
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

An Analysis of the Early Assessment Program (EAP) Assessments for 
Algebra II, Summative High School Mathematics, and English  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Conducted by Achieve on behalf of the California Diploma Project (ADP) and 
Policy Analysis for California Education (PACE) 

 
October 2009 

 
  



Achieve     www.achieve.org  page 2 of 70 

Achieve 

/ǊŜŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ мффс ōȅ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƻǊǎ ŀƴŘ ŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎΣ !ŎƘƛŜǾŜ ƛǎ ŀƴ ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘΣ 
bipartisan, non-profit education reform organization that helps states raise academic standards 
and graduation requirements, improve assessments and strengthen accountability.  To make 
college and career readiness a priority in the states, in 2005, Achieve launched the American 
Diploma Project (ADP) Network. Starting with only a handful of states, the Network has now 
grown to include 35 states educating nearly 85 percent of all U.S. public school students.  
California joined the ADP Network in 2008, bringing together the Governor, the Superintendent 
ƻŦ tǳōƭƛŎ LƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ŦƻǳǊ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ŜŘǳŎŀtion sectors, and the business 
community.  

PACE 

PACE (Policy Analysis for California Education) is an independent, non-partisan research center 
based at the University of California ς Berkeley, the University of Southern California, and 
Stanford University.  PACE seeks to define and sustain a long-term strategy for comprehensive 
ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǊŜŦƻǊƳ ŀƴŘ Ŏƻƴǘƛƴǳƻǳǎ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ŀǘ ŀƭƭ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƻŦ /ŀƭƛŦƻǊƴƛŀΩǎ 
education system, from early childhood to post-secondary education and training.  PACE 
bridges ǘƘŜ ƎŀǇ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΣ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ǎŎƘƻƭŀǊǎ ŦǊƻƳ /ŀƭƛŦƻǊƴƛŀΩǎ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ 
universities and with state and local policymakers to increase the impact of academic research 
on educational policy in California.  The California Diploma Project is managed by PACE and is 
funded by the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, William and Flora Hewlett Foundation, and the 
James Irvine Foundation. 

The California Diploma Project 

The American Diploma Project (ADP) works with states across the country to bring value to the 
high school diploma by raising the rigor of high school standards, assessments and curriculum 
and aligning them to the demands of postsecondary education and careers.  The California 
Diploma Project brings together the Governor and Superintendent of Public Instruction with the 
ƭŜŀŘŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ŦƻǳǊ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǎectors and business community representatives to 
work together to expand the number of young people who enroll and succeed in post-
secondary education and training.   
 

Achieve would like to thank the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, the William and Flora Hewlett 
Foundation, and the James Irvine Foundation for the generous funding and support that they 
provided to this project. 
 

 
This report represents the findings of Achieve alone and should not be attributed to any other 
organization or entity. No part of this report may be modified, altered, or revised without permission 
from Achieve, Inc. 
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Executive Summary 

Leaders from the California State University System (CSU) and the California Department of 
Education have collaborated in the creation of a unique approach to college-ready assessment.  
The Early Assessment Program (EAP) provides students with ŀƴ άŜŀǊƭȅ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊέ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ 
college preparation so that they might increase their knowledge and skill while still in high 
school and avoid failure and remediation in their entry-level college experience.  This report 
provides an analysis of that assessment. 

Achieve and the California Diploma Project 

The California Diploma Project (CDP) sought the assistance of Achieve in order to determine the 
degree to which the EAP tests in Algebra II, Summative High School Mathematics (Summative 
Mathematics), and English provide an assessment of the level of college readiness required for 
entry-level coursework.  For the purpose of this analysis of these EAP assessments, Achieve 
considered the California standards and additional expectations targeted by the CSU faculty as 
the benchmarks for college readinessτthat is, as indicators of the level of preparation needed 
for entry into credit bearing coursework in English and mathematics on the CSU campuses. 

The Early Assessment Program (EAP) 

The EAP serves as a college readiness signal for students while still in high school, enabling 
them to better prepare for college in their senior year.  It is voluntary and only available to 
students in the 11th grade.  The EAP is a combination of select items from the California 
Standards Test (CST)τin Algebra II, Summative Mathematics, and Grade 11 English-Language 
Arts (ELA)τand a set of 15 augmented items developed by faculty at CSU.  In English, the EAP 
also includes a direct writing assessmentτthe EAP Essay.   
 
While voluntary, the number of students taking the EAP has increased over the last five years.  
It is important to note that while many students are in English classes during their 11th grade 
year and are eligible to take the English EAP, the Algebra II and Summative Mathematics EAP 
are limited to students who are enrolled in or have completed Algebra II.  Current data follow 
on those 11th grade students who participated in the EAP. 
 

