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Executive Summary 

In January 2011, the CUNY Task Force on System-Wide Assessment of Undergraduate Learning 
Gains (Assessment Task Force) was convened by Executive Vice Chancellor Alexandra Logue and 
charged as follows:  
 

The Chancellery wishes to identify and adopt a standardized assessment instrument to 
measure learning gains at all of CUNY’s undergraduate institutions.  The instrument 
should be designed to assess the ability to read and think critically, communicate 
effectively in writing, and measure other learning outcomes associated with general 
education at CUNY. It must be possible for each college and the University to benchmark 
learning gains against those of comparable institutions outside CUNY. It is the 
responsibility of the Task Force to identify the most appropriate instrument and to advise 
the Chancellery on how best to administer the assessment and make use of the results. 

 
The Task Force is charged with the following specific responsibilities: 
1. Taking into account psychometric quality, the alignment of the domain of the 

instrument with broad learning objectives at CUNY colleges, cost, facility of obtaining 
and using results, and the ability to benchmark results externally, select an 
assessment instrument from among those commercially available at this time. 

2. Develop recommendations for the chancellery on how the assessment should best be 
administered so as to  
a. represent each college’s undergraduate student body; 
b. generate a valid assessment of learning; 
c. facilitate comparisons across CUNY colleges and between CUNY and other 

postsecondary institutions. 
3. Develop recommendations on how the colleges and the chancellery can best use the 

results to improve teaching and learning throughout CUNY. 
 

This report primarily addresses the first component of the charge—selection of an assessment 
instrument.  A companion report will present recommendations for administering the 
instrument and using the results to improve undergraduate education at CUNY.  This report 
details the process by which the Assessment Task Force defined the cognitive abilities that the 
test should measure, identified a rubric for measuring those abilities, developed criteria for 
selecting the most appropriate test, and applied those criteria to recommend a test.   
 
The Task Force began its work by reviewing the current general education requirements and 
learning outcomes at CUNY’s 17 undergraduate colleges.  Given the impossibility of measuring 
all outcomes with a single instrument, the Task Force identified five common core learning 
outcomes:  reading, critical thinking, written communication, quantitative reasoning and 
information literacy.  These five outcomes do not represent the full range deemed essential by 
all CUNY colleges.  Consequently, an assessment instrument that measures these five abilities 
well can be just one component of a comprehensive assessment strategy. 
 



 

 

The next step for the Task Force was to specify these outcomes so that they can be measured.  
For this purpose, the Task Force adopted five of the LEAP rubrics, developed by the AAC&U as 
part of its VALUE project.  By so doing the Task Force did not endorse the rubrics, but merely 
adopted them as a convenient means of comparing the ability of the candidate assessment 
tests to discriminate the appropriate levels on the learning outcomes of interest.   
 
The Task Force reviewed the following commercially-available tests:  
 

1) The Critical Thinking Assessment Test; 
2) The Collegiate Assessment of Academic Proficiency; 
3) The Collegiate Learning Assessment; 
4) The ETS Proficiency Profile (formerly known as the Measure of Academic Proficiency and 

Progress, MAPP).  

 
The candidate tests were evaluated on the basis of 1) alignment of test purpose and design with the 
Task Force charge, 2) psychometric quality with respect to reliability and validity of test results, and 3) 
quality of the test development and administration process. 
 
The Task Force divided into three panels, each of which reviewed one assessment and presented the 
results to the full Task Force.   Subsequently, each member of the Task Force rated each of the 
candidate tests on the entire set of evaluation criteria.  If two-thirds or more of Task Force members 
(i.e., 8 or more) assigned the same rating on any criterion, consensus was achieved. 
 
The CLA was the only test to receive a consensus “outstanding” rating in any of the evaluation items – 

for content validity.  The design of the CLA tasks requires students to demonstrate the higher-order 

critical thinking and analysis skills called for in the VALUE rubrics.  The CLA also employs scoring rubrics 

that are similar in range and scaling to those of the VALUE rubrics.  In all test specification areas related 

to purpose and design, the CLA received strong consensus agreement on acceptability. 

The Task Force also reached consensus ratings of “acceptable” on all matters related to test 

development and logistics for the CLA, noting the need to conduct research on the validity of the 

electronic scoring methodology to be fully implemented soon by the Council for Aid to Education (CAE), 

the organization that develops and scores the CLA.   

In a unanimous vote, with one abstention, the Task Force recommended adoption of the CLA by CUNY.   

In addition to recommending an assessment instrument, the Task Force began to discuss how 
to administer the CLA so as to produce a valid measurement of learning gains and permit 
benchmarking against gains at non-CUNY colleges.  
 
The CLA will be administered to samples of students who are just beginning their undergraduate studies 

and to students who are nearing the end of their undergraduate career.  The sampling must be done 

randomly to produce representative results; yet random sampling will pose logistical challenges.  CUNY 

may be able to learn from other institutions how best to motivate randomly selected students to 

demonstrate their true ability on the assessment. 
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The Task Force emphasizes that the CLA assesses a limited domain and should not be regarded as a 

comprehensive measure of general education outcomes defined by CUNY colleges.  The test is not 

intended to evaluate all aspects of institutional effectiveness and is not designed to assess individual 

student or faculty performance. 

Finally, the Task Force calls attention to the fact that the national sample of colleges that have 

administered the CLA differs in important respects from the CUNY student body, and that only a handful 

of community colleges have administered the community college version of the CLA to date.  This lack of 

comparability may initially hamper CUNY’s ability to interpret its learning gains with reference to 

national averages.   All of the other candidate tests are characterized by this important constraint.   

3



 

 

Report of the 
CUNY Assessment Task Force 

 

Introduction 

Driven by the dual mandates of external accountability and a desire for improvement, colleges 
across the nation have been strengthening their ability to assess learning for the past several 
decades (see Ewell, 2009).  Accreditation bodies now uniformly require credible evidence of 
assessment.  So too have legislatures, parents, students and other stakeholders demanded 
proof that higher education delivers on its promises.   From an institutional perspective, a 
significant goal of outcomes assessment is to measure student learning gains, that is, to 
determine the “value added” by the college experience and to use that information to improve 
the quality of instruction.  The question of how much American undergraduates are learning 
reached new urgency in 2011, with the publication of Academically Adrift:  Limited Learning on 
College Campuses, which reported that a sizeable percentage of students manifest no 
measurable gain in critical thinking skills during their first two years of college (Arum and Roksa, 
2011).    
 
To be successful, assessment initiatives must be built around the regular, ongoing work of 
teaching and learning, firmly rooted in the college, its departments and the classroom 
(Hutchins, 2010).   Faculty define the learning goals of general education, degree programs and 
courses, develop an array of appropriate metrics for measuring progress toward those goals, 
and draw upon the results to improve instruction.   Ideally, assessment employs a variety of 
methods, both qualitative and quantitative, both formative and summative.   CUNY’s history of 
administering standard instruments system-wide enables its colleges to combine the 
information from system-level instruments with data derived from local assessments.    
 
For ten years, the CUNY Proficiency Exam (CPE) served as a means of assessing individual 
student proficiency in writing and quantitative reasoning.  Approved by the CUNY Board of 
Trustees in 1997 and implemented in 2001, the CPE was designed to certify that students who 
had reached the 45th credit were ready for upper division course work. Because every CUNY 
student was required to pass the test in order to graduate, it was a high-stakes examination.  In 
November 2009, Executive Vice Chancellor Alexandra Logue convened the CPE Task Force to 
evaluate the strengths and limitations of the CPE.   
 
After extensive deliberations, the CPE Task Force recommended that CUNY discontinue the use 
of the CPE (CUNY Proficiency Examination Task Force, 2010).  As a certification exam, the CPE 
had become redundant.  Nearly every student who was eligible to take the exam— by 
completing 45 credits with a 2.0 GPA or better— passed the exam.  Further, given that the CPE 
was designed by CUNY and administered only within CUNY, it could not be used to benchmark 
achievements of CUNY students against those of students at comparable institutions.  Because 
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it was administered only at a single point in time, the CPE also did not measure learning gains 
over time.  Finally, the development and administration of the test had become prohibitively 
expensive, projected at $5 million per year going forward. The Board of Trustees took action to 
discontinue the CPE in November 2010.   
 
Following Board action on the CPE, Executive Vice Chancellor Logue established a faculty-based 
task force to identify a test to assess student learning that would shift the focus from high-
stakes assessment of individual students to institutional assessment of learning gains.  In 
January 2011, the CUNY Task Force on System‐wide Assessment of Undergraduate Learning 
Gains (Assessment Task Force) was charged as follows:  
 

The Chancellery wishes to identify and adopt a standardized assessment instrument to 
measure learning gains at all of CUNY’s undergraduate institutions.  The instrument 
should be designed to assess the ability to read and think critically, communicate 
effectively in writing, and measure other learning outcomes associated with general 
education at CUNY. It must be possible for each college and the University to benchmark 
learning gains against those of comparable institutions outside CUNY. It is the 
responsibility of the Task Force to identify the most appropriate instrument and to advise 
the Chancellery on how best to administer the assessment and make use of the results. 

 
The Task Force is charged with the following specific responsibilities: 
1. Taking into account psychometric quality, the alignment of the domain of the 

instrument with broad learning objectives at CUNY colleges, cost, facility of obtaining 
and using results, and the ability to benchmark results externally, select an 
assessment instrument from among those commercially available at this time. 

2. Develop recommendations for the chancellery on how the assessment should best be 
administered so as to  
a. represent each college’s undergraduate student body; 
b. generate a valid assessment of learning; 
c. facilitate comparisons across CUNY colleges and between CUNY and other 

postsecondary institutions. 
3. Develop recommendations on how the colleges and the chancellery can best use the 

results to improve teaching and learning throughout CUNY. 
 
