 
 

As the final step in analyzing the placement system for Columbia College English courses, the faculty 

survey results were compared to final grades obtained by students. It would be expected that students 

whom faculty rated as “under prepared” would fail or drop a course in greater numbers than students 

rated as “adequately prepared”. While assessment scores cannot predict successful outcomes, since so 

many variables affect students’ final grades besides ability, they should be able to predict failure.  

 

Procedure 

For the following analyses, “successful” is defined as the student obtaining a grade of “C” or better in 

the course. Unsuccessful outcomes include grades “F”, “D”, and students who withdrew from the course 

without receiving a grade. 
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Analyses 
 

 English 250 

 

The average overall success rate (“C” or better) for English 250 was 35%. The following table shows the 

percent of successful and unsuccessful students as a function of faculty preparedness ratings. 

 

Table 6 

English 250 

Faculty Ratings: Unsuccessful Successful 

Under Prepared 75% 25% 

Adequately Prepared 20% 80% 

Over Prepared 100%* 0% 

*Student withdrew from course. 

 

As predicted by the placement validation model being used, students judged by faculty to be “under 

prepared” for the course were 55% more likely to be unsuccessful in the course than those judged to be 

“adequately prepared” (comparing the two numbers highlighted in yellow). “Adequately prepared” 

students were more likely to be successful than unsuccessful in the course (comparing the row with 

yellow and blue highlighted numbers). 

 

English 151 

 

The average overall success rate (“C” or better) for English 151 was 57.47%. The following table shows 

the percent of successful and unsuccessful students as a function of faculty preparedness ratings. 

 

Table 7 

English 151 

Faculty Ratings: Unsuccessful Successful 

Under Prepared 75% 25% 

Adequately Prepared 28.6% 72.4% 

Over Prepared 25%* 75% 

*Student received a “D” in the course. 

 

As predicted, students judged by faculty to be “under prepared” for the course were 46.4% more likely 

to be unsuccessful in the course than those judged to be “adequately prepared” (comparing the two 

numbers highlighted in yellow). “Adequately prepared” students were more likely to be successful than 

unsuccessful in the course (comparing the row with yellow and blue highlighted numbers). 
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English 1A 

 

The average overall success rate (“C” or better) for English 1A was 71.57%. The following table shows 

the percent of successful and unsuccessful students as a function of faculty preparedness ratings. 

 

Table 8 

English 1A: Students Placed with ACCUPLACER  

Faculty Ratings: Unsuccessful Successful 

Under Prepared 25% 75% 

Adequately Prepared 31.7% 68.3% 

Over Prepared 28.5%* 71.4% 

*Three students received a “W” and one student received an “F” in the course. 

 

For English 1A, the data did not follow the pattern predicted by the Placement Accuracy Model being 

used in this study. Students judged by faculty to be “under prepared” for the course were 6.7% less 

likely to be unsuccessful than students judged to be “adequately prepared” for the course (comparing the 

two numbers highlighted in yellow). Also, 6.7% more of the students whom faculty felt were not 

prepared for English 1A succeeded in the course, compared to those whom faculty had rated as 

“adequately prepared” (comparing the blue and green highlighted numbers). “Adequately prepared” 

students were more likely to be successful than unsuccessful in the course (comparing the row with 

yellow and blue highlighted numbers). 

 

As discussed above, with the data displayed in Table 3, student ratings indicated that 93.5% of the 

students taking English 1A rated themselves as “adequately prepared,” with 2.8% rating themselves as 

“under-prepared” and 3.7% as “over-prepared” for the course. The following table shows the percent of 

successful and unsuccessful students as a function of student preparedness ratings. 

 

Table 9 

English 1A: Students who Placed with ACCUPLACER 

Student Ratings: Unsuccessful Successful 

Under Prepared 33% 67% 

Adequately Prepared 30% 70% 

Over Prepared 20%* 80% 

 

These results actually more closely resemble the pattern that the Placement Accuracy Model predicts in 

that more “adequately prepared” than “under prepared” students succeeded in English 1A, however the 

percent “under prepared” students who succeeded is still too high according to the model. 
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As shown in Table 4, above, faculty ratings of preparedness for students who placed into English 1A by 

passing the prerequisite course yielded a lower percent of students rated “over prepared,” 8.3% vs. 

13.1%. The table below displays the success rates for this group of students. Here the results were even 

stronger, and anomalous. All of the students who had passed the prerequisite course but who were rated 

as “under prepared” by faculty succeeded in English 1A. 

 

Table 10 

English 1A: Students who Passed Prerequisite  

Faculty Ratings: Unsuccessful Successful 

Under Prepared 0% 100% 

Adequately Prepared 21% 79% 

Over Prepared 0%* 100% 

 

Caution should be used in interpreting these results as the number of students who took English 1A 

based on their having passed the prerequisite course was small (36). 

 

Upon inspection of individual instructor’s ratings it became apparent that several instructors may not 

have completed the survey according to the instructions. The student records from these instructors’ 

sections were removed from the data set, leaving 69 records. The table below displays the success rates 

for the group of students whose instructors appeared to complete the survey according to the 

instructions.  

Table 11 

English 1A: Students Placed with ACCUPLACER  

Faculty Ratings: Unsuccessful Successful 

Under Prepared 83.3% 16.7% 

Adequately Prepared 30.9% 69.1% 

Over Prepared 12.5%* 87.5% 

 

These data conform to the predictions of the Placement Accuracy Model in that most “under prepared” 

students were unsuccessful in English 1A while most “adequately prepared” and “over prepared” 

students were successful. 

 

To further explore the apparent anomaly in the faculty rating vs. success data for English 1A, post hoc 

analysis was carried out to determine the nature of the relationship between scores on ACCUPLACER 

and outcome in the course. Based on the median ACCUPLACER score in Sentence Skills of 102, 

students rated by faculty as being “adequately prepared” for English 1A were split into two groups, 

those having high scores and those having low scores. Course outcomes were categorized as successful 

(obtaining a “C” or better) or unsuccessful (obtaining a “D”, “F” or “W”). As displayed in the table 

below, high scorers actually had a lower likelihood of succeeding in the course than did low scorers 

(comparing the two numbers highlighted in yellow).  