How many 11th graders participated in the 2009 CST and the EAP? 

Subject 
Total 11th 

graders taking 
the CST 

Total 11th 
graders taking 

the EAP 

English 
447,742 

96% 
366,925 

79% 

Mathematics 
220,605 

47% 
169,473 

36% 
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Out of 466,303 students enrolled in 11th grade in 2009, 96% of all students took the CST in 
English and 79% took the 15 augmented items and the Direct Writing Assessment for the EAP in 
English.  In 2009, 47% of all 11th graders took the CSTs in Algebra II or Summative Mathematics 
and 36% took the 15 augmented items on either one of these tests for the Algebra II or 
Summative Mathematics EAP. In mathematics, the remaining 53% of all 11th graders did not 
have the option of taking the EAP.  Current overall performance data follow on those 11th grade 
students who participated in the EAP. 
 

How do 11th graders perform on the EAP? 

Subject Ready for College 
Conditionally 

Ready for College 

Did not 
Demonstrate 

Readiness 

English 16% N/A 83% 

Algebra II 5% 20% 74% 

Summative 
Mathematics 

21% 67% 12% 

 

Of the 79% of all 11th graders who took the EAP in English ς 16% scored ready for college and 
83% did not demonstrate readiness.  Of the 36% of all 11th graders who took the EAP in Algebra 
II, 5% scored ready for college, 20% conditional, and 74% did not demonstrate readiness.  In 
Summative Mathematics, 21% scored ready for college, 67% conditional, and 12% did not 
demonstrate readiness. 

Achieve Analysis  

Achieve convened a group of content experts in English and mathematics to conduct the 
analysis of the EAP English, Algebra II, and Summative Mathematics assessments. Review 
panels were guided by the criteria set forth in the Achieve Assessment to Standards (ATS) 
Protocol that include content centrality, performance centrality, source of challenge, and level 
of cognitive demand.  
 
One representative form for each assessmentτEnglish Language Arts, Algebra II, and 
Summative High School Mathematicsτwas reviewed.  Due to state policy restrictions, Achieve 
was unable to review full, intact forms of the CST assessments.  This analysis therefore, should 
not be interpreted as a review of the CST but rather as a review of the EAP assessments that 
are comprised of a subset of CST items and augmented items developed by the CSU faculty.  
The CST items as well as the augmented items and writing samples were submitted to Achieve 
by the Educational Testing Service (ETS), the organization responsible for developing the CST, as 
ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛǘŜƳǎ ǳǎŜŘ ōȅ /{¦ ǘƻ ŀǊǊƛǾŜ ŀǘ ŀ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ 9!t ŎƻƭƭŜƎŜ ǊŜŀŘƛƴŜǎǎ ǎŎƻǊŜΦ 
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Findings 

1. The EAP assessments address essential college-ready content identified by CSU faculty for 
entering credit-bearing coursework.  

 
The CSU faculty identified college readiness skills required for ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎ ƛƴ entry-level 
coursework in English and mathematics.  These college readiness skills include California 
standards as well as CSU related ELM and EPT assessed content.  In mathematics, reviewers 
found that the majority of the items that were mapped to the California Algebra II and 
Summative Mathematics standards and the CSU ELM specifications consistently match the 
intent of the standard.  In English, similar results were found in reading, the EAP Augmented 
items, and the EAP Essay assessment of direct writing.  Only the indirect writing items did not 
satisfy the expectation of the standards, a difficulty typically faced by large-scale assessments 
that test instructional content standards requiring writing performance with multiple-choice 
items. The remaining majority of the EAP items target quite clearly the content described in 
these college readiness standards.  These assessments can be depended upon to present an 
effective picture of student readiness for entry-level coursework on a CSU campus.  
 
2. The EAP augmentations provide rigor and contribute authentic college readiness tasks to 
ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ǇƻǎǘǎŜŎƻƴŘŀǊȅ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŀǘƛƻƴΦ 
 

In mathematics, a particular strength of the augmentation item set is that many items require 
students to make connections across and/or within mathematical strands.  These items tend to 
be interesting and mathematically rich and can be used as models for developing future items.  
It is noteworthy that the level of cognitive demand of these items raises the overall cognitive 
demand and rigor of the Algebra II and Summative Mathematics EAP.   
 
In English, the EAP Essay that was designed by CSU faculty as a measure of direct writing is 
particularly noteworthy.  Students are asked to demonstrate the depth of their understanding 
of the reading passage through their writing.  The EAP Essay not only assesses key content and 
performance expectations called for in the California standards, but it also provides an 
authentic college-ǊŜŀŘȅ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ƻŦ ŀ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŎǊƛǘƛǉǳŜΣ ŀƴŀƭȅȊŜΣ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘǎΣ 
and support ideas with relevant examples.  In addition, the reading passages included on the 
EAP were judged by Achieve as representing a rigorous set of texts that are fair examples of the 
types of materials students should be able to read to demonstrate college readiness. 
 