Candidates for the Assessment Task Force were nominated by the campuses on the basis of 
their assessment and psychometric expertise as well as their familiarity with undergraduate 
education at CUNY.  Panel members were named by the Chancellery and included 
representatives from community and senior colleges, and the Central Office.  One member, 
Kathleen Barker, was named by the University Faculty Senate.  Three additional members are 
UFS senators:  Lisa Ellis, Dahlia Remler and Ellen Belton.  A complete list of Task Force members 
follows:  

Mosen Auryan, Director of Assessment, Hunter College 
Kathleen Barker, Professor, Department of Psychology, Medgar Evers College 
Ellen Belton, Professor, Department of English, Brooklyn College 
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David Crook, University Dean for Institutional Research and Assessment, CUNY 
Margot Edlin, Faculty Fellow in Academic Affairs, Basic Educational Skills Department, 

Queensborough Community College 
Lisa Ellis, Professor, Department of Library, Baruch College 
Richard Fox, Dean for Institutional Effectiveness and Strategic Planning, Kingsborough 

Community College 
Howard Everson, Professor and Research Fellow, Center for Advanced Study in 

Education, CUNY Graduate Center 
Raymond Moy, Director of Assessment, CUNY 
Dahlia Remler, Professor, School of Public Affairs, Baruch College and Department of 

Economics, Graduate Center 
Karrin Wilks, University Dean for Undergraduate Studies, CUNY 

 
This report summarizes the work of the Assessment Task Force from its inception in January 
2011 through deliberations to the point of recommending an instrument in May 2011.  The 
Task Force discussed the methodological issues associated with assessing learning gains, and 
this report contains some initial recommendations for administering the test.  However, these 
questions merited additional deliberation, and more detailed recommendations will be 
presented in a supplementary report.   
 
 

Test Requirements 

The formal charge to the Assessment Task Force set forth a series of requirements related to 
test content, including: 1) the domain of the test will align with broad learning objectives at 
CUNY colleges; 2) the test must be capable of measuring learning gains over time; 3) the test 
must allow CUNY to benchmark college performance against that of comparable institutions 
outside of CUNY; and 4) test scores must provide information specific enough to inform the 
design of policy and practice to improve teaching and learning at individual CUNY colleges. 
 
To define the optimal domain of the test, the Task Force began with a review of the current 
general education requirements and learning outcomes at CUNY’s 17 undergraduate colleges.  
Although general education learning outcomes are structured in various ways across the 
campuses, requirements for the most part can be classified in six categories: communication 
skills (reading, writing, speaking), quantitative and scientific reasoning, critical thinking, 
research and information literacy, knowledge of arts and humanities, and civic and personal 
responsibilities.  Not all CUNY colleges have articulated outcomes in all six categories, and there 
is significant overlap of desired outcomes across the categories.   
 
Given the impossibility of capturing all outcomes with a single instrument, the Task Force 
identified the core learning outcomes common across CUNY:  reading, critical thinking, written 
communication, quantitative reasoning and information literacy.  The Task Force acknowledges 
that these competencies do not represent the full range of learning outcomes deemed essential 
by CUNY colleges and institutions across the country (see Liberal Education and America’s 
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Promise, 2007).  Nor do they adequately represent discipline-specific knowledge and 
competencies.  The assessment instrument best aligned with this restricted domain must 
therefore be seen as one component of a more comprehensive assessment system comprised 
of the many formative and summative measures tailored to assess general education learning 
outcomes. 
 
After identifying the core skills that the new assessment should measure, the Task Force sought 
to define each skill area comprehensively and from a developmental perspective in order to 
evaluate the capacity of candidate tests to measure the outcomes.  In 2007, as part of its 
Liberal Education and America’s Promise Initiative, the Association of American Colleges and 
Universities launched the VALUE project to explore the articulation and assessment of broad 
standards for undergraduate learning (VALUE: Valid Assessment of Learning in Undergraduate 
Education Project, 2007).  The VALUE project brought together hundreds of faculty and 
assessment experts from every type of postsecondary institution to develop rubrics to assess 
learning at beginning, intermediate and advanced levels of accomplishment across fifteen 
domains (Rhodes, 2010).  The rubrics were extensively field-tested (LaGuardia Community 
College was a participant), and currently are used by institutions across the country including 
several CUNY colleges.  The Task Force adopted the VALUE rubrics in reading, critical thinking, 
written communication, quantitative literacy and information literacy as a means of defining 
learning outcomes for progressively more sophisticated performance in each area.  The intent 
of the Task Force was to evaluate the power of the candidate tests to discriminate the skills and 
skill levels represented in these rubrics.   
 
 

Candidate Tests  

Given the requirement for benchmarking CUNY institutional performance against that of comparable 

institutions outside CUNY, the number of candidate tests was limited to standardized tests that are 

nationally administered.  According to the National Institute for Learning Outcomes Assessment (2011), 

only five such tests are currently available: 

1) The Critical Thinking Assessment Test; 
2) The Collegiate Assessment of Academic Proficiency; 
3) The Collegiate Learning Assessment; 
4) The ETS Proficiency Profile (formerly known as the Measure of Academic Proficiency and 

Progress, MAPP); and  
5) WorkKeys. 

 
An overview of each test is provided below (see Appendix A for sample test items).  Of the five, only the 

CAAP, CLA and ETS Proficiency Profile are used to measure student learning gains in the Voluntary 

System of Accountability (VSA). Sponsored by the American Association of State Colleges and 

Universities and the Association of Public and Land-grant Universities, the VSA was developed in 2007 

for public four-year institutions to provide comparable information on the undergraduate experience 

through a standard “college portrait.”  Currently, over 520 institutions participate in the VSA (Voluntary 
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System of Accountability, 2007).  By adopting one of the three sponsored tests, CUNY would gain the 

option of participating in the VSA.   

   

Critical Thinking Assessment Test (CAT) 
With support from the National Science Foundation, the CAT was developed in 2001 to assess and 

promote the improvement of critical thinking and real-world problem solving skills.  Six universities were 

involved in its development: Howard University, Tennessee Technological University, University of 

Colorado, University of Hawaii, University of Southern Maine, University of Texas, and the University of 

Washington. 

The CAT is designed to assess critical thinking skills by having students evaluate information, 

demonstrate creative thinking, solve problems, and write critically.  Students are allowed one hour to 

complete the two-part test.  Part I is a series of questions about real-world topics to which students 

respond in short essay format.  Part II is another series of questions that must be answered using a 

packet of eight short readings (four relevant, four irrelevant). 

Students are awarded up to 38 points, with questions varying in value from 1-5 points each.  All tests are 

scored by the administering college’s faculty, who are trained to use a detailed scoring guide. 

Collegiate Assessment of Academic Proficiency (CAAP) 
The CAAP was developed by ACT and has been in use since 1990 by two and four-year colleges to 

measure academic progress in six areas:  writing skills (usage/mechanics and rhetorical skills), writing 

(essay), mathematics, reading, critical thinking, and science.  Except for the Writing Essay, all items are 

multiple-choice. 

Writing Skills is a 72-item, 40-minute assessment of punctuation, grammar, sentence structure, 

appropriateness to audience and purpose, organization of ideas, and style. The test is based on six prose 

passages.   

The Writing Essay is comprised of two 20-minute writing tasks.  Student essays are scored 

independently by two trained raters on a holistic scale of 1-6.  

Mathematics is a 35-item, 40-minute test with questions drawn from pre-algebra, elementary algebra, 

intermediate algebra, coordinate geometry, college algebra, and trigonometry.  Approximately half of 

the items are at the basic algebra level, with the other half at the college algebra level. 

Reading is a 36 item, 40-minute test based on four prose passages, each about 900 words in length.  

Approximately 30% of the items refer directly to the text while the other 70% require making inferences 

beyond the text. 
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The Science Test is a 45-item, 40-minute test consisting of questions drawn from biological sciences, 

chemistry, physics, and the physical sciences.  There are eight passages of varying perspective, including 

data representation (33%), research summaries (54%) and conflicting viewpoints (13%).  The test items 

themselves are classified by area of scientific inquiry: understanding (23%), analyzing (51%) or 

generalizing (27%). 

The Critical Thinking Test is a 32-item, 40-minute test that measures students’ skills in analyzing (59%), 

evaluating (22%), and extending (19%) arguments.  The items are linked to one of four passages that 

present a series of sub-arguments in support of more general conclusions. 

Collegiate Learning Assessment (CLA) 
The CLA was developed by the Council for Aid to Education (CAE) as an alternative to multiple-choice 

tests of critical thinking and written communication skills.  The CLA is designed to evaluate student skills 

through cognitively challenging and realistic tasks.  It consists of the Performance Task and two types of 

Analytic Writing Tasks.  Student responses are evaluated according to analytic rubrics that can be scored 

by outside readers or computer. 

The Performance Task is a 90-minute test that requires students to answer several open-ended 

questions about a hypothetical but realistic situation.  The Performance Task includes a document 

library consisting of a range of sometimes conflicting information sources, such as letters, memos, and 

summaries of research reports, newspaper articles, maps, photographs, diagrams, tables, charts, and 

interview notes.  Students are expected to base their responses on an analysis and synthesis of 

information presented.    

There are two types of Analytic Writing tasks – Make-an-Argument, which asks students to support or 

reject a position on an issue; and Critique-an-Argument, which requires students to evaluate the validity 

of an argument presented in a prompt.  The tests are 45 and 30 minutes long respectively. 

CAE has recently begun administering the CLA at community colleges, but here the test is referred to as 

the CCLA (Community College Learning Assessment), mainly because performance comparisons are 

limited to two-year institutions.  Otherwise, the design and content of the CCLA and the CLA are the 

same. 

 

ETS Proficiency Profile (ETSPP) 
The ETSPP was developed in 1990 for use by two and four-year colleges and universities.  It is designed 

to assess learning outcomes of general education programs in order to improve the quality of 

instruction and learning. 

The ETSPP consists of 108 items, with 27 items for each subtest area measuring Critical Thinking, 

Reading, Writing, and Mathematics.  The Critical Thinking and Reading subtest items are linked to brief 

reading selections, pictures, or graphs representing three academic contexts— humanities, social 
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sciences, and natural sciences.  The Writing multiple choice items are based on sentence-level texts with 

answer alternatives that focus on the test-taker’s knowledge of grammar, syntax, and usage.  The 

Mathematics section contains word problems, computations, and algebraic equation solving at varying 

levels of difficulty.  The test can be administered in a single two-hour session or in separate testing 

sessions of one hour each.   Colleges have the option to add up to 50 of their own multiple-choice items 

and/or an essay 

WorkKeys 
WorkKeys is a job skills assessment system developed by ACT.  It tests nine foundational skills needed 

for success in the workplace, including applied mathematics, locating information, reading for 

information, applied technology, business writing, listening, teamwork, workplace observation, and 

writing.  There is a subtest for each skill area with a series of six to thirty-eight work-based questions 

that are of increasing levels of difficulty.  Most of the questions are multiple-choice.  Each subtest is 

timed and lasts between 30 and 64 minutes. 

 

Test Selection Specifications 

The candidate tests were evaluated on the basis of: 1) alignment of test purpose and design with the 

Task Force charge, 2) psychometric quality with respect to reliability and validity of test results, and 3) 

quality of the test development and administration process.  These evaluation criteria are described 

more fully below and formed the basis for detailed test evaluation guidelines developed by OIRA (see 

Appendix B).  