 

Table 12 

English 1A: Adequately Prepared Students  

 Unsuccessful Successful 

Low Scores 30% 70% 

High Scores 54.8% 45.2% 
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The same pattern of results was found when all of the student records for English 1A were examined; 

again high scorers on the ACCUPLACER Sentence Skills test had a lower likelihood of succeeding in 

the course than students with low scores (comparing the two numbers highlighted in yellow). 

 

Table 13 

English 1A: All Students  

 Unsuccessful Successful 

Low Scores 38.9% 61.1% 

High Scores 50.9% 49.1% 

 

Summary and Conclusions 
 

For the two pre-collegiate English courses faculty ratings of preparedness corresponded as expected 

with failure rates (defined as receiving a “W”, “D” or “F”). This indicates that faculty ratings of student 

preparedness were an accurate reflection of each student’s ability to perform in the course. 

 

For English 1A the results did not correspond to the pattern predicted indicating that for this course level 

faculty ratings of student preparedness were not an accurate reflection of each student’s ability to 

perform in the course. This is a large anomaly as it is difficult to hypothesize how faculty could rate 

students as “underprepared” for the course and yet still end up giving most of them passing grades. The 

majority of students who rated themselves as “under prepared” passed as well. One factor that might 

have influenced the results was that some instructors did not seem to use the preparedness rating survey 

accurately. Once the student records were removed for those instructors who did not appear to use the 

survey appropriately, the success rates for students rated as “under prepared,” “adequately prepared” and 

“over prepared” matched the rates predicted by the Placement Accuracy Model. Grading practices could 

be another variable influencing the data. This could be a topic for departmental discussion. 

 

The next paper in this portfolio will address the sensitivity if Sentence Skill test items with regard to 

particular student groups. 
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Appendices 

Appendix A 

Instructions for Faculty Ratings of Student Placement Accuracy 
Dear Faculty Member: 

This study is one of several being conducted to validate Columbia College’s ACCUPLACER assessment tests cut-scores, 

as is required by Title 5. Thank you for your assistance! Please place ratings in the columns on the right hand side of the 

class roster(s) emailed to you in EXCEL (or paper copy if requested), for each student as soon as you have had some kind 

of evaluation of students’ abilities and performance, and after you have given students feedback on their performance.  

 

Please base your ratings on each student’s ability to learn, not on attendance, attention, or other factors that influence final 

grades. We are interested in learning how well the assessment tests are doing at placing students into courses in which 

they have the ability to succeed. If a student has dropped the course and you are able to evaluate her/his abilities anyway, 

please do so. If not, type or write “Dropped” in on the class roster. If there are students in your class(es) that are not on the 

EXCEL roster(s), please type or write their names and student ID numbers in at the bottom and then make ratings for 

these students. 

 

Try to make your ratings by the end of the fourth week of classes, September 19. If you need longer, try to make 

your ratings as soon as possible. Please save the EXCEL file to your computer. Email it as an attachment back to me 

after you have inserted your ratings. Then you can delete your copy. If using paper, place the rated course roster(s) in an 

envelope, and put in the Institutional Research/Alex Campbell mailbox. 

 

In the column on the class roster(s) labeled “Prepared”, please enter a value for each student’s level of preparation 

or ability to learn the course material, using the following definitions: 

  

Value Rating    Definition       

                                                                                       

1 Under prepared  The student is unable to grasp the concepts and methods being 

taught, or the student lacks the background abilities to learn at the 

required pace. Please enter “1" on the class roster. 

 

2 Adequately prepared  The student has the ability to keep up with the pace of the course 

and adequately master each learning objective. Please enter “2" on 

the class roster. 

 

 

3 Over prepared    The student already knows each assignment and would be 

highly 

likely to be successful at the next higher level. Please enter “3" on 

the class roster. 

 
In the column labeled “Likely”, please indicate how likely you think each student is to earn a “C” or higher grade 

in this class, based on ability alone, according to the following definitions: 

 

1  Highly unlikely  The student does not have sufficient ability to pass the course, even 

with extra dedication and moderate extra help.  Please enter “1". 

 

2  Probable   The student has the ability to pass the course with moderate 

extra help and/or extra dedication if needed.  Please enter “2". 
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3   Highly likely   The student has the ability to pass the course without learning new 

material, and will fail only by not turning in the required work or 

not attending.  Please enter “3". 
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Appendix 2 

Columbia College Student Placement Questionnaire 

 
This eight-item questionnaire is being used to determine the proper cut-scores for the placement exam. Your collective 

responses will be evaluated statistically to determine whether the cut- scores are properly set, or if they need to be 

changed. Your responses will not affect your current placement, or your outcome in this class. We must have your 

identification number so we can link your responses to your test scores. Once that link occurs, your ID will be removed 

from the data file. When you have completed this form please return it to your instructor.  

 

Please complete BOTH SIDES of this form.  
 

Course Name: ___________________________Section Number: ________________________ 

 

Please enter your Student ID Number______________________________________ 

          

A. Please select the answer below which best describes how well you think you are doing in this class by 

circling the number 1, 2 or 3. 

 

1 I have difficulty grasping the concepts and methods being taught, and even with extra 

 help I have trouble keeping up in class. 

 

2 I am able to keep up with the pace of the course and learn the material in each lesson. 

 

3 I already know each assignment and am not learning anything new in this class. 

 

 

B. Please select the answer below which best describes how difficult each assignment is for you to complete on 

time by circling the number 1, 2 or 3. 

 

1 The work is very difficult for me, and I am not able to complete most assignments on 

  time without getting a lot of extra help. 

 

2 The work is only moderately difficult, and I complete most assignments on time and 

  without needing a lot of extra help. 

  

3 The work is very easy, and I already know most of the material in the assignments and do not have to learn 

anything new to complete them. 

  

 

C.  Please circle below the grade you expect to earn in this class. 

 

 A B C D F Plan to Withdraw 

 

Please turn form over and fill out both sides. 
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For each item below please circle the number that represents your response or fill in the blank.  

 

 

D. How were you placed into this course? 

Circle all that apply. 

 

 

1 Placement assessment test score 

from Columbia College. 

 

2 Placement assessment test score 

from another institution. 

 

3 Prerequisite course(s) passed at 

Columbia College. 

 

4 Prerequisite course(s) passed at 

another institution. 

 

5 Prerequisite challenge petition. 

 

6 Advanced Placement (AP) 

scores. 

 

7 High school coursework 

combined with assessment 

score. 

