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Introduction 

The mCLASS
®
: Reading 3D

™
 – Text Reading and Comprehension (TRC) measure is based on an 

assessment approach developed by Marie Clay, author of An Observation Survey of Early Literacy 

Achievement (1993). TRC is a running record assessment (alternately known as a reading record) of 

reading performance that allows teachers to evaluate a student’s foundational skills, which are 

necessary to become a fluent reader, and the ability to apply those skills to increasingly complex texts. 

TRC assesses oral reading accuracy and comprehension using a set of calibrated benchmark books. 

Using TRC, a teacher determines each student’s instructional reading level at three benchmark 

administration periods during the school year and monitors student reading performance between 

those periods.  

The Amplify Atlas book set was developed to be used for benchmark, or screening purposes within 

TRC. As such, it is designed to be a reliable and valid assessment that will aid educators in making 

district-, school-, and student-level instructional decisions. Amplify built on approximately 10 years of 

experience with leveled reading assessment in TRC to develop a book set that incorporates the most 

up-to-date research on text leveling, reading assessment, and reading instruction to address text 

complexity considerations and instructional shifts called for by the Common Core State Standards for 

English Language Arts for ELA (CCSS for ELA; National Governors Association Center for Best 

Practices & Council of Chief State School Officers, 2010). The book set will help teachers to ensure 

students are reading and comprehending increasingly complex literary and informational texts so that 

they are “college and career ready by the end of high school.” (NGACBP & CCSSO, 2010, p. 3) 

Cut points for kindergarten through Grade 6 were established for the Amplify Atlas book set edition of 

TRC during a workshop convened April 12-13, 2014 in Brooklyn, NY. The Item Descriptor (ID) 

Matching method (Ferrara & Lewis, 2012), a standard setting procedure appropriate for use with 

performance-based assessments that yield categorical results (e.g., Below Proficient, Proficient) such 

as TRC, was used to evaluate the Amplify Atlas book set against the CCSS for ELA to determine cut 

points for the four performance levels represented in TRC.  
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Method 

ID Matching is a rigorous, research-based expert judgment procedure which has been used with large-

scale assessment programs in various states and countries. In this procedure, participants with 

knowledge of and experience with the assessment and content area evaluate the tasks (i.e., the 

leveled texts and the associated comprehension activities) against content standards in an attempt to 

identify the tasks that best indicate the minimum expectations for each performance level, at each 

grade and time of year. The ID Matching method was selected because it reduces cognitive burden on 

participants in comparison to judgmental activities required by other standard setting methods and 

most clearly translates content standards into performance categories as compared to other methods 

of standard setting (Cizek, Bunch, & Koons, 2004). 

A panel of 11 early reading and literacy experts – expert practitioners and researchers with a median 

of 17 years of experience and deep understanding of early reading instruction, curriculum, 

assessment, and development — was convened to determine the text levels which best indicated the 

cut points for the TRC performance levels (“Far Below Proficient”, “Below Proficient”, “Proficient”, and 

“Above Proficient”) when using the Atlas book set. The CCSS for ELA were used as the performance 

level standards to guide determinations of proficiency levels at each time of year (i.e., BOY, MOY, 

EOY) and grade. Focusing first on the end-of-year (EOY) cut points separating Below Proficient from 

Proficient, panelists worked backward from Grade 3 to kindergarten, then forward through Grades 4 to 

6. The remaining EOY cut points were determined in a similar fashion. Lastly, panelists determined cut 

points for the middle of the year (MOY) and the beginning of the year (BOY) during a moderation 

activity, in which the cut point progression across grades and administration periods was considered 

as a whole and any necessary revisions were made. In total, panelists made decisions regarding 63 

cut points: 7 grades, 3 administration periods per grade, and 3 cut points per period. 

Panelists were supported in their decisions by the presentation of agreement and impact data and 

given the opportunity to react to this data and discuss revisions to cut points as necessary. Agreement 

data indicated the range and median of cut points provided by the panelists as a group; impact data 

described the percentage of students achieving at or above the panelist-selected cut points by grade 

and time of year. Impact data was simulated according to Item Response Theory (Bond & Fox, 2007), 

using student performance on TRC from the 2012–2013 school year and statistical difficulty estimates 

for each Amplify Atlas book resulting from the field study to generate national student performance 

information appropriate for use in the ID Matching procedure. 
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Results 

At the conclusion of the procedure, the panelists confirmed that the 63 cut points reflected their 

interpretation of the CCSS for ELA and also resulted in appropriate distributions of students at each 

performance level per the simulated impact data.  

Table 1 presents the results of the panelists’ decisions. Text levels and ranges of text levels are shown 

associated with each of the four TRC performance levels. Specific cut points designated by the 

panelists correspond to the lowest text levels presented for the Below Proficient, Proficient, and Above 

Proficient performance levels at each grade and time of year. For example, the Proficient cut point for 

Grade 3 at EOY is text level O; students in Grade 3 who achieve either text level O or P on the Amplify 

Atlas book set at the end of the year will be classified as Proficient. 

Table 1: Text and Performance Levels for Amplify Atlas by Grade and Time of Year 

Grade TOY 
Far Below 
Proficient 

Below 
Proficient 

Proficient 
Above 

Proficient 

K BOY < PC PC RB A and above 

  MOY RB or below A B C and above 

  EOY A or below B C to D E and above 

1 BOY A or below B C to D E and above 

  MOY C or below D to E F to G H and above 

  EOY E or below F to H I J and above 

2 BOY E or below F to H I J and above 

  MOY H or below I J to K L and above 

  EOY J or below K L to M N and above 

3 BOY J or below K L to M N and above 

  MOY K or below L to M N O and above 

  EOY L or below M to N O to P Q and above 

4 BOY L or below M to N O to P Q and above 

 MOY N or below O to P Q R and above 

 EOY P or below Q R to S T and above 

5 BOY P or below Q R to S T and above 

 MOY Q or below R to S T U and above 

 EOY S or below T U to V W and above 

6 BOY S or below T U to V W and above 

 MOY U or below V W to X Y and above 

 EOY V or below W to X Y to Z * 
* No cut point set; no books available to classify students at this administration period and performance level. 
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