 

Test Purpose and Design 

The Task Force first evaluated candidate tests on the extent to which the publisher’s stated test 

purposes and design align with CUNY’s purposes for the test.  The Task Force charge identified three 

purposes:   1) measure learning gains, 2) benchmark college performance against that of comparable 

institutions, and 3) use the results to improve teaching and learning throughout CUNY. 

 

Psychometric Quality 

The psychometric quality of a test depends on the validity and reliability of its scores.   Validity refers to 

the degree to which evidence and theory support the interpretations of test scores within the proposed 

uses of the test; reliability refers to the consistency of scores when the testing procedure is repeated on 

different populations (American Educational Research Association, American Psychological Association, 

and National Council on Measurement in Education, 1999). 
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Validity.  There are three types of validity that the Task Force reviewed for each test: 1) content validity, 

2) external criterion validity, and 3) validity generalization. 

Content validity was evaluated in relation to the VALUE rubrics in reading, critical thinking, 

written communication, quantitative literacy and information literacy as described earlier.  The 

Task Force assessed how well candidate tests covered the skills and competencies in the 

rubrics, as well as the tests’ ability to differentiate among the performance levels described in the 

rubrics (see Appendix C for the VALUE rubrics).  

External criterion validity depends on how well a test’s results correlate with other known measures of 

the construct of interest.  The Task Force evaluated the extent to which candidate test scores detected 

learning gains as measured by external criteria, including scores on other tests. 

Validity generalization is the extent to which the observed validity relationships are generalizable to 

different test takers, test sessions or time periods, or other conditions in which a test might be 

administered.  The Task Force evaluated how candidate test scores were to be interpreted and used, 

and the demographic profiles of the colleges included in the norming and benchmarking of test results. 

Reliability.  To assess reliability, the Task Force reviewed the candidate tests’ technical materials for 

evidence of how stable test scores are over different forms of a test, as well as the internal consistency 

of the test items that make up a total test score.  When test scores are assigned by multiple human 

graders, inter-rater consistency was reviewed as well. 

Test Development and Administration 
The process for evaluating test development and administration took into account the four principal 

phases of test development detailed in the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing 

(American Educational Research Association, the American Psychological Association, and the National 

Council on Measurement in Education, 1999).  The four phases are: 1) delineation of the purpose(s) of 

the test and the scope of the construct or the extent of the domain to be measured; 2) development 

and evaluation of the test specifications; 3) development, field testing, evaluation, and selection of the 

items and scoring guides and procedures; and 4) assembly and evaluation of the test for operational 

use. 

The Task Force reviewed the technical manuals of candidate tests and any other documentation 

available on the test development process, looking specifically for details about the measurement 

construct being evaluated,  test design specifications, scoring methodology and test quality assessments 

gained from the field testing of multiple forms of the instrument. 

The Task Force also reviewed the administrative manuals of candidate tests or other documentation 

that specified the standard procedures for orienting students to the test, the test proctor scripts, and 

instructions for handling the test forms from the point at which they are delivered by the test publisher, 

to scoring and generation of score reports, to final disposition of used exam booklets.  Administering the 
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test to properly oriented students under standard and secure conditions is essential for gathering 

quality data. 

Finally, the Task Force reviewed the quality of the candidate tests’ score reports to the colleges.  

Evaluation criteria included the organization and lay-out of the report, the interpretability of results, and 

the availability of comparative data on both internal and external groups.  Additionally, the Task Force 

looked for the ability of the test publisher to provide customized reports. 

 

Test Evaluation Methodology 

Each of the candidate tests was reviewed using the test evaluation guidelines in Appendix B.   

Evaluations were based primarily on the materials provided by the test publishers, including sample 

tests.  A list of these materials appears in Appendix D, along with webpage links where available.  

Although WorkKeys was designed to assess some of the same skill areas as the other candidate tests 

(e.g., mathematics, reading, and writing), the target audience is high school graduates intending to enter 

the workplace.  Consequently, the Task Force did not regard WorkKeys as a viable test for assessing 

college-level learning or for benchmarking performance with institutions outside CUNY, and did not 

formally evaluate the test using the methodology below.   

For the CAT, OIRA demonstrated the review and scoring methodology to the Task Force.  To review the 

CAAP, CLA and ETSPP, the Task Force was divided into three teams.  Each team consisted of at least one 

member with test assessment or development expertise; two or three additional team members were 

assigned by lottery.  Each team reviewed the materials associated with its test and met to evaluate the 

materials against the criteria described above.  Further information was requested from test publishers 

as needed— primarily samples of test forms and score reports.  Each team presented its findings to the 

entire Task Force for discussion and further analysis.   Summaries of team presentations appear in 

Appendix E.   

 
 

Test Evaluations 

After all four presentations were complete, each member of the Task Force individually rated the 

candidate tests on the entire set of evaluation criteria, assigning scores of 1 (unacceptable--serious lack 

or deficiency), 2 (acceptable), or 3 (outstanding or highly desirable feature) to each criterion (see 

Appendix F for the test evaluation score sheet).  If two-thirds or more of Task Force members (i.e., 8 or 

more) assigned the same rating on any criterion, consensus was achieved.  Thus, if 8 or more members 

assigned a 1 rating on any criterion, a consensus of “unacceptable” was achieved for that criterion.  If 8 

or more members assigned a 2 or 3 rating (acceptable or outstanding) on any criterion, consensus on 

“acceptable” was achieved.  If a criterion ranking received fewer than 8 votes, consensus was not 

achieved.  Based on the compilation of individual ratings by Task Force members, each test received one 
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of three possible designations on each criterion: Not Acceptable (consensus on a rating of 1), Acceptable 

(consensus on a rating of 2 or 3) or No Consensus.       

 

The results of the Task Force evaluations of the candidate tests appear in Appendix F.  For each test 

under consideration, the number of Task Force members assigning a score of “1”, “2” or “3” is 

presented for each evaluation criterion.  The table below provides a summary of consensus patterns.   

Table 1: Summary of Consensus Patterns of Task Force Members’ Rankings 

Test Total “acceptable” 

consensus ranking 

Total “unacceptable” 

consensus rankings 

Total “no consensus” 

ranking 

CAT 1 0 12 

CAAP 7 1 5 

CLA 12 0 1 

ETSPP 8 2 3 

 

As indicated above, the consensus agreement on the acceptability of the CLA was greater than for any 

other test, and it did not receive any consensus ratings of unacceptable.  Further, and as detailed in 

Appendix F, the CLA received by far the fewest number of individual “unacceptable” ratings from the 

members of the Task Force.  The total number of individual member ratings of 1 (serious lack or 

deficiency) across criteria follows: CAT (58), CAAP (32), CLA (6), and ETSPP (43).   

CAT 
The Task Force found the content validity of the CAT to be its strongest feature as it requires test-takers 

to engage their critical thinking and problem solving skills as reflected in the VALUE rubrics.  However, 

the strength of the test design could not compensate for the serious deficiencies the Task Force found 

with its test development and benchmarking characteristics.  To date, only one form of the test has 

been developed.  Only one sample test prompt has been released to the public, and no test 

specifications have been published.  The Task Force determined that it lacked sufficient information to 

conduct a thorough evaluation of the CAT.  Finally, available benchmark data were limited to a sample 

of 7 colleges whose demographics were not comparable to CUNY’s.     

CAAP 
Although the members of the Task Force found the CAAP to be acceptable on many of the criteria, they 

determined that the test did not adequately reflect the VALUE rubrics.  Most of the items on the CAAP— 

including those purporting to measure skills in reading, critical thinking, science and even 
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mathematics— can more accurately be described as measuring reading comprehension.  All items are 

multiple-choice questions to be answered based on a reading prompt.  Even as reading items, the level 

of performance required by the CAAP does not go beyond the lowest levels of reading skills described in 

the VALUE rubric, for example, focusing on identifying the author’s point rather than reacting to ideas in 

the text. 

The Writing Essay section of the CAAP requires students to respond to a prompt that identifies a 

hypothetical situation and audience, the same format that was formerly used by CUNY to assess basic 

skills proficiency and readiness for freshman composition.  The Task Force viewed this as highly 

problematic given the recent work to significantly revise the CUNY basic skills test in writing to better 

reflect expectations of faculty.  Overall, the Task Force found the CAAP to be unacceptable for 

measuring core learning outcomes at CUNY, and inadequate for measuring the full range of skills 

described in the VALUE rubrics. 

CLA 
The CLA was the only test to receive a consensus “outstanding” rating in any of the evaluation items – 

for content validity.  The design of the CLA tasks requires students to demonstrate the higher-order 

critical thinking and analysis skills reflected in the VALUE rubrics.  The CLA also employs scoring rubrics 

that are similar in range and scaling to those of the VALUE rubrics.  In all test specification areas related 

to purpose and design, the CLA received strong consensus agreement on acceptability. 

In terms of psychometric quality, the CLA had acceptable ratings for all evaluation items except for 

comparability of the colleges available in the benchmarking sample to CUNY.  This lack of comparability, 

especially in terms of minority and English language learning status, was found with all candidate tests, 

whose norming populations were predominantly white and native speakers of English.  Another concern 

has to do with the paucity of community colleges in the norming population for the CLA.  The 

community-college version of the CLA, the CCLA, (which consists of the same prompts as the CLA) has 

been given at only 6 community colleges as of this writing.  The CAE will soon report results in terms of 

performance levels on the scoring rubrics rather than against norming populations, a fact not reflected 

in the rankings by the Task Force.  The CAE will report the percent of test takers at each score point on 

the rubric, and in particular the percent reaching a “proficient” level of performance.  Neither the CAAP 

nor the ETSPP can report scores in this way since their results are all norm based. 

The Task Force also reached consensus ratings of “acceptable” on all matters related to test 
development and logistics for the CLA. However, because the CAE has recently implemented 
machine scoring for all of its unstructured response tests, the Task Force recommends that the 
University obtain more information about the validity of the scoring process and consider the 
possible implications for the interpretation of test scores. 

ETSPP  
The strength of the ETSPP is principally in its technical execution.  It is closest to the CAAP in design - 

focusing on multiple-choice answers in response to texts.  However, the texts are much shorter and the 
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number of items far fewer.  The items in the ETSPP are developed for their efficiency in discriminating 

total test score differences in the norming population, and do not reflect the learning outcomes in the 

VALUE rubrics.  The Task Forces gave the ETSPP low ratings for content validity, and for the capacity of 

the test to measure CUNY’s core learning outcomes. 