 

8 Repeating this course. 

 

9 Other (explain)____________ 

________________________ 

 ________________________ 

  

 

E. Gender 

 

1    Male 2     Female 

 

F. Age ________________years 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

G. Ethnicity 

 

1 African-American 

 

2 American Indian/Alaskan 

Native 

 

3 Asian 

 

4 Filipino 

 

5 Hispanic 

 

6 Other Non-white 

 

7 Pacific Islander 

 

8 White Non-Hispanic 

 

 

 

H. Disability Status 

 

1 Physical Disability 

 

2 Learning Disability 

 

3 Psychological Disability 

 

4 None 

 

5 Other  __________________ 

   _________________ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you for your assistance. Please return 

this form to your instructor.
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Accuplacer College Placement Test Validation Project 
Fall 2008 

 

ACCUPLACER Sentence Skills Test Item Sensitivity 

Background 
In fall of 2008 Columbia College faculty and the Research Office performed an analysis 

of the sensitivity of test items for the ACCUPLACER Sentence Skills test currently used 

as a placement instrument into three sequential English courses: English 250, English 151 

and English 1A. 

Individual Test Item Sensitivity 

Methodology 
While faculty members were taking the Sentence Skills test as if they were students 

trying to place into the English course(s) in which they had expertise, they were asked to 

rate each item in terms of the following question: Does this test item contain any content 

or language that would be unfair or distasteful to a particular group of examinees? 

Examples were given such as groups based on ethnic differences, gender, and age or 

disability status. 

 

Materials 

A form was created to collect faculty ratings (see Appendix A.) 

 

Procedure 

Four full-time English faculty members and two adjunct English instructors were given 

forms for each course which they had experience teaching and provided ratings. Using 

the computer-adaptive ACCUPLACER Sentence Skills test instructors were required to 

read each of twenty test items and rate whether the item would be unfair or distasteful to 

any particular group of examinees. Only two faculty members were available to make 

ratings while taking the test for each of the three courses under study.  

 

After reading the item and rating it potential bias/offensiveness, the faculty member was 

instructed to answer the presented item as if they were a student trying to place into that 

particular course. 



Analyses 
 

English 250 

 

Two raters (one male and one female) took the Sentence Skills test twice and rated a total 

of 80 items (although some items may have appeared across different test 

administrations). All items were judged to be free of unfair or distasteful content. 

 

English 151 

 

Two raters (one male and one female) took the Sentence Skills test twice and rated a total 

of 80 items (although some items may have appeared across different test 

administrations). All items were judged to be free of unfair or distasteful content by the 

female faculty member. The male rater judged four items, 10%, to contain content or 

language that might be unfair or distasteful to certain examinees. 

 

English 1A 

 

Two male raters took the Sentence Skills test twice and rated a total of 80 items (although 

some items may have appeared across different test administrations). All items were 

judged to be free of unfair or distasteful content. 

 

Results 
 

Out of a total of 240 items (some of which may have appeared more than once), only 4 

items, 1.67%, were found to be potentially problematic with regard to sensitivity for any 

particular group of test-takers. 

 

Summary and Conclusions/Recommendations 
 

If the items judged by the raters in this study were representative of the total pool of 

items, the ACCUPLACER Sentence Skills computer-adaptive test appears to contain a 

sufficient number of items, 98.33%, that would not be offensive to a student. As stated in 

the Chancellor’s Office Assessment Validation Project Local Research Options (1991) 

document, “item bias may be a serious problem with the assessment instrument if fewer 

than 80% of the items are judged to be free from cultural or linguistic bias (i.e., unfair or 

distasteful.)” 
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Faculty Evaluation Form for Sentence Skill Item Sensitivity 
Analysis



English Course Level Placement Test 

 

Sensitivity Analysis 

 

Course: _________________ 

Test: _______________ 

Rater: _______________ 

 

Sensitivity Rating: Does this test item contain any content or language that would be unfair or 

distasteful to a particular group of examinees? 

 

Choose a number from the lists below that best describes your judgment regarding each 

test item: 

 

 

SENSITIVITY RATING 

 

1= YES 

 

2 =NO 

 

Please mark your number response clearly in the sensitivity rating boxes: 

Test Item         Sensitivity Rating 

Test #1  Test #2 

1 

 

  

2 

 

  

3 

 

  

4 

 

  

5 

 

  

6 

 

  

7 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

TURN TO NEXT PAGE TO CONTINUE RATING TEST ITEMS 



Test Item   Sensitivity Rating 

Test #1    Test #2 

8 

 

  

9 

 

  

10 

 

  

11 

 

  

12 

 

  

13 

 

  

14 

 

  

15 

 

  

16 

 

  

17 

 

  

18 

 

  

19 

 

  

20 
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Accuplacer College Placement Test Validation Project 
Fall 2008‐Spring 2010 

ACCUPLACER Sentence Skills Test 

Disproportionate Impact Study 
 

Background 
In the spring of 2010 the Research Office performed an analysis of disproportionate impact for 
the ACCUPLACER Sentence Skills test currently used, along with other measures, to place 
students into three sequential English courses: English 250, English 151 and English 1A. 

Methodology 
Student data for gender, age, ethnicity and primary disability were obtained for a cohort of 
students. Crystal reports Student Demographic Detail was used to obtain gender, age and 
ethnicity information for all 3540 students enrolled in fall 2008. Disability status was obtained 
for 652 of these students. Accuplacer scores were obtained for 699 students who took the 
Sentence Skills test between April 1, 2008 and September 8, 2008. Excel files were matched 
using Microsoft Access resulting in a sample of 598 students. 

Procedure 
 
This study was designed to answer the following research question: Does placement into 
different levels of English courses (two pre-collegiate and one transferrable course) differ 
significantly for students in particular gender, age, disability or ethnic groups based on their 
ACCUPLACER Sentence Skills test score? Disproportionate impact is defined in matriculation 
regulations as follows: 
 

“disproportionate impact occurs when a percentage of persons from a particular racial, 
ethnic, gender, age or disability group who are directed to a particular service or 
placement based on an assessment instrument, method or procedure is significantly 
different than the representation of that group in the population of persons being assessed 
and that discrepancy is not justified by empirical evidence demonstrating that the 
assessment instrument, method or procedure is a valid and reliable predictor of 
performance in the relevant educational setting.” [Section 55502(e), Title 5 Regulations.] 