3. Targeted improvements in the Algebra II, Summative Mathematics, and English EAP 

would increase the balance and rigor of the items used to assess college readiness. 
 
In mathematics, reviewers noted the procedural nature of many of the multiple-choice items.  
The inclusion/development of additional selected-response items that resemble the more 
cognitively demanding augmentation items, would ensure the assessment of the kinds of 
higher order skills students need to be prepared for college.  The inclusion of application 
problems from the social sciences or sciences would enable students to demonstrate their 
abilities to use mathematics to model relevant situations with functions.  The addition of a 
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limited number of high quality constructed-response, or open-ended, items could also increase 
cognitive demand.  Such items can be expensive, given costs of scoring.  However, these items 
would allow teachers to see first-hand how students approach solving problems, whether they 
can create graphs on their own, whether they can create conjectures or justifications on their 
own, and whether they can explain their reasoning.    
 
In addition, reviewers noted a few areas of college-ready mathematics content that are in the 
California standards but were omitted from the Algebra II and Summative Mathematics EAP 
including probability and statistics and properties of logarithms and the inverse relationship 
between exponents and logarithms.  Suggestions have been made for adjustments that would 
allow inclusion of these areas. 
 
In English, reviewers found that the reading passages were complex and closely approximate 
the level of texts that students might encounter in college.  In some instances, however, the 
passage was underutilized as the test-taker did not need to refer to the reading to answer the 
question posed.   Achieve reviewers suggested that to the greatest extent possible, items that 
are selected for the EAP require that students read the passage in order to answer the item, 
providing a more accurate picture of their ability to derive meaning.   
 
Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƛƴŘƛǊŜŎǘ ƛǘŜƳǎ ƛƴ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ the correct use 
of conventions and grammar, reviewers found the EAP Essay provided a more direct and 
authentic demonstration of the writing process. 

Recommendations 

1. Since the EAP is a good representation of college readiness, use of the test could 
reasonably be expanded beyond the CSU.  

 
Overall Achieve reviewers found the test aligns well with the expectations the CSU faculty have 
identified as essential for entry into credit-bearing coursework.  Current plans in the state call 
for the expansion of the EAP to selected community colleges who are piloting this initiative.   
Achieve supports this expansion beyond the CSU campuses and recognizes the significant 
impact this initiative has had for students.  Steady growth in the rate of student participation 
and improved performance provide testimony to its success.  The students of the state of 
/ŀƭƛŦƻǊƴƛŀ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǳƭǘƛƳŀǘŜ ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ άŜŀǊƭȅ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊέ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ŀƴŘ ŀǊŜ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŜ 
opportunity to prepare for college entry and potentially avoid failure and remediation. 
 
2. Consider making minor adjustments to improve the EAP.  Build on the strengths of the 

EAP to further align expectations across the CSU, UC, and CCC for college readiness for 
entry-level coursework. 

 
Within this report reviewers have offered suggestions for minor adjustments to the EAP 
assessments in English and mathematics.  There are also opportunities to build on the strengths 
of the EAP to further align expectations.  For example, reviewers found strong alignment 
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between the EAP Essay and the California Content Standards in reading and writing.  There are 
also similarities between the EAP Essay and the UC Analytic Writing Placement Examination 
(AWPE).  This creates an opportunity for further comparisons of writing expectations for 
incoming freshmen across the CCC, CSU, and UC.  A cross-segment group of faculty could 
conduct an analysis of direct writing assessment passages/prompts, rubrics, and anchor papers.  
The resulting common expectations for college-ready writing across all postsecondary segments 
should be made publicly available for K-12 students and educators statewide.  
 
3. Devise a communication strategy for educators, students, and communities that clarifies 

the level of preparation that students must reach in order to demonstrate college 
readiness and the specific course in which they would be placed with successful 
completion of the EAP. 

 
Achieve found that across K-12 and postsecondary, communications and documentation about 
the EAP are extensive but not always consistent.  The EAP has the potential for impacting more 
11th graders throughout the state by signaling college readiness while students have time to 
address preparation in high school and potentially avoid remediation when entering 
postsecondary.  It is important that the partners in this effort clarify the expectations students 
need to meet for success on the EAP in order to secure placement in credit-bearing 
coursework.  In addition, students and educators may not understand what the first credit-
bearing course is in English and mathematics on various UC, CSU, and CCC campuses and when 
and if there are exceptions.  The expansion of the EAP to select community college campuses 
provides the opportunity to update public communications, websites, and other support 
materials with respect to the requirements and benefits of the EAP.  
 