Cost 
The costs of administering the tests were obtained from the respective test websites.  Task Force 

members reviewed cost information, but cost did not emerge as a primary consideration in the 

evaluation of candidate tests.  Table 2 provides a cost comparison for testing 200 freshmen and 200 

seniors per college. The cost of incentives is not included in these estimates.   

 

Table 2 

Estimated Annual Cost of Administering CAT, CAAP, CLA and ETSPP  

to a Sample of 200 Freshmen and 200 Seniors per College 

 

 

 CAT CLA CAAP ETSPP 

Number testeda 7,200 7,200 7,200 7,200 

Set up per college $550 $6,500b   

Cost per unit $5.00 $25.00 $19.20 $14.80 

Scoring of essay $11.00c NA $13.50 $5.00 

Total cost of scoring $125,100 $207,000 $235,440 $142,560 

a
 18 colleges with 400 students each 

b
 Includes testing and scoring of 200 students per college.  Additional students are $25 each. 

c
 CAT trains college faculty to score.  The scoring cost is an estimate based on the average per paper 

scoring cost for the CATW. 

 

 

 

Task Force Recommendations 

The primary objective of the charge to the Task Force was to identify a standardized assessment 

instrument to measure learning gains at all of CUNY’s undergraduate institutions.  The selection of a test 

is but a first step in the implementation of an assessment system designed to gather reliable and valid 

data, and to interpret and use the results to inform the teaching and learning process.  This report 
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contains the Task Force’s recommendations for a test instrument.  A supplementary report will provide 

guidance on test administration and use of test results by faculty and academic administrators. 

 

Test Selection 
After a review and discussion of the tallies of rankings for all criteria, as well as the patterns of 

consensus across candidate tests, the Task Force voted unanimously— with one abstention— to 

recommend adoption of the CLA.     

Of the tests commercially available, the CLA is the only instrument that adequately meets design and 

quality requirements identified by the Task Force.  Most significantly, the CLA addresses the following 

core learning outcomes for general education programs across CUNY: reading, critical thinking, written 

communication, quantitative literacy, and information literacy.  Further, the CLA is the only test that can 

adequately measure the range of abilities described by the VALUE rubrics.   

The Task Force does not, however, endorse the CLA for all purposes.  CLA results are intended for use in 

evaluating learning outcomes only at the institutional level and primarily as a “signaling tool to highlight 

differences in programs that can lead to improvements in teaching and learning” (from the introduction 

to the sample 2009-2010 CLA Institutional Report).  As indicated earlier, the CLA assesses learning in a 

limited domain and cannot be regarded as a comprehensive measure of general education outcomes as 

currently defined by CUNY colleges or as may be defined by the Pathways initiative.  The test is not 

intended to evaluate all aspects of institutional effectiveness and is not designed to assess individual 

student or faculty performance.  The Task Force also urges caution with respect to interpreting the 

available benchmarking data.  In its standard report to participating colleges, the CAE provides data 

comparing the learning gains at each college to gains measured in the national sample.  The validity of 

these comparisons may be affected by the extent to which the colleges comprising the benchmark 

sample resemble CUNY and the degree to which the sample of tested students in the benchmark 

colleges reflects the total population of undergraduates in those colleges.   

Implementation and Logistics 
The Task Force identified sampling design, motivation of students, and involvement of faculty as keys to 

the successful implementation of the CLA.  Sampling must be conducted carefully so that the test results 

accurately reflect the level of learning and unique demographics at each CUNY institution.  Because the 

test is not high stakes, CUNY must devise a strategy for encouraging test takers to demonstrate their 

true abilities on the test.  Finally, unless faculty believe that the test is a valuable tool for assessing the 

learning goals they are attempting to advance in their own classrooms, the information generated by 

the assessment will not become a resource for improving learning outcomes of undergraduate students.  

Sampling Design.  To measure learning gains, CUNY must choose either a cross-sectional or a 

longitudinal design.  In a cross-sectional study, random samples of freshmen and seniors are drawn 

during the school year— freshmen in the fall and seniors in the spring.  In a longitudinal study, a group 
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of freshmen is tested in their first year, and then again as seniors.  In theory, the two designs should 

yield equivalent results.   However, both designs present challenges associated with the treatment of 

drop-outs and transfer students, and solutions to these issues must be standardized if the measurement 

of gains is to be benchmarked across institutions.  Because of the multi-year period required to execute 

a longitudinal design, the Task Force endorses a cross-sectional design.  Moreover, because CUNY 

wishes to use the same instrument to test learning outcomes at all of its colleges—community and 

senior—the Task Force recommends testing  students at the beginning of their academic career, at 

roughly the 60th credit, and for students pursuing the bachelors degree, when approaching the 120th 

credit.  Finally, in developing a sampling scheme, analysts must take into account the numbers of ESL 

and remedial students, and the appropriateness of including them in the college’s representative 

sample.  Both groups may face special challenges in a timed testing situation. 

The methodological issues of sampling will have a direct effect not only on assessments of 
learning at the institutional level, but also on calculations of learning gains and subsequent 
derivations of the learning gains to be ascribed to the college rather than to natural maturation.  
A further complication to measuring learning gains is determining the nature and significance of 
any gain.  The assessment of learning gains must take into account changes in performance 
from one point in time to the next, as well as gain relative to specific standards.  With both 
methodological and substantive complexities in play, the Task Force recommends caution in the 
initial administrations of the test and the use of multiple alternative measures to help in the 
interpretation of results. 
 
Motivation of Students.  Students must be motivated to demonstrate their true abilities on the 

assessment.  The challenges associated with this goal have been the focus of research on the CLA as well 

as the subject of implementation surveys among colleges participating in CLA testing. It is recommended 

that the University review these studies and consult with colleges that have demonstrated success 

administering the CLA using a sampling scheme to recruit test takers. 

Engaging Faculty and Academic Administrators.  Some institutions have reported success in fostering a 

campus culture for assessment and improvement.   When faculty and students are committed to 

assessment, the challenges of student motivation are reduced.  At CUNY, we should integrate the CLA 

into existing assessment initiatives to garner support for the test.  The University should create a 

communication campaign to convince faculty and students that the results of the CLA can be used to 

improve the quality of undergraduate education at CUNY. 
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Appendix A 
Sample Test Items 

CAT 
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WorkKeys 

Level 5 Reading for Information Sample Item 

 

Goldberg's Auto Parts is served by more than fifty 

different accounts, each with its own sales 

representative, company name, corporate address, and 

shipping address. As a shipping and receiving clerk at 

Goldberg's, you are required to return defective 

merchandise to the manufacturer. 

 

Standard procedure for returning an item begins with 

your written request to the company for authorization. 

Always send the request to the corporate address, not to 

the shipping address. Unless the company file folder 

contains a form for this procedure, write a business 

letter to the manufacturer supplying the item's stock 

number, cost, and invoice number; the date it was 

received; and the reason for its return. The 

manufacturer's reply will include an authorization 

number from the sales representative, a sticker for you 

to place on the outside of the box to identify it as an 

authorized return, and a closing date for the company's 

acceptance of the returned item. If you do not attach the 

provided sticker, your returned box will be refused by 

the manufacturer as unauthorized, and you will need to 

obtain a new letter, authorization, sticker, and closing 

date. Always send a returned box to the shipping 

address, not to the company's corporate address.  

According to the policy shown, what should you do if you lose an authorization sticker? 

1. Send a request for a return authorization along with the rejected part directly to the 

manufacturer's shipping address. 

2. Send a request for return authorization along with the rejected part directly to the 

manufacturer's corporate address. 

3. Repeat the standard procedure to obtain a new letter, authorization, sticker, and closing 

date. 

4. Use a sticker from another company's folder. 

5. Send the rejected part to your sales representative. 
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Appendix B 
Test Evaluation Scoring Guide 

 
Task Force on Learning Outcomes Assessment 

Test Evaluation Scoring Guide 

 

Specification Basis of evaluation Test evaluation scoring 

Test purpose 
and design are 
consistent with 
the Task Force 
charge and  
with CUNY 
learning 
objectives 

Tests are to be used to: 

 Measure learning gains 

 Benchmark college performance against that of 
comparable institutions outside CUNY 

 Improve teaching and learning throughout CUNY 
 
Core learning outcomes across CUNY: 

 Reading 

 Critical thinking 

 Written communication 

 Quantitative literacy 

 Information literacy 

1. Test has a significant misalignment with task 
force purposes 

2. Test is mostly aligned with task force purposes. 

3. Test is aligned with task force purposes with 
some outstanding feature(s) that deserve 
attention. 

Psychometric 
quality 

Content Validity 
Do the test tasks require the test-taker to use the skills 
and competencies described in the relevant LEAP 
VALUE rubrics? 
 
Does the scoring of the tasks reflect the progression of 
rubric skill levels? 
 
 

1. Test content has a significant misalignment with 
the VALUE rubrics 

2. Test content is mostly aligned with the VALUE 
rubrics  

3. Test content is closely aligned with the VALUE 
rubrics. 

External Criterion Validity 
What evidence is there that the test detects learning 
gains at the institutional level? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Little or no evidence of external validity with 
other indicators of the learning outcome(s) of 
interest. 

2. Consistent evidence of external validity. 
3. Strong evidence of external validity. 
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Specification Basis of evaluation Test evaluation scoring 

Validity generalization 
Does the test developer clearly set forth how test 
scores are to be interpreted and used? 
 
Are there other participating colleges in its database of 
results that are comparable to those of CUNY and can 
serve in a benchmarking function? 
 

1. Test scores have weak or faulty interpretability 
beyond the tested sample. 

2. Test scores are linked to an interpretable scale. 
3. Test scores are linked to an interpretable scale 

that has actionable implications. 

Score accuracy for institution-level comparisons 
 
Reliability 
What evidence is there for stability of scores over 
different items or forms of the test? 
 
If tests are scored by humans, what is the inter-rater 
reliability of scores? 
 
Does the test developer provide guidance for sampling 
covariates, e.g., ESL status, gender, race? 
 

1. Weak evidence of reliability over test items or 
raters. 

2. Acceptable evidence of reliability over test items 
(or forms) and raters. 

3. Precision of measurement allows detection of 
small changes in ability. 

Test 
Development & 
Logistics 

Is there a technical manual that describes the test 
development process, test specifications, scoring 
rubrics, field testing, and availability of multiple parallel 
forms? 
 