Analyses 
The analysis was conducted by comparing the percent of students in the different groups for the 
“tested population” to the percent of the students in different groups who were recommended to 
enroll into the courses of interest based on the placement test cut-scores, the “eligible group.” 
Results were calculated using the formula outlined by the Equal Employment Opportunity 
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Commission (EEOC) guidelines related to hiring practices. An 80% guide was recommended to 
decide whether an observed difference is practically significant. If any subgroups in the main 
categories of gender, age, disability and ethnicity are represented in the placement decision for a 
given course at less than 80% of the rate of the reference group (for purposes of this analysis, the 
majority group in each category, not a predetermined “impacted population”) this indicates 
significant disproportionate impact of placement for a subgroup. 

The following tables display the number and percent of students by gender, age, disability status 
and ethnicity in both the tested and eligible populations. By comparing the yellow highlighted 
column labeled “20% Guide” to the red highlighted figures in the “Percent Difference” column, 
the amount of disproportionate impact can be gauged. 

 

 English 250 
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Students Assessed and Recommended to Enroll by Gender into English 250 

 

  Tested  Eligible  % Pts. Diff.*  Percent Diff.**  20% Guide*** 
Gender  N  %  N  %       
Male  268  44.8  17 50 +5.2  +11.6   

Female  328  54.8  17 50 ‐4.8  ‐8.8  +11.2

Undeclared  2@  0.3  0 0 ‐0.3 N/A 
Total  598  100%  34 100  

*These calculations were done as follows: the percentage point difference is equal to (Col.5%-
Col.3%). 
**These calculations were done as follows: the percent difference is equal to [(Col.5%-
Col.3%)/Col.3%] x 100. 
***The 20% guide was calculated as follows: The female group had an -8.8% decline in 
representation in English 250. Add 20% points to -8.8% and the guide is +11.2 percentage 
points. Since the percent difference for males was larger than +11.2, there may be a 
disproportionate impact related to this group. However, the difference appears to be negligible.  
 
Students Assessed and Recommended to Enroll by Individual Age Group Categories into English 250 

  Tested  Eligible  % Pts. Diff*  Percent 
Diff.** 

20%  
Guide***

Age Group  N  %  N  %       
Under 18  88  14.7 1 2.9 ‐11.8  ‐80.3  ‐60.3
18‐24  394  65.9 18 52.9 ‐13.0  ‐19.7 
25‐34  43  7.2 2 5.9 ‐1.3  ‐18.1 
35‐44  28@  4.7 4 11.8 +7.1  +151.1 
45‐54  31  5.2 7 20.6 +15.4  +296.2 
55‐64  12@  2.0 1 2.9 +0.9  +45.0 
65 and 
above 

2@  0.3 1 2.9 +2.6  +866.7 

Total  598  100% 34 100%    
 

*These calculations were done as follows: the percentage point difference is equal to (Col.5%-
Col.3%). 
**These calculations were done as follows: the percent difference is equal to [(Col.5%-
Col.3%)/Col.3%] x 100. 
***The 20% guide was calculated as follows: The Under 18 age group had an -80.3% decline in 
representation in English 250. Add 20% points to -80.3% and the guide is -60.3 percentage 
points. Since the percent differences for all other age groups were larger than -60.3, there is a 
disproportionate impact related to other age groups. The disproportionate impact was largest for 
the 65 and older age group. Caution should be used in interpreting these data as the number of 
the oldest students tested and eligible was very small in this sample. 
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@Results using the 20% guide should be viewed with caution when the number of students in 
any group in the tested population drops below 30. Where this occurred categories were 
collapsed in logical fashion. 

Students Assessed and Recommended to Enroll by Collapsed Age Group Categories into English 250 

  Tested  Eligible  % Pts. Diff  Percent 
Diff. 

20%  
Guide 

Age Group  N  %  N  %       
Under 18‐34  525  87.8 21 61.8     ‐26  ‐29.6  ‐9.6
35‐65 and above  73  12.2 13 38.2     +26  +213 
Total  598  100% 34 100%    
  

*These calculations were done as follows: the percentage point difference is equal to (Col.5%-
Col.3%). 
**These calculations were done as follows: the percent difference is equal to [(Col.5%-
Col.3%)/Col.3%] x 100. 
***The 20% guide was calculated as follows: The Under 18-34 age group had a -29.6% decline 
in representation in English 250. Add 20% points to -29.6% and the guide is -9.6 percentage 
points. Since the percent difference for the 35-65 and above age group was larger than -9.6, there 
is disproportionate impact. Older students were placed disproportionately into English 250 
compared to younger students. 

Students Assessed and Recommended to Enroll by Individual Disability Categories into English 250 

  Tested  Eligible  % Pts. 
Diff. 

Percent 
Diff. 

20% 
Guide 

Disability  N  %  N  %       
Hearing  1@  0.2 0 0.0 ‐0.2 N/A 
Visual  2@  0.3 0 0.0 ‐0.3 N/A 
Mobility  7@  1.2 1 2.9 +1.7 +141.7 
Learning 
Disabled 

9@  1.5 0 0.0 ‐1.5 N/A 

Psychological  8@  1.3 3 8.8 +7.5 +576.9 
Other  17@  2.8 3 8.8 +6.0 +214.3 
None  554  92.6 27 79.4 ‐13.2 ‐14.3  +5.7
Total  598  100% 34 100%  
 

*These calculations were done as follows: the percentage point difference is equal to (Col.5%-
Col.3%). 
**These calculations were done as follows: the percent difference is equal to [(Col.5%-
Col.3%)/Col.3%] x 100. 
***The 20% guide was calculated as follows: The group with no disability had a -14.3% decline 
in representation in English 250. Add 20% points to -14.3% and the guide is +5.7 percentage 
points. The percent differences for the Mobility disabled and “Other” disability groups were 
larger than +5.7 indicating disproportionate impact for these groups, but the psychological 
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disability group had the largest difference indicating the greatest disproportionate impact for this 
group related to other disability groups and the non-disabled group.  
@Results using the 20% guide should be viewed with caution when the number of students in 
any group in the tested population drops below 30. Where this occurred categories were 
collapsed in logical fashion. 

Students Assessed and Recommended to Enroll by Collapses Disability Categories into English 250 

  Tested  Eligible  % Pts. Diff.  Percent 
Diff. 