4. Encourage more students to take mathematics at and above the level of Algebra II. 
 
While the numbers of students taking the EAP has increased over the years, it is true in 
ƳŀǘƘŜƳŀǘƛŎǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ άŜŀǊƭȅ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊέ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ƛǎ ƻƴƭȅ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎ ǿƘƻ ŀǊŜ 
enrolled in or have completed Algebra II or higher.  Given that the state graduation 
requirements specify two units of mathematics including Algebra I, students may not have the 
incentive to go further than Algebra Iτa level that falls far short of the required mathematics at 
California postsecondary campuses.  While 79% of students participate in the English EAP, only 
36% of students participate in the mathematics EAP.  Both the English and mathematics EAP 
provide incentive and opportunity for students to learn more about their level of preparation 
and consider college as an option.  State leaders should consider strategies for encouraging 
many more students to take this assessment or the potential for the EAP will not be fully 
realized.  
 

*****  
In conclusion, Achieve commends the leaders from the California State University System and 
the California Department of Education who have collaborated over the years in the creation of 
this unique approach to college-ready assessment.  The EAP provides a national model - an 
άŜŀǊƭȅ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊέ ƻŦ ǇƻǎǘǎŜŎƻƴŘŀǊȅ preparation so that students can increase their knowledge 
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and skill while still in high school and avoid failure and remediation in their entry-level college 
experience.  The expansion of the EAP beyond the CSU campuses provides the opportunity to 
engage other educators across the state in a systematic program to provide greater numbers of 
students with the opportunity to prepare for entry into credit-bearing coursework in 
postsecondary. 
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Introduction 

The California Diploma Project (CDP) is focused on helping leaders in the state reach agreement 
on the use of a common assessment that would serve as an indicator of satisfactory progress 
toward college readiness.  The proposed instrument is the augmented 11th grade California 
Standards Test (CST), which is the cornerstone of the Early Assessment Program (EAP).   The 
California Diploma Project sought the assistance of Achieve in order to determine the degree to 
which the EAP tests in Algebra II, Summative Mathematics, and English provide an assessment 
of the level of college readiness required for entry-level coursework.  For the purpose of this 
analysis of these EAP assessments, Achieve considered the California standards and additional 
expectations targeted by the CSU faculty as the benchmarks for college readiness ς that is, as 
indicators of the level of preparation needed for entry into credit bearing coursework in English 
and mathematics on the CSU campuses.1    
 
This analysis was preceded by a preliminary comparison of the California Content Standards in 
English and Mathematics K-12 (adopted 1997) with the ADP Benchmarks in English and 
mathematics.  There was a subsequent comparison of these standards with other frameworks 
of college readiness.  A description of these prior analyses follows. 

Preliminary Analysis 

In October 2008, Achieve completed a comparison of the California Content Standards in 
English and Mathematics K-12 (adopted 1997) with the ADP Benchmarks in English and 
mathematics.  Achieve reviewers found that the California standards are well aligned with the 
ADP Benchmarks, with some minor exceptions.  Given that a portion of the alignment came 
from California standards at the middle and upper elementary level, Achieve recommended 
that standards included in lower grades be fully reflected in later grades.  No recommendations 
were made for revision of the California standards. 

Phase IτComparison of College Readiness Frameworks 

A subsequent analysis of the California standardsτPhase I of this studyτwas conducted in 
Spring 2009.  This analysis included a crosswalk of the California Content Standards assessed on 
the EAP (as indicated on the assessment blueprints), the Statement of Competencies in 
academic literacy and mathematics from the Intersegmental Committee of the Academic 
Senates (ICAS), and the ADP Benchmarks.  The review suggests that there is a shared set of 
college readiness expectations in the state, particularly in writing and the foundational skills 
found in Algebra I, Geometry, and Algebra II.       

                                                           
1 See www.achieve.org/CaliforniaDiplomaProject for supplemental materials that crosswalk the 
California Content Standards for K-12 with ELM specifications (in mathematics), the ICAS competencies, 
and the American Diploma Project Benchmarks.  
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Phase IIτAnalysis of the EAP Assessments in Algebra II, Summative 
Mathematics, and English  

This analysis focuses on the degree to which the EAP tests in Algebra II, Summative 
Mathematics, and English provide an assessment of the level of college readiness required for 
entry-level coursework.   A detailed description of the standards targeted for assessment by the 
EAP for Algebra II (Appendix A), Summative Mathematics (Appendix B), and English (Appendix 
C).  As noted, each of the EAP assessments includes items selected from the CST by the CSU 
faculty, however, this