Is there a test administration manual that describes the 
testing protocol and any special testing requirements, 
e.g., online administration, administrator certification, 
test-taker preparation materials, scoring protocols 
 
How are test results communicated to the colleges? 
What guidance is there for score interpretation with 
respect to benchmarking and learning gains?  

1. Little or no documentation. 
2. Documentation is adequate. 
3. Documentation is detailed and complete. 
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Appendix C 

 

VALUE Rubrics for the Core 

Learning Outcomes at CUNY 

 
The VALUE (Valid Assessment of Learning in Undergraduate Education) rubrics  were 
developed under the auspices of the Association of American Colleges and 
Universities (AAC&U) by teams of faculty and other academic and student affairs 
professionals from across the United States.  Each VALUE rubric contains the most 
common and broadly shared criteria or core characteristics considered critical for 
judging the quality of student work in that outcome area.  From the 15 rubrics 
developed by AAC&U, the 5 rubrics appearing in Appendix C, are those that are 
common to all CUNY colleges. 
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Appendix D 
List of Test Evaluation Materials 

 

Test Review materials URL link 

CAT Critical Thinking Assessment Test - Overview http://www.tntech.edu/cat/home/ 

Critical Thinking Assessment Test – Features http://www.tntech.edu/cat/overview/ 

Critical Thinking Assessment Test – Technical http://www.tntech.edu/cat/technical/ 

Critical Thinking Assessment Test – Skills http://www.tntech.edu/cat/skills/ 

Critical Thinking Assessment Test – 
Development 

http://www.tntech.edu/cat/development/ 

General features of the CAT Test – Test 
specifications 

http://commons.gc.cuny.edu/groups/task-force-on-
assessment/documents/CAT Info - Test Specs 

Sample CAT Institutional Report http://commons.gc.cuny.edu/groups/task-force-on-
assessment/documents/CAT Info - Sample Results Report 

Faculty Driven Assessment of Critical Thinking: 
National Dissemination of the CAT Instrument 
(Barry Stein, 2010) 

http://www2.tntech.edu/cat/presentations/CISSE2010.pdf 

Assessing Critical Thinking in STEM and Beyond  
(Barry Stein A. H., 2007) 

http://www.tntech.edu/images/stories/cp/cat/reports/Inno
vationschapter.pdf 

Project CAT: Assessing Critical Thinking Skills 
(Barry Stein A. H., 2006) 

http://www.tntech.edu/images/stories/cp/cat/reports/Proj
ectCat_NSF_NationalSTEMAssessmentConference.pdf 

CAAP CAAP Technical Handbook 2008-2009 http://www.act.org/caap/resources.html 

Test Validity Study (TVS) of the CAAP, MAAP 
and CLA 

http://www.voluntarysystem.org/docs/reports/TVSReport_
Final.pdf 

CAAP Student Guide http://www.act.org/caap/pdf/userguide.pdf 

CAAP Guide to Successful General Education 
Outcomes Assessment 

http://www.act.org/caap/resources.html 

List of CAAP users broken down by college type http://www.act.org/caap/resources.html 

Use of CAAP for the VSA http://www.act.org/caap/pdf/10_11VSAGuidelines.pdf 
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http://www.tntech.edu/cat/home/
http://www.tntech.edu/cat/overview/
http://www.tntech.edu/cat/technical/
http://www.tntech.edu/cat/skills/
http://www.tntech.edu/cat/development/
http://commons.gc.cuny.edu/groups/task-force-on-assessment/documents/CAT
http://commons.gc.cuny.edu/groups/task-force-on-assessment/documents/CAT
http://commons.gc.cuny.edu/groups/task-force-on-assessment/documents/CAT
http://commons.gc.cuny.edu/groups/task-force-on-assessment/documents/CAT
http://www2.tntech.edu/cat/presentations/CISSE2010.pdf
http://www.tntech.edu/images/stories/cp/cat/reports/Innovationschapter.pdf
http://www.tntech.edu/images/stories/cp/cat/reports/Innovationschapter.pdf
http://www.tntech.edu/images/stories/cp/cat/reports/ProjectCat_NSF_NationalSTEMAssessmentConference.pdf
http://www.tntech.edu/images/stories/cp/cat/reports/ProjectCat_NSF_NationalSTEMAssessmentConference.pdf
http://www.act.org/caap/resources.html
http://www.voluntarysystem.org/docs/reports/TVSReport_Final.pdf
http://www.voluntarysystem.org/docs/reports/TVSReport_Final.pdf
http://www.act.org/caap/pdf/userguide.pdf
http://www.act.org/caap/resources.html
http://www.act.org/caap/resources.html
http://www.act.org/caap/pdf/10_11VSAGuidelines.pdf


 
 

Test Review materials URL link 

User Norms 2008-2009 http://www.act.org/caap/resources.html 

ACT College Learning Outcomes Assessment 
Planning Guide 

http://www.act.org/caap/pdf/CAAP_Booklet.pdf 

Sample Insitutional Summary Report http://www.act.org/caap/report_summary.html 

CLA Architecture of the CLA Tasks http://www.collegiatelearningassessment.org/files/Architec
ture_of_the_CLA_Tasks.pdf 

CLA Scoring Criteria http://www.collegiatelearningassessment.org/files/CLAScori
ngCriteria.pdf 

CAE Board Statement onAppropriate Uses of 
the CLA 

http://www2.ed.gov/about/bdscomm/list/hiedfuture/4th-
meeting/benjamin.pdf 

Sample 2009-2010 CLA Institutional Report http://www.collegiatelearningassessment.org/files/CLA_091
0_Report_University_College2.pdf 

CLA Frequently Asked Technical Questions http://www.collegiatelearningassessment.org/files/CLA_Tec
hnical_FAQs.pdf 

Incentives, Motivation, and Performance on a 
Low-Stakes Test of College Learning (Steedle, 
2010) 

http://www.collegiatelearningassessment.org/files/Steedle_
2010_Incentives_Motivation_and_Performance_on_a_Lo
w-Stakes_Test_of_College_Learning.pdf 

Improving the Reliability and Interpretability of 
Value-Added Scores for Post-Secondary 
Institutional Assessment Programs (Steedle, 
2010) 

http://www.collegiatelearningassessment.org/files/Steedle_
2010_Improving_the_Reliability_and_Interpretability_of_
Value-Added_Scores_for_Post-
Secondary_Institutional_Assessment_Programs.pdf 

Sample 2009-2010 CCLA Institutional http://www.collegiatelearningassessment.org/ - Request 
directly from CAE. 

Sample score report showing breakdown by 
dimension 

http://www.collegiatelearningassessment.org/ - Request 
directly from CAE. 

 
 
 
 

ETS PP ETS Proficiency Profile Overview http://www.ets.org/proficiencyprofile/about 
 

ETS Proficiency Profile User’s Guide, 2010 http://www.ets.org/s/proficiencyprofile/pdf/Users_Guide.p
df 
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AllTabs.pdf 
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Test Review materials URL link 
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Appendix E 
Team Presentation Summaries 

 

Name of Test:  CAT Sample presentation to Task Force 

 

Specification Basis of evaluation Test information 

Test purpose 

and design are 

consistent with 

the Task Force 

charge and  

with CUNY 

learning 

objectives 

Tests are to be used to: 

 Measure learning gains 

 Benchmark college performance against that of 
comparable institutions outside CUNY 

 Improve teaching and learning throughout CUNY 
 

Core learning outcomes across CUNY: 

 Reading 

 Critical thinking 

 Written communication 

 Quantitative literacy 

 Information literacy 

CAT is designed to assess and promote the 

improvement of critical thinking and real-world 

problem solving skills. 

 Sensitive to class and course effects 

 Suitable for value-added analyses 

 National norms 
 

CAT is scored by the institution’s own faculty.  

Faculty are encouraged to use the CAT as a model for 

developing authentic assessments and learning 

activities that improve students’ critical thinking. 

 

From Bloom’s Taxonomy of Cognitive Skills, the CAT 

is focused on those higher than the knowledge level: 

 Knowledge (rote retention) 

 Comprehension 

 Application 

 Analysis 

 Synthesis 

 Evaluation 
 

Skills assessed by CAT: 

Evaluating Information 

 Separate factual information from inferences. 

 Interpret numerical relationships in graphs. 

 Understand the limitations of correlational 
data. 

 Evaluate evidence and identify inappropriate 
conclusions. 

Creative Thinking 

46



 
 

Specification Basis of evaluation Test information 

 Identify alternative interpretations for data or 
observations. 

 Identify new information that might support or 
contradict a hypothesis. 

 Explain how new information can change a 
problem. 

Learning and problem Solving 

 Separate relevant from irrelevant information. 

 Integrate information to solve problems. 

 Learn and apply new information. 

 Use mathematical skills to solve real-world 
problems. 

Communication 

 Communicate ideas effectively. 

Psychometric 

quality 

Content Validity 

Do the test tasks require the test-taker to use the skills 

and competencies described in the relevant LEAP 

VALUE rubrics? 

 

Does the scoring of the tasks reflect the progression of 

rubric skill levels? 

 

 

General Features of the CAT Test 

 

Sample Disclosed Question 

 

There are 15 questions on the CAT that ask the test 

taker to: 

1. Summarize the pattern of results in a graph 
without making inappropriate inferences. 

2. Evaluate how strongly correlational-type data 
supports a hypothesis. 

3. Provide alternative explanations for a pattern 
of results that has many possible causes. 

4. Identify additional information needed to 
evaluate a hypothesis. 

5. Evaluate whether spurious information 
strongly supports a hypothesis. 

6. Provide alternative explanations for spurious 
associations. 

7. Identify additional information needed to 
evaluate a hypothesis. 

8. Determine whether an invited inference is 
supported by specific information. 

9. Provide relevant alternative interpretations for 
a specific set of results. 

10. Separate relevant from irrelevant information 
when solving a real-word problem. 

11. Use and apply relevant information to evaluate 
a problem. 

12. Use basic mathematical skills to help solve a 
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Specification Basis of evaluation Test information 

real-world problem. 
13. Identify suitable solutions for a real-world 

problem using relevant information. 
14. Identify and explain the best solution for a real-

world problem using relevant information. 
15. Explain how changes in a real-world problem 

situation might affect the solution. 

External Criterion Validity 

What evidence is there that the test detects learning 

gains at the institutional level? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CAT with 

ACT   .501 

SAT   .516 

Academic Profile  .562 

GPA   .295 

CCTST   .645 

CAAP   .691 

NESSE memorizing -.341 

 # of books  .277 

 Thinking Crit .244 

 Capstone  .231 
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Specification Basis of evaluation Test information 

Validity generalization 

Does the test developer clearly set forth how test 

scores are intended to be interpreted and used? 