20% 
Guide 

Disability  N  %  N  %       
All 
Disabilities 

44  7.4 7 20.5 +13.1  +177 

None  554  92.6 27 79.4 ‐13.2  ‐14.3  +5.7
Total  598  100% 34 100%    
 

*These calculations were done as follows: the percentage point difference is equal to (Col.5%-
Col.3%). 
**These calculations were done as follows: the percent difference is equal to [(Col.5%-
Col.3%)/Col.3%] x 100. 
***The 20% guide was calculated as follows: The group with no disability had a -14.3% decline 
in representation in English 250. Add 20% points to -14.3% and the guide is +5.7 percentage 
points. The percent difference for the All Disabilities group was larger than +5.7. Students with 
disabilities were placed disproportionately into English 250 compared to non-disabled students.  

Students Assessed and Recommended to Enroll by Individual Ethnicity Categories into English 250 

  Tested  Eligible  % Pts. 
Diff. 

Percent 
Diff. 

20% 
Guide 

Ethnicity  N  %  N  %       
Af Am Non Hisp  11@  1.8 1 2.9 +1.1 +61.1 
Am Ind/Alaska 
Nat 

20@  3.3 3 8.8 +5.5 +166.7 

Asian  6@  1.0 0 0.0 ‐1.0 N/A 
Filipino  1@  0.2 0 0.0 ‐0.2 N/A 
Hispanic  49  8.2 6 17.5 +9.3 +113.4 
Pacific Islander  3@  0.5 0 0.0 ‐0.5 N/A 
White Non 
Hispanic 

423  70.7 19 55.9 ‐14.8 ‐20.9  ‐0.9

Decline to 
State/Unknown 

85  14.2 5 14.7 +0.5 +3.5 

Total  598  100% 34 100%  
 

*These calculations were done as follows: the percentage point difference is equal to (Col.5%-
Col.3%). 
**These calculations were done as follows: the percent difference is equal to [(Col.5%-
Col.3%)/Col.3%] x 100. 
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***The 20% guide was calculated as follows: The White Non-Hispanic group had a -20.9% 
decline in representation in English 250. Add 20% points to -20.9% and the guide is -0.9 
percentage points. The percent differences for the Decline to State/Unknown and African 
American Non-Hispanic groups were larger than -0.9, but the Hispanic groups showed the 
largest disproportionate impact in being placed more often into English 250.  
@Results using the 20% guide should be viewed with caution when the number of students in 
any group in the tested population drops below 30. Where this occurred categories were 
collapsed in logical fashion.  
 
Students Assessed and Recommended to Enroll by Collapsed Ethnicity Groups into English 250 

   Tested  Eligible  % Pts. 
Diff. 

Percent 
Diff. 

20% 
Guide 

Ethnicity  N  %  N  %          

All Other 
Ethnicities 

41  6.9% 4 11.8% +4.9 +71.6   

Hispanic  49  8.2% 6 17.6% +9.5 +115.4   

White Non 
Hispanic 

423  70.7% 19 55.9% ‐14.9 ‐21.0%  ‐1.0

Decline to 
State/Unknown 

85  14.2% 5 14.7% +0.5 +3.5   

Total  598  100% 34 100%       

 

*These calculations were done as follows: the percentage point difference is equal to (Col.5%-
Col.3%). 
**These calculations were done as follows: the percent difference is equal to [(Col.5%-
Col.3%)/Col.3%] x 100. 
***The 20% guide was calculated as follows: The White Non-Hispanic group had a -21.0% 
decline in representation in English 250. Add 20% points to -21.0% and the guide is -1.0 
percentage points. The percent differences for the Decline to State/Unknown and All Other 
Ethnicities groups were larger than -1.0, but the Hispanic group showed the largest 
disproportionate impact in being placed more often into English 250.  
 
 

English 151
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Students Assessed and Recommended to Enroll by Gender into English 151 

 

  Tested  Eligible  % Pts. Diff.  Percent Diff.  20% Guide 

Gender  N  %  N  %       
Male  268  44.8  172  47.4 +2.6 +5.8 
Female  328  54.8  189  52.1 ‐2.7 ‐4.9  +15.1
Undeclared  2@  0.3  2  0.6 +0.3 +100 
Total  598  100%  363  100%  

*These calculations were done as follows: the percentage point difference is equal to (Col.5%-
Col.3%). 
**These calculations were done as follows: the percent difference is equal to [(Col.5%-
Col.3%)/Col.3%] x 100. 
***The 20% guide was calculated as follows: The female group had an -4.9% decline in 
representation in English 151. Add 20% points to -4.9% and the guide is +15.1 percentage 
points. The percent difference for males was not larger than +15.1, so there was no evidence of 
disproportionate impact for placement into English 151 for males. 
 
Students Assessed and Recommended to Enroll by Individual Age Group Categories into English 151 

  Tested  Eligible  % Pts. Diff  Percent 
Diff. 

20% 
Guide 

Age Group  N  %  N  %       
Under 18  88  14.7 45 12.4 ‐2.3  ‐15.6 
18‐24  394  65.9 253 69.7 +3.8  +5.8 
25‐34  43  7.2 24 6.6 ‐0.6  ‐8.3 
35‐44  28@  4.7 19 5.2 +0.5  +10.6 
45‐54  31  5.2 13 3.6 ‐1.6  ‐30.8  ‐10.8
55‐64  12@  2.0 9 2.5 +0.5  +25.0 
65 and 
above 

2@  0.3 0 0.0 ‐0.3  N/A 

Total  598  100% 363 100%    
 

*These calculations were done as follows: the percentage point difference is equal to (Col.5%-
Col.3%). 
**These calculations were done as follows: the percent difference is equal to [(Col.5%-
Col.3%)/Col.3%] x 100. 
***The 20% guide was calculated as follows: The 45-54 age group had a -30.8% decline in 
representation in English 151. Add 20% points to -30.8% and the guide is -10.8 percentage 
points. Since the percent differences for the 18-24, 25-34, 35-44 and 55-64 age groups were 
larger than -10.8, there are a disproportionate number of 18-44 years olds placed into English 
151. The disproportionate impact appears to particularly large for the 55-64 age group. Fewer 
Under 18 year olds are placed into English 151 (since -15.6 is less than -10.8.) 
@Results using the 20% guide should be viewed with caution when the number of students in 
any group in the tested population drops below 30. Where this occurred categories were 
collapsed in logical fashion.  
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Students Assessed and Recommended to Enroll by Collapsed Age Group Categories into English 151 

   Tested  Eligible  % Pts. Diff  Percent 
Diff. 

