








































































































































































































































The relation between R-CBM and high stakes testing
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At 101 NPV = 89%

At 101 SENS = 80%
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At 79 

PPV = 

77%

(Cut L79 - H101) classifies 75% of students 

in the data set. Of these students who were 

classified, � 86% were classified 

correctly, with a rate of 14% error in 

classification. 

�Note that the 86% classified correctly in 

this model is 75% of the total group. 

�The reduction of error in identification 

comes at a cost of failing to identify risk 

status for 143 of 565 students.
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(Cut L95 - H131) serves to 

classify 71% of students in 

the data set. Of these 

students who were 

classified, 

�92% were classified 

correctly, with a rate of 8% 

error in classification. 

� The 92% classified 

correctly in this model is 

71% of the total group. 

� The reduction of error in 

identification comes at a 

cost of failing to identify 

risk status for (166 of 565 

students).
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(Cut L122 - H144) serves to 

classify 79% of students in 

the data set. Of these 

students who were 

classified, 87% were 

classified correctly, with a 

rate of 13% error in 

classification. Note that the 

87% classified correctly in 

this model is 79% of the 

total group. The reduction 

of error in identification 

comes at a cost of failing to 

identify risk status for (118 

of 565 students).
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(Cut L137 - H157) serves to 

classify 80% of students in the 

data set. Of these students who 

were classified, 

� 86% were classified 

correctly, with a rate of 14% 

error in classification. 

�The 86% classified correctly 

in this model is 80% of the total 

group. 

�The reduction of error in 

identification comes at a cost of 

failing to identify risk status for 

111 of 565 students.

r  = .62, R2 = .38



Program Evaluation

�When determining Cut Scores maximizing 

correct decisions may require admitting the 

limitations of our assessment technology.
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BIG IDEA: There are implications for the 

decisions we make

1.   With Response to Intervention, service is determined by need, 
intensity of service is determined by what it takes to be 
successful. 

-Special Education Eligibility comes after we determine the 
intensity, and if that service can not be maintained in the 
general education setting.

2.   Grouping Students. Two factors to consider when grouping 
students for intervention are convergence of data and the 
magnitude of the problem. 

3.   Problem Solving. Solving Problems is based on identifying a focal 
point for intervention. 



BIG IDEA: There are implications for the 

decisions we make

4.   Goal Setting. The type of goal that we set (i.e., standard, 
normative, or growth referenced) have different strengths, 
weaknesses and implications.

5.    Progress Monitoring. The method of evaluating progress that 
we choose to use will sometimes result in different conclusions.
Each method has pros and cons. What is most important is that 
the decision for how to evaluate progress is decided upon prior 
to beginning progress monitoring.

6.  Resource Allocation. Use local norms for resource allocation to 
match student needs with available resources.

7.  Program Evaluation. When determining Cut Scores maximizing 
correct decisions may require admitting the limitations of our 
assessment technology. 