 

Are there other participating colleges in its database of 

results that are comparable to those of CUNY and can 

serve in a benchmarking function? 

 

Scores reported in raw score scale. 

 

Breakdown of sample by gender, college year, age, 

English proficiency, race. 

 

Point distribution by item. 

 

Mean performance by item – raw score & % of total 

 

Comparison of item means with national sample 

 

Comparison of pre and post test scores. 

 

Score accuracy for institution-level comparisons 

 

Reliability 

What evidence is there for stability of scores over 

different items or forms of the test? 

 

If tests are scored by humans, what is the inter-rater 

reliability of scores? 

 

Does the test developer provide guidance for sampling 

covariates, e.g., ESL status, gender, race? 

 

Test-retest  .80 

Inter-rater  .82 

Internal constituency .695 

 

No differential item functioning by culture. 

 

Controlling for SAT, GPA, and ESL status showed no 

gender or race effects on CAT performance. 
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Specification Basis of evaluation Test information 

Test 

Development & 

Logistics 

Is there a technical manual that describes the test 

development process, test specifications, scoring 

rubrics, field testing, and availability of multiple parallel 

forms? 

 

Is there a test administration manual that describes the 

testing protocol and any special testing requirements, 

e.g., online administration, administrator certification, 

test-taker preparation materials, scoring protocols 

 

How are test results communicated to the colleges? 

What guidance is there for score interpretation with 

respect to benchmarking and learning gains?  

Detailed scoring guide. 

 

Faculty scoring of tests. 

 

Score Report 
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Task Force on Learning Outcomes Assessment 

Test Evaluation Worksheet 

 

Name of Test:  CAAP Evaluator(s): Ray, Mosen, David      

 

Specification Basis of evaluation Test information 

Test purpose 

and design are 

consistent with 

the Task Force 

charge and  

with CUNY 

learning 

objectives 

Tests are to be used to: 

 Measure learning gains 

 Benchmark college performance against that of 
comparable institutions outside CUNY 

 Improve teaching and learning throughout CUNY 
 

Core learning outcomes across CUNY: 

 Reading 

 Critical thinking 

 Written communication 

 Quantitative literacy 

 Information literacy 

The Collegiate Assessment of Academic Proficiency 

(CAAP) was designed to assess academic 

achievement in Reading, Writing, Mathematics, 

Science, and Critical Thinking.  The tests can be 

used modularly to test each area separately. 

Purpose: CAAP tests are used by both 2 and 4-year 

institutions to measure the academic progress 

of students and to help determine the 

educational development of individual students. 

 Group Basis – 1) to help institutions improve 
their instructional programs by measuring 
student progress in acquiring core academic 
skills; 2) to provide evidence that gen ed 
objectives are being met, document change 
in students’ performance levels from one 
educational point to another; 3) provide 
differential performance comparisons in 
gen ed instructional programs within an 
institution; 4) compare local performance 
with that of other populations (e.g., similar 
insitutions across the nation). 

 Individual Basis – 1) to indicate a student’s 
readiness for further education; 2) to 
identify interventions needed for 
subsequent student success; and 3) to 
assure some specified level of skill mastery 
prior to graduation or program completion. 

Note: Care should be taken when using CAAP 

results for these purposes.  Local research 

should be conducted on the specific 

application of the CAAP program whenever 

possible.  In addition, CAAP results should 

be used in a manner that will benefit 

students as well as institutions. 

Aside from information literacy the match with 

CUNY objectives is acceptable. 
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Specification Basis of evaluation Test information 

Psychometric 

quality 

Content Validity 

Do the test tasks require the test-taker to use the skills 

and competencies described in the relevant LEAP 

VALUE rubrics? 

 

Does the scoring of the tasks reflect the progression of 

rubric skill levels? 

 

 

Reading test (Item D, p.50) 

 Referring skills 

 Reasoning skills 

 Sample booklet (Commons, doc 6o) 
Writing Skills (Item D, p.48) 

 Punctuation 

 Grammar 

 Sentence structure 

 Organization 

 Strategy 

 Style 

 Sample booklet (Commons, doc 6p) 
Writing Essay (Item D, p.53) 

 Formulating an assertion 

 Supporting the assertion 

 Organizing major ideas 

 Clear effective language 

 Sample booklet (Commons, doc 6q) 
Mathematics 

 Prealgebra 

 Elementary Algebra 

 Intermediate Algebra 

 Coordinate Geometry 

 Sample booklet (Commons, doc 6r) 
Science 

 Understanding 

 Analyzing 

 Generalizing 

 Sample booklet (Commons, doc, 6s) 
Critical Thinking 

 Analysis of Elements of Arguments 

 Evaluation of Arguments 

 Extension of Arguments 

 Sample booklet (Commons, doc. 6t) 
Content Validity Assessment: 

 All subtests involve the reading skill. 

 All VALUE rubrics require a higher level of 
student thought or production than is 
required by the CAAP test items. 

Except for the writing essay, and most parts of the 

mathematics sections, the test items are basically  
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Specification Basis of evaluation Test information 

External Criterion Validity 

What evidence is there that the test detects learning 

gains at the institutional level? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See Chapter 7, Tech Handbook 

Criterion-Related Validity Evidence for CAAP Scores 

***CAAP as a measure of students’ academic 

knowledge & skills:  

If sophomore CAAP scores and college GPA are both 

considered reliable and valid measures of academic 

skills acquired during the first two years of college, 

then there should be a statistical relationship 

between these variables. To test this assumption, 

sophomore CAAP scores were used to model 

sophomore GPAs. 

The median (cross-institutions) correlation 

between: 

Cumulative English GPA and CAAP was 0.37 (range 

of 0.26 to 0.57) 

Cumulative Math GPA and CAAP was 0.34 (range 

0.11 to 0.40) 

Overall GPA with CAAP writing skills was 0.36 

Overall GPA with CAAP Math skills was 0.35 

Overall GPA with CAAP Reading skills was 0.38 

Overall GPA with CAAP Critical Thinking was 0.34 

***CAAP as a predictive measure:  

If junior course grades and GPAs are reliable and 

valid measures of junior-year academic 

performance, and if sophomore CAAP scores are 

valid measures of the skills needed to succeed in 

the junior year, then there should be a statistical 

relationship between sophomore CAAP score and 

junior-year grades and GPAs (use of regression 

model). 

The median (across institutions) correlation 

between junior GPAs and corresponding sophomore 

CAAP test scores were all moderately positive 

CAAP Critical Thinking with Junior English GPA was 
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Specification Basis of evaluation Test information 

0.32 

CAAP Writing with Junior English GPA was 0.25 

CAAP Reading score with junior GPA was 0.25 

CAAP Math score with Junior Math GPA was 0.23 

Junior cumulative overall GPA, was somewhat more 

strongly associated with CAAP objective test scores 

that was junior non-cumulative overall GPA (e.e., 

median correlations between these GPA variables 

and CAAP Critical Thinking scores were 0.35 & 0.26, 

respectively. 

Validity generalization 

Does the test developer clearly set forth how test 

scores are intended to be interpreted and used? 

 

Are there other participating colleges in its database of 

results that are comparable to those of CUNY and can 

serve in a benchmarking function? 

 

***CAAP as a measure of educational change: 

If CAAP scores are valid for measuring change over 

time, then CAAP score of sophomores should be 

greater than the CAAP scores of the freshmen. 

Note: Comparisons were made without any 

adjustment for academic skills or persistence. Using 

unadjusted cross-sectional data can tend to 

overestimate change. 

The CAAP scores were compared using ANCOVA 

(institution and educational level were the main 

effects, and the ACT Assessment Composite score 

was the covariate. The ANCOVA analyses were 

based on data for persisting students only, pooled 

across institutions. 

Results: Averaged scores on the CAAP objective 

tests increased from the freshmen to the 

sophomore year.  

Score accuracy for institution-level comparisons 

 

Reliability 

What evidence is there for stability of scores over 

different items or forms of the test? 

Reliability is an estimate of the consistency of test 

scores across repeated measurements. The Kuder-

Richardson Formula 20 (K-R 20) reliability estimates 

are reported in Table 4.5 for two forms of the CAAP 

examinations (Tech. handbook, page 15 & 16) 

Test Validity Study (TVS) Report: 

Three assessment of collegiate learning were 
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Specification Basis of evaluation Test information 

 

If tests are scored by humans, what is the inter-rater 

reliability of scores? 

 

Does the test developer provide guidance for sampling 

covariates, e.g., ESL status, gender, race? 

 

administered as part of the Test Validity Study 

(TVS): CAAP, CLA, & MAPP. A total of 13 tests 

administered at each of the study’s 13 schools 

between Aug. 2008 and Nov. 2008. Each of the 13 

campuses was responsible for recruiting a sample of 

46 freshman and 46 seniors. 

Conducted analyses on student- and school-level 

data. Student-level data can be used to identify 

remediation needs, whereas school-level data may 

be used to inform policy, resource allocation, and 

programmatic decisions. In the report, the authors 

attempt to answer three questions: 

First, we asked whether scores from tests that 

purport to measure the same construct (critical 

thinking, reading, etc.) and employ the same 

response format (MC or constructed-response) are 

correlated higher with each other that with tests 

that measures different constructs and/or employ a 

different response format. A high positive 

correlation between two tests indicates that schools 

that obtain high score on one test also tend to 

obtain high scores on the other test. These 

correlations were computed separately using 

freshman class means and senior class means, and 

the two were averaged. See Table 2b (school-level 

matrix with standard correlation shown above the 

diagonal and reliabilities shown on the diagonal.  

To evaluate the simultaneous effects of construct 

and response format on the correlations, average 

correlations with other measures were computed 

and arranged in Table 3-B (school-level data). As 

expected, the highest correlations appear in the 

“same construct-same format” column, and the 

lowest correlations tend to appear in the “different 

construct, different format” column. Comparing the 

first and the third data columns provides an 

indicator or the effect of construct (holding 

response format constant). 

Second, is the difference in average scores between 

freshmen and seniors related to the construct 

tested, response format, or test’s publisher? 
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Specification Basis of evaluation Test information 

By creating an index (effect size), we could measure 

score gains between freshman & seniors in unit of 

SD. Seniors had higher mean scores than freshman 

on all the tests except for the math module. Note 

the effect sizes were not significantly different from 

zero. (TVS Report, Page 27) 

Adjusted Effect Size: Controlling for differences in 

entering abilities 

Third, What are the reliabilities of school-level 

scores on different tests of college learning? 