20% 
Guide 

Age 
Group 

N  %  N  %          

Under 18‐
34 

525  87.8  322 12.4 ‐75.4 ‐85.9  ‐65.9

35 and 
above 

73  12.2  41 5.2 ‐7.0 ‐57.4   

Total  598  100%  363 100%       

 

*These calculations were done as follows: the percentage point difference is equal to (Col.5%-
Col.3%). 
**These calculations were done as follows: the percent difference is equal to [(Col.5%-
Col.3%)/Col.3%] x 100. 
***The 20% guide was calculated as follows: The Under 18-34 age group had a -85.9% decline 
in representation in English 151. Add 20% points to -85.9% and the guide is -65.9 percentage 
points. Since the percent difference for the 35 and above age group is -57.4, which is larger than 
-65.9, there is a disproportionate impact relative to the younger age group. Older students were 
placed disproportionately into English 151 compared to younger students. 
 
Students Assessed and Recommended to Enroll by Individual Disability Categories into English 151 

  Tested  Eligible  % Pts. 
Diff. 

Percent 
Diff. 

20% 
Guide 

Disability  N  %  N  %       
Hearing  1@  0.2 0 0.0 ‐0.2 N/A 
Visual  2@  0.3 1 0.3 0.0 0.0 
Mobility  7@  1.2 4 1.1 ‐0.1 ‐8.3 
Learning 
Disabled 

9@  1.5 8 2.2 +0.7 +46.7 

Psychological  8@  1.3 4 1.1 ‐0.2 ‐15.4  +4.6
Other  17@  2.8 13 3.6 +0.8 +28.6 
None  554  92.6 333 91.7 ‐0.9 ‐1.0 
Total  598  100% 363 100%  
 
*These calculations were done as follows: the percentage point difference is equal to (Col.5%-
Col.3%). 
**These calculations were done as follows: the percent difference is equal to [(Col.5%-
Col.3%)/Col.3%] x 100. 
***The 20% guide was calculated as follows: The Psychological disability group had a -15.4% 
decline in representation in English 151. Add 20% points to -15.4% and the guide is +4.6 
percentage points. The percent difference for the Other disability group was greater than +4.6 
indicating disproportionate placement for this group. But the Learning Disabled group had the 
largest percent difference over +4.6 indicating greater disproportionate impact for this group. 
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@Results using the 20% guide should be viewed with caution when the number of students in 
any group in the tested population drops below 30. Where this occurred categories were 
collapsed in logical fashion. 
 
Students Assessed and Recommended to Enroll by Collapsed Disability Categories into English 151 

  Tested  Eligible  % Pts. 
Diff. 

Percent 
Diff. 

20% 
Guide 

Disability  N  %  N  %       
All 
Disabilities 

44  7.4 30 8.3 +0.9  +12.2 

None  554  92.6 333 91.7 ‐0.9  ‐1.0  +19
Total  598  100% 363 100%    
 

*These calculations were done as follows: the percentage point difference is equal to (Col.5%-
Col.3%). 
**These calculations were done as follows: the percent difference is equal to [(Col.5%-
Col.3%)/Col.3%] x 100. 
***The 20% guide was calculated as follows: The group with no disability had a -1.0% decline 
in representation in English 151. Add 20% points to -1.0% and the guide is +19 percentage 
points. The percent difference for the All Disabilities group was below +19, indicating that 
students with disabilities were not disproportionately placed into English 151 compared to non-
disabled students.  

Students Assessed and Recommended to Enroll by Individual Ethnicity Categories into English 151 

  Tested  Eligible  % Pts. Diff.  Percent 
Diff. 

20% 
Guide

Ethnicity  N  %  N  %       
Af Am Non Hisp  11@  1.8 9 2.5 +0.7  +38.9
Am Ind/Alaska Nat  20@  3.3 13 3.6 +0.3  +9.1
Asian  6@  1.0 3 0.9 ‐0.1  ‐10.0 +10
Filipino  1@  0.2 1 0.3 +.1  +50.0
Hispanic  49  8.2 34 9.4 +1.2  +14.6
Pacific Islander  3@  0.5 3 0.8 +0.3  +60.0
White Non Hispanic  423  70.7 252 69.4 ‐1.3  ‐1.8
Decline to State/Unknown  85  14.2 48 13.3 ‐0.9  ‐6.3
Total  598  100% 363 100%  
 
*These calculations were done as follows: the percentage point difference is equal to (Col.5%-
Col.3%). 
**These calculations were done as follows: the percent difference is equal to [(Col.5%-
Col.3%)/Col.3%] x 100. 
***The 20% guide was calculated as follows: The Asian group had a -10% decline in 
representation in English 151. Add 20% points to -10% and the guide is +10 percentage points. 
The percent differences for the African American Non-Hispanic, Filipino and Hispanic groups 
were larger than +10, all indicating disproportionate impact, but the Pacific Islander group 
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showed the largest disproportionate impact in being placed more often into English 151. There 
was no disproportionate impact noted for American Indian/Alaska Natives, Decline to 
State/Unknown or White Non-Hispanic students. 
@Results using the 20% guide should be viewed with caution when the number of students in 
any group in the tested population drops below 30. Where this occurred categories were 
collapsed in logical fashion.  
 
Students Assessed and Recommended to Enroll by Collapsed Ethnicity Categories into English 151 

   Tested  Eligible  % Pts. 
Diff. 

Percent 
Diff. 

20% 
Guide 

Ethnicity  N  %  N  %          

All Other Ethnicities  41  6.9 29 8.0 +1.1 +15.9   

Hispanic  49  8.2 34 9.4 +1.2 +14.6   

White Non Hispanic  423  70.7 252 69.4 ‐1.3 ‐1.8   

Decline to 
State/Unknown 

85  14.2 48 13.2 ‐1.0 ‐7.0  +13.0

 
*These calculations were done as follows: the percentage point difference is equal to (Col.5%-
Col.3%). 
**These calculations were done as follows: the percent difference is equal to [(Col.5%-
Col.3%)/Col.3%] x 100. 
***The 20% guide was calculated as follows: The Decline to State/Unknown group had a -7.0% 
decline in representation in English 151. Add 20% points to -7.0% and the guide is +13 
percentage points. The percent differences for the Hispanic and All Other Ethnicities groups 
showed only a small disproportionate placement above Decline to State/Unknown and there was 
no disproportionate impact for the White Non Hispanic group. 
 

 English 1A 
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Students Assessed and Recommended to Enroll by Gender into English 1A 

 

  Tested  Eligible  % Pts. Diff.  Percent Diff.  20% Guide 

Gender  N  %  N  %       
Male  268  44.8  79  39.3 ‐5.5 ‐12.3  +7.7

Female  328  54.8  122  60.7 +5.9 +10.8 

Undeclared  2@  0.3  0  0.0 ‐0.3 N/A 

Total  598  100%  201  100%  

*These calculations were done as follows: the percentage point difference is equal to (Col.5%-
Col.3%). 
**These calculations were done as follows: the percent difference is equal to [(Col.5%-
Col.3%)/Col.3%] x 100. 
***The 20% guide was calculated as follows: The male group had a -12.3% decline in 
representation. Add 20% points to -12.3% and the guide is +7.7 percentage points. The percent 
difference for females was beyond the +7 guide, so there is some disproportionate impact with 
more females placing into English 1A than males. 
@Results using the 20% guide should be viewed with caution when the number of students in 
any group in the tested population drops below 30. Where this occurred categories were 
collapsed in logical fashion.  
 
Students Assessed and Recommended to Enroll by Individual Age Group Categories into English 1A 

  Tested  Eligible  % Pts. Diff  Percent 
Diff. 

20% 
Guide 

Age Group  N  %  N  %       
Under 18  88  14.7 42 20.9 +6.2  +42.2 
18‐24  394  65.9 123 61.2 ‐4.7  ‐7.1 
25‐34  43  7.2 17 8.5 +1.3  +18.1 
35‐44  28@  4.7 5 2.5 ‐2.2  ‐46.8 
45‐54  31  5.2 11 5.5 +0.3  +5.8 
55‐64  12@  2.0 2 1.0 ‐1.0  ‐50.0  ‐30
65 and 
above 

2@  0.3 1 0.5 +0.2  +66.7 

Total  598  100% 201 100%    
 

*These calculations were done as follows: the percentage point difference is equal to (Col.5%-
Col.3%). 
**These calculations were done as follows: the percent difference is equal to [(Col.5%-
Col.3%)/Col.3%] x 100. 
***The 20% guide was calculated as follows: The 55-64 age group had a -50% decline in 
representation. Add 20% points to -50% and the guide is -30 percentage points. Since the percent 
differences for the Under 18, 18-24, 25-34, 45-54 age groups were beyond the -10.8 guide, there 
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was disproportionate impact with these students placed more often into English 1A. The 
disproportionate impact appears to be particularly large for the 65 and older age group although 
the number of students in this group appears to be too small to allow firm conclusions. Fewer 35-
44 year olds are placed into English 1A since -46.8 is a smaller number than -30. 
@Results using the 20% guide should be viewed with caution when the number of students in 
any group in the tested population drops below 30. Where this occurred categories were 
collapsed in logical fashion.  
 
Students Assessed and Recommended to Enroll by Collapsed Age Group Categories into English 1A 

   Tested  Eligible  % Pts. Diff  Percent 
Diff. 

20% Guide

Age Group  N  %  N  %          

Under 18‐
34 

525  87.8  182 90.5 2.7 3.1   

35 and 
above 

73  12.2  19 9.5 ‐2.7 ‐22.1  ‐2.1

Total  598  100%  201 100%       

 

*These calculations were done as follows: the percentage point difference is equal to (Col.5%-
Col.3%). 
**These calculations were done as follows: the percent difference is equal to [(Col.5%-
Col.3%)/Col.3%] x 100. 
***The 20% guide was calculated as follows: The under 35 and older age group had a -22.1% 
decline in representation. Add 20% points to -22.1% and the guide is -2.1 percentage points. 
Since the percent difference for the Under 18-34 age group is +3.1, which is larger than -2.1, 
there is a disproportionate impact relative to the 35 and above age group. Younger students were 
placed disproportionately into English 1A compared to older students. 
 
Students Assessed and Recommended to Enroll by Individual Disability Categories into English 1A 

  Tested  Eligible  % Pts. 
Diff. 

Percent 
Diff. 

20% 
Guide 

Disability  N  %  N  %       
Hearing  1@  0.2 1 0.5 +0.3 +150.0 
Visual  2@  0.3 1 0.5 +0.2 +66.7 
Mobility  7@  1.2 2 1.0 ‐0.2 ‐16.7 
Learning 
Disabled 

9@  1.5 1 0.5 ‐1.0 ‐66.7 

Psychological  8@  1.3 1 0.5 ‐0.8 ‐61.5 
Other  17@  2.8 1 0.5 ‐2.3 ‐82.1  ‐62.1
None  554  92.6 194 96.5 +3.9 +4.2 
Total  598  100% 201 100%  
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*These calculations were done as follows: the percentage point difference is equal to (Col.5%-
Col.3%). 
**These calculations were done as follows: the percent difference is equal to [(Col.5%-
Col.3%)/Col.3%] x 100. 
***The 20% guide was calculated as follows: The group with “other” disability had a -82.1% 
decline in representation. Add 20% points to -82.1% and the guide is -62.1 percentage points. 
The percent differences for the Non-disabled, Psychological, Mobility and Visually disabled 
groups were larger than the -62.1 guide, but the Hearing disabled group had the largest 
difference so there is a disproportionate impact of placement into English 1A for all students 
except Learning Disabled (-66.7 is smaller than -62.1). 
@Results using the 20% guide should be viewed with caution when the number of students in 
any group in the tested population drops below 30. Where this occurred categories were 
collapsed in logical fashion.  
 
Students Assessed and Recommended to Enroll by Collapsed Disability Categories into English 1A 

  Tested  Eligible  % Pts. 
Diff. 

Percent 
Diff. 

20% 
Guide 

Disability  N  %  N  %       
All 
Disabilities 

44  7.4 7 3.5 ‐3.9  ‐52.7  ‐32.7

None  554  92.6 194 96.5 +3.9  +4.2 
Total  598  100% 201 100%    
 

*These calculations were done as follows: the percentage point difference is equal to (Col.5%-
Col.3%). 
**These calculations were done as follows: the percent difference is equal to [(Col.5%-
Col.3%)/Col.3%] x 100. 
***The 20% guide was calculated as follows: The group with any disability had a -52.7% 
decline in representation in English 1A placement. Add 20% points to -52.7% and the guide is -
32.7 percentage points. The percent difference for the non-disabled group was larger than the -
32.7 guide indicating that students without disabilities were placed disproportionately into 
English 1A compared to disabled students.  
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Students Assessed and Recommended to Enroll by Individual Ethnicity Categories into English 1A 

  Tested  Eligible  % Pts. 
Diff. 

Percent 
Diff. 

20% 
Guide 

Ethnicity  N  %  N  %       
Af Am Non Hisp  11@  1.8 1 0.5 ‐1.3 ‐72.2  ‐52.2
Am Ind/Alaska 
Nat 

20@  3.3 4 2.0 ‐1.3 ‐39.4 

Asian  6@  1.0 3 1.5 +0.5 +50.0 
Filipino  1@  0.2 0 0.0 ‐0.2 N/A 
Hispanic  49  8.2 9 4.5 ‐3.7 ‐45.1 
Pacific Islander  3@  0.5 0 0.0 ‐0.5 N/A 
White Non‐
Hispanic 

423  70.7 152 75.6 +4.9 +6.9 

Decline to 
State/Unk 

85  14.2 32 16.0 +1.8 +12.7 

Total  598  100% 201 100%  
 

*These calculations were done as follows: the percentage point difference is equal to (Col.5%-
Col.3%). 
**These calculations were done as follows: the percent difference is equal to [(Col.5%-
Col.3%)/Col.3%] x 100. 
***The 20% guide was calculated as follows:  The African American/Non Hispanic group had a 
-72.2% decline in representation. Add 20% points to -72.2% and the guide is -52.2 percentage 
points. The percent differences for the American Indian/Alaska Native, Hispanic, White Non 
Hispanic and Decline to State/Unknown groups were well beyond the -52.2 guide, but the Asian 
group showed the largest disproportionate impact in being placed more often into English 1A. 
There was no disproportionate impact noted for Filipino or Pacific Islanders. 
@Results using the 20% guide should be viewed with caution when the number of students in 
any group in the tested population drops below 30. Where this occurred categories were 
collapsed in logical fashion.  
 
Students Assessed and Recommended to Enroll by Collapsed Ethnicity Categories into English 1A 

   Tested  Eligible  % Pts. 
Diff. 

Percent 
Diff. 

20% 
Guide 

Ethnicity  N  %  N  %          

All Other 
Ethnicities 

41  6.9  8 4.0 ‐2.9 ‐42.0   

Hispanic  49  8.2  9 4.5 ‐3.7 ‐45.1  ‐25.1

White Non‐
Hispanic 

423  70.7  152 75.6 +4.9 +6.9   

Decline to 
State/Unk 

85  14.2  32 15.9 +1.7 +12.0   

Total  598  100%  201 100%       
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*These calculations were done as follows: the percentage point difference is equal to (Col.5%-
Col.3%). 
**These calculations were done as follows: the percent difference is equal to [(Col.5%-
Col.3%)/Col.3%] x 100. 
***The 20% guide was calculated as follows:  The Hispanic group had a -45.1% decline in 
representation. Add 20% points to -45.1% and the guide is -25.1 percentage points. The percent 
difference for the White Non Hispanic was larger than -25.1, but the Decline to State/Unknown 
group showed the largest disproportionate impact in being placed more often into English 1A. 
There was no disproportionate impact noted for the All Other Ethnicities group. 
 

Total percentages do not always equal 100 due rounding differences. 
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Summary and Conclusions 
Since there were so many analyses in this report and since small numbers of students (less than 
30) necessitated the collapsing of groups, the results will be summarized only for the collapsed 
data on age, disability, and ethnicity.  

English 250 

Gender 

There was negligible disproportionate impact with a slightly greater percent of male students 
being placed into English 250 than females. 

Age 

Raw data included the following age groups: Under 18 (n=88), 18-24 (n=394), 25-34 (n=43), 35-
44 (n=28), 45-54 (n=31), 55-64 (n=12) and 65 and above (n=2). Since the data for these groups 
indicated that students 35 and older were most likely to be disproportionately placed into English 
250, these groups of the tested population were collapsed into Under 18-34 and 35 and above. 

Based on these two age groups students ages 35 and older were disproportionately placed into 
English 250 compared with under 18-34 year olds. 

Disability 

Students with disabilities (hearing, visual, mobility, learning, psychological, other) were 
disproportionately placed into English 250 compared to students without disabilities. 

Ethnicity 

Four categories were used with the collapsed ethnicity data when there were fewer than 30 
students in a given ethnic group. The resulting tested groups included: Hispanic, White Non 
Hispanic, Decline to State/Unknown and All Other Ethnicities. All Other Ethnicities collapsed 
African American Non Hispanic (n=11), American Indian/Alaska Native (n=20), Asian (n=6), 
Filipino (n=1) and Pacific Islander (n=3). 

Based on these groups students in the Decline to State/Unknown and All Other Ethnicities 
groups were disproportionately placed into English 250. However, Hispanic students showed the 
greatest disproportionate impact with a higher placement rate into English 250 compared to 
White Non Hispanic students. 

 

 English 151 

Gender 

There was no evidence of disproportionate impact for placement into English 151 by gender. 
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Age 

Students 35 and older were placed into English 151 at a slightly higher rate than students under 
18-34. 

Disability 

There was no evidence of disproportionate placement into English 151 for students with 
disabilities. 

Ethnicity 

The Hispanic and All Other Ethnicities groups showed only a small disproportionate placement 
into English 151 over the Decline to State/Unknown group and White Non Hispanic students 
were placed into English 151 at a somewhat lower rate than the Decline to State/Unknown 
group. 

 

 English 1A 

Gender 

Females were somewhat disproportionately placed into English 1A. 

Age 

Students under 18-34 were somewhat disproportionately placed into English 1A compared to 
those 35 and older. 

Disability 

Students without any disability were disproportionately placed into English 1A compared to 
students with any disability. 

Ethnicity 

Students in the White Non Hispanic and Decline to State/Unknown ethnic groups were 
disproportionately placed into English 1A compared to Hispanic and All Other Ethnicities 
groups. 
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