School-level reliabilities reflect the consistency of 

school’s mean score across theoretical repeated 

examinations with different samples of students. 

Table 5 provides a summary of school-level 

reliability coefficients for the measures. Score 

reliability is not a major concern when using school 

level results with sample sizes comparable to those 

obtained for this study – score reliability was high 

on all 13 tests (mean was 0.87 and the lowest value 

was 0.75) 

Overall, when the school was the unit of analysis, 

there were very high correlations among all the 

measures, very high score reliabilities, and 

consistent effect sizes. 

Test 

Development & 

Logistics 

Is there a technical manual that describes the test 

development process, test specifications, scoring 

rubrics, field testing, and availability of multiple parallel 

forms? 

 

Is there a test administration manual that describes the 

testing protocol and any special testing requirements, 

e.g., online administration, administrator certification, 

test-taker preparation materials, scoring protocols 

 

How are test results communicated to the colleges? 

What guidance is there for score interpretation with 

respect to benchmarking and learning gains?  

ACT provides a comprehensive CAAP supervisor’s 

Manual with step-by-step instructions on how to 

administer and interpret tests. 

Standard CAAP Reporting package consists of five 

components: the Institutional Summary Report, 

Student Score reports, The Student Roster Report, 

Certificates of Achievement, and the Score Report 

Interpretive Guide (See Appendix B) 

In addition, additional fee-based reports include Data 

CD & Combined Institutional Summary Report. The 

institutional Summary Report provides faculty with a 

“snapshot” of students’ learning on a group basis at 

one point in time.  The average score or quartile 

groupings can be used as performance indicators for 
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Specification Basis of evaluation Test information 

the institutions. 

Furthermore, ACT offers research reports that 

provide additional utility from CAAP test results – 

CAAP Linkage Reports demonstrates student 

“performance gain” and Content Analysis Reports 

provide information about student performance 

within specific content areas of a given test module 

Cost 

Test publisher’s stated costs 

Costs to be borne by the institution (e.g., computer lab, 

proctors, test scorers, etc.) 
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Task Force on Learning Outcomes Assessment 

Test Evaluation Worksheet 

 

Name of Test:  CLA Evaluator(s): R.Fox, H.Everson, K. Barker, M. Edlin 

Specification Basis of evaluation Test information 

Test purpose 

and design are 

consistent with 

the Task Force 

charge and  

with CUNY 

learning 

objectives 

Tests are to be used to: 

 Measure learning gains 

 Benchmark college performance against that of 
comparable institutions outside CUNY 

 Improve teaching and learning throughout CUNY 
 

Core learning outcomes across CUNY: 

 Reading 

 Critical thinking 

 Written communication 

 Quantitative literacy 

 Information literacy 
 

 

 

 

The Collegiate Learning Assessment (CLA) was as a 

performance assessment to measure reading 

comprehension, critical thinking, written 

communication, quantitative literacy, and 

information literacy.  

It was designed to permit comparisons within and 

between institutions, and to engage faculty in 

meaningful discussions of the quality of teaching 

and learning. 

The format of the CLA is such that it focuses on 

higher order thinking and reasoning skills, and 

presents assessment tasks that require students to 

analyze and interpret complex stimulus materials.  

(Not a multiple choice format assessment). 

The CLA includes three types of prompts within 

two task types:  Performance Tasks (PT) and 

Analytic Writing Tasks (AWT).   

Students are randomly assigned to a task type and 

then to a prompt within that tasks, and uses a  

matrix sampling design to reduce the  testing 

burden on individual students, and provide the 

institution with the benefits from the full breadth 

of task types.  
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Specification Basis of evaluation Test information 

Psychometric 

quality 

Content Validity 

Do the test tasks require the test-taker to use the skills 

and competencies described in the relevant LEAP VALUE 

rubrics? 

 

Does the scoring of the tasks reflect the progression of 

rubric skill levels? 

 

 

Refer to Rick Fox’s matrix of the content coverage.  

Problem solving, quantitative reasoning and 

written communications are assessed.  

The CLA relies on an automated scoring system 

that incorporates both analytic and holistic scoring. 

More information needed on the mechanics of 

scoring.     

External Criterion Validity 

What evidence is there that the test detects learning 

gains at the institutional level? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

There is substantial evidence, largely 

correlational, about the relationship of students’ 

performance on the CLA and performance on 

other measures of college admissions tests, and 

grades in college.  
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Specification Basis of evaluation Test information 

Validity generalization 

Does the test developer clearly set forth how test scores 

are intended to be interpreted and used? 

 

Are there other participating colleges in its database of 

results that are comparable to those of CUNY and can 

serve in a benchmarking function? 

 

The primary unit of analysis for the CLA is the 

institutional level.  The aggregate scores appear to 

be useful for measuring growth over time, and for 

making comparisons across institutions.  

Score accuracy for institution-level comparisons 

 

Reliability 

What evidence is there for stability of scores over 

different items or forms of the test? 

 

If tests are scored by humans, what is the inter-rater 

reliability of scores? 

 

Does the test developer provide guidance for sampling 

covariates, e.g., ESL status, gender, race? 

 

School level correlations 

CLA with 

SAT/ACT .87 to .88 (Analytic Writing Tasks) 

  .78 to .92 (Performance Tasks) 

Student level correlations 

SAT/ACT .40 to .53 (Analytic Writing Tasks) 

  .55 to .72 (Performance Tasks) 

Substitute for SAT/ACT: Scholastic Level Exam  

(SLE) with 

ACT        .68 

SAT Verbal/Critical Reading  .68 

SAT Math      .66 

SAT Composite Equivalent     .77 
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Specification Basis of evaluation Test information 

Test 

Development & 

Logistics 

Is there a technical manual that describes the test 

development process, test specifications, scoring rubrics, 

field testing, and availability of multiple parallel forms? 

 

Is there a test administration manual that describes the 

testing protocol and any special testing requirements, 

e.g., online administration, administrator certification, 

test-taker preparation materials, scoring protocols 

 

How are test results communicated to the colleges? 

What guidance is there for score interpretation with 

respect to benchmarking and learning gains?  

Detailed scoring guide programmed for the 

Pearson scoring process, as most tests are machine 

scored. A detailed guide is used to train faculty to 

be CAE certified. 

“The CLA provides CLA-like tasks to college 

instructors so they can “teach to the test.” With 

the criterion-sampling approach, “cheating” by 

teaching to the test is not a bad thing. If a person 

“cheats” by learning and practicing to solve 

complex, holistic, real-world problems, she has 

demonstrated the knowledge and skills that 

educators seek to develop in students.”* 

Schools presented with a report, “your results” – 

tables, graphs – see 2009-2010 CLA Institutional 

Report. 

Cost 

Test publisher’s stated costs 

Costs to be borne by the institution (e.g., computer lab, 

proctors, test scorers, etc.) 

TBD.  
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Test Evaluation Worksheet 

 

Name of Test: ETS Proficiency Profile Evaluators: Dahlia, Karrin, Lisa & Ellen 

 

Test Purpose and Design: 

 

The ETS Proficiency Profile (defined “ETS Test”) has been offered since 1990 as an assessment of general education 

learning outcomes in 2 and 4-year colleges and universities. According to the materials provided by ETS, the ETS Test 

was designed to “assist in the assessment of the outcomes of general education programs in order to improve the 

quality of instruction and learning” (Document A*, p. 4). The test purports to measure four core skills as developed 

through the completion of general education courses: critical thinking, reading, writing and mathematics. It does not 

offer assessment in quantitative literacy and information literacy. 

 The ETS Test offers the flexibility to be administered in two forms (Standard or Abbreviated) either proctored paper-

and-pencil or online versions.  The Standard Form is intended to provide information about individual students as well as 

groups of student; it includes 108 multiple choice questions to be administered either in a single two-hour session or in 

separate one-hour sessions.  The Abbreviated Form is not intended to provide information about individual students; it 

includes 36 multiple choice questions and can provide information about groups of at least 50 students.   The test offers 

the option of adding 50 locally authored multiple choice questions as well as an essay, which is analyzed by the e-rater 

computer program. 

 

The ETS Test data can enable institutions to: 

 Assess student growth in the core skills at different stages in their academic careers and identify skill areas for 
improvement or recruitment (using Standard form only). 

 Conduct studies, such as cross-sectional and longitudinal, to assess student proficiency in core academic areas to 
determine strengths, weaknesses and opportunities for improvement of curriculum (using Standard form only). 

 Compare performance against approx. 400 academic institutions nationwide either based on Carnegie 
classification or a customized selection of peer institutions (using either Standard or Abbreviated forms). 

 Conduct trend analysis to evaluate improvement and overall learning outcomes (using either Standard or 
Abbreviated forms). 

 

Test Purpose and Design Assessment: 

 

 The ETS Test is partly consistent with our purpose in the areas of reading and writing. 

 The ETS Test is only minimally consistent with our purpose in the area of critical thinking in that it addresses this 

skill only as a small part of the reading component. 

 The ETS Test is not consistent with our purpose in the areas of quantitative literacy and information literacy.  

 

Psychometric quality: Content validity: 

 

The test questions measure students’ abilities in four areas (Document A*, pp. 4, 9-13; Document A2). 
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Reading 

 Interpret the meaning of key terms 

 Recognize the primary purpose of a passage 

 Recognize explicitly presented information 

 Make appropriate inferences 

 Recognize rhetorical devices 

Comments: Skills tested focus on reading comprehension. VALUE rubrics require a higher level of thought and 

production than is addressed by the ETS test items. 

Writing 

 Recognize the most grammatically correct revision of a clause, sentence or group of sentences 

 Organize units of language for coherence and rhetorical effect 

 Recognize and reword figurative language 

 Organize elements of writing into larger units of meaning 

Comments: Skills tested emphasize sentence level proficiency. VALUE rubrics require a higher level of thought and 

production than is addressed by the ETS test items. ETS most nearly addresses VALUE writing rubrics in the area of 

“control of syntax and mechanics”; however, the ability to identify and correct errors in others’ writing does not equate 

to the ability to avoid errors in one’s own work.  The test does not require the development or expression of ideas.   

Critical Thinking 

 Distinguish between rhetoric and argumentation in a piece of nonfiction prose 

 Recognize assumptions 

 Recognize the best hypothesis to account for information presented 

 Infer and interpret a relationship between variables 

 Draw valid conclusions based on information presented 

Comments: VALUE rubrics require a higher level of thought and production than is addressed by the ETS test items. For 

example, the ability to identify and evaluate a hypothesis in a reading is not the same as the ability to create a 

hypothesis on one’s own, especially if it involves selecting, evaluating and synthesizing a variety of texts, evidence or 

other materials.  

Mathematics 

 Recognize and interpret mathematical terms 

 Read and interpret tables and graphs 

 Evaluate formulas 

 Order and compare large and small numbers 

 Interpret ratios, proportions, and percentages 

 Read scientific measuring instruments 

 Recognize and use equivalent mathematical formulas or expressions 
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Comments: Skills tested focus on calculation (arithmetic), rather than quantitative literacy. VALUE rubrics require a 

higher level of thought and production than is addressed by the ETS test items. 

Content Validity Assessment: 

 All subtests involve reading comprehension. 

 All VALUE rubrics require a higher level of thought and production than is addressed by the ETS test items. 

 

Psychometric quality: External criterion validity: 

External criterion validity is based on comparing the measure in question (i.e., ETS test) with a variety of other measures 

to see how highly correlated they are with measures that we believe should be correlated. One can also examine how 

uncorrelated they are with measures we believe should not be correlated (discriminant validity). A problem is that we 

don’t have a good measure of what we want to measure; therefore, we want to see some correlation with GPA but not 

perfect correlation, because we are trying to measure something that is distinct in certain ways. We have two sources: 

the VTS Report which examined all the tests, comparing them to one another; an ETS report that examined relationships 

to a variety of measures, such as GPA, major, etc. (Marr).   

The TVS report reported the following: ETS correlations at the school level with other candidates tests of same skill were 

(from Table 2b): .93 (critical thinking with CAPP), .83 critical thinking with CLA PT), .93 (critical thinking with CLA CA), .86 

(writing with CLA MA), .97 (writing with CAAP), .70 (writing with CAAP essay), .98 (Math with CAAP), .86 (Reading with 

CAAP).  

The Marr study in 1995 got detailed longitudinal data on students from students in several 4-year colleges to examine 

the relationship of the various ETS scores with: percentage of core curriculum, percentage of advanced electives, class 

level, GPA, major area (i.e., business, education, humanities/arts, natural sciences, social sciences, math/engineering). 

They also measured correlations between skill areas. The student was the unit of analysis and all quantitative variables 

were made into categorical measures (e.g., 5 GPA categories, 4 core curriculum completion categories). (Technical note: 

They did this analysis with MANOVA, meaning that they jointly estimated the several dependent variable relationships; 

this would be equivalent to seemingly unrelated regression with the independent variables as dummies.) Most 

relationships were statistically significant (% of core curriculum, GPA, major field) with the directions as expected, 

although practical significance seemed moderate (e.g., going from none of the core curriculum to 100% of the core 

curriculum resulted in a 5 point increase in humanities (relative to a possible 30)). They also found that no effect of 

completing advanced electives, after removing the effect of increasing core curriculum.  

 

Psychometric quality: Validity generalization: 

ETS scores are provided in both relative terms (“scaled scores”) and absolute terms (“proficiency classifications”).  The 

scaled scores are normed—relative to a particular population. Implicitly, that population does not change over time, so 

that the scaled scores can be compared over time, although the composition of the population was not made clear. The 

scaled scores are available for each of the skills subscores and have a fair amount of potential sensitivity, with a 100 

point range for the total score and 30 point ranges for the subscores.  
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The proficiency classifications, are based on absolute performance standards.  There are three levels (1, 2 and 3) and 

students are rated within the level as being proficient, marginal or not proficient. (Note that critical thinking is only 

available at level 3.) The proficiency classifications form a well-designed scale so that students proficient at one level 

must be proficient at the lower level. Obviously, there is less (potential) sensitivity in the proficiency classifications, but 

they have the advantage of being absolute measures.  

For benchmarking levels , ETS provides reports for various populations of students composed of particular lists of named 

schools. There are populations separated by student stage (i.e., entering freshmen, finishing freshmen, sophomore, 

junior, senior) and Carnegie institution classification. The unit of analysis for the reports is the student, not the school—

the students from the schools are pooled. The demographics of the student groups are provided and they look very 

different from those of CUNY.  For example, in the population of Sophomores in Associate Colleges that ETS provided, 

only 7% of students had a language other than English as the best language, with a full 89% saying that English was their 

best language and 4% stating that both were equal; only 5% were Hispanic; a full 77% were White; only 22% were in 

school part-time. However, based on an e-mail, ETS states that they could construct reports using institutions of 

characteristics we requested that would be more comparable to CUNY.  

For the various comparison populations of schools, ETS provides the complete distributions (histograms with 1-point 

width bins for most of the range) of scaled scores and the complete distributions of proficiency classifications. Note that 

the unit of analysis in the reports is the student, not the school.  

For measuring gains, there are fewer choices. Within-school gains could be measured using changes in scaled scores, 

based on either longitudinal data or comparable cross-sections, although both have methodological difficulties. 

Benchmarking gains is quite difficult and the only game in town is the VAS which uses adjusted standard deviation 

growth (effect sizes). ETS considers this the only valid way to benchmark, since it adjusts for both differences in initial 

SAT/ACT and differences (in SAT/ACT scores) in attrition. It also means that school growth is compared to standard 

school growth. There are many issues but they are the same for all the tests, not just ETS.  

Psychometric quality: Reliability: 

ETS has the highest reliability of all the tests we are considering. Consistency across test versions, at the school level, is 

measured by the correlations of school averages of different test versions given in Table 2b of the TVS report. For ETS, 

the results are: .93 (critical thinking), .91 (writing), .94 (mathematics), .91 (reading). Consistency across items is 

measured by the mean of random split-half reliabilities in Table 5 of the TVS Report: .95 (freshman critical thinking), .91 

(senior critical thinking), .94 (freshman writing), .88 (senior writing), .95 (freshman math), .93 (senior math), .94 

(freshman reading), .88 (senior reading).  

 

Test Development & Logistics 

ETS provides a general procedure manual known as the “User’s Guide”, “Proctor Manual” for online administration and 

a “Supervisor’s Manual” for paper-and-pencil administration. 

ETS offers two scoring conventions: Norm-referenced scores (scaled scores) and Criterion-referenced scores (proficiency 

classifications).  Scaled scores compare the scores of one student or group of students to another, or the same student 

or group of students at different points in time.  Proficiency classifications note the level of proficiency obtained on a 
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certain skill set. There are three skill levels for writing, mathematics and reading, with level 3 reading equivalent to the 

attainment of critical thinking.   

Both test forms, Standard and Abbreviated, are statistically equated to offer the same level of detail at the group level.  

While both test forms provide total scores, scaled subscores and proficiency classifications at the group level, only the 

Standard test provides subscores and proficiency classifications for individual students.  Demographic data is provided in 

group percentages with the potential for subgroup statistics based on a list of characteristics.   

Additional demographic data sets are available for a fee.  A customized report to compare performance against a select 

group of peer institutions is also available upon request. 

The optional essay is analyzed using a computer program, e-rater and reported as a total score on a six-point scale. The 

50 locally answered questions are reported as percentages of students’ responses to each question and are not included 

in the total score or subscores. 
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Appendix F 
Test Evaluation Scoring Sheet – Final Tally 
Number of Task Force Members Assigning Scores of “1”, “2” or “3” 

 

Task Force on Learning Outcomes Assessment 

Test Evaluation Scoring Sheet 

  
Directions: For each section  in the “Basis of evaluation” column, provide a score 1-3 to each of the four tests we reviewed, where: 

 1 = serious lack or deficiency 

 2= acceptable 

 3= outstanding or highly desirable feature 

 For any score of 1 or 3, briefly indicate the deficiency or highly desirable feature. 

Specification Basis of evaluation CAT CAAP CLA ETS PP 

1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 

Test purpose and 
design are 
consistent with 
the Task Force 
charge and  with 
CUNY learning 
objectives 

1. Tests are to be used to: 

 Measure learning gains 

 Benchmark college performance 
against that of comparable institutions 
outside CUNY 

 Improve teaching and learning 
throughout CUNY 

4 7 - 2 8 - - 4 7 2 9 - 

2. Core learning outcomes across CUNY: 

 Reading 

 Critical thinking 

 Written communication 

 Quantitative literacy 

 Information literacy 

5 6 - 7 3 - - 4 7 9 2 - 

Psychometric 
quality 

Content Validity 
3. Do the test tasks require the test-taker to 

use the skills and competencies described 
in the relevant LEAP VALUE rubrics? 2 9 - 8 2 - - 2 9 10 1 - 

4. Does the scoring of the tasks reflect the 
progression of rubric skill levels 

2 7 - 7 2 - - 6 5 6 4 - 
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Specification Basis of evaluation CAT CAAP CLA ETS PP 

1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 

External Criterion Validity 
5. Is there evidence that the test detects 

learning gains at the institutional level? 
6 4 - 1 8 - - 7 4 2 9 - 

Validity generalization 
6. Does the test developer clearly set forth 

how test scores are to be interpreted and 
used? 

 

4 7 - 2 7 - 1 5 5 2 8 1 

7. Are there other participating colleges in 
its database of results that are 
comparable to those of CUNY and can 
serve in a benchmarking function? 

6 2 - 3 5 - 4 5 1 4 5 1 

Reliability (Score accuracy for institution-level 
comparisons) 
8. Is there evidence for the stability of 

scores over different items or forms of 
the test? 

7 3 - - 8 1 - 10 1 1 5 5 

9. Is the reliability of scores across items or 
raters acceptable? 

 
6 4 - 1 7 1 - 8 3 1 6 4 

10. Does the test developer provide guidance 
for controlling the effects of sampling 
covariates ( e.g., ESL status, gender, race) 
on scores. 

 

4 6 - - 6 - - 7 2 2 6 1 

Test 
Development & 
Logistics 

11. Is there a technical manual that describes 
the test development process, test 
specifications, scoring rubrics, field 
testing, and availability of multiple 
parallel forms? 

5 6 - - 8 2 - 8 3 1 6 4 

12. Is there a test administration manual that 
describes the testing protocol and any 
special testing requirements, e.g., online 
administration, administrator 
certification, test-taker preparation 
materials, scoring protocols 

 

2 6 - - 8 1 - 7 3 1 7 2 
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Specification Basis of evaluation CAT CAAP CLA ETS PP 

1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 

13. How are test results communicated to the 
colleges? What guidance is there for 
score interpretation with respect to 
benchmarking and learning gains? 

5 4 - 1 8 - 1 5 4 2 7 1 

Consensus Unacceptable Acceptable   No Consensus  

  

2

  

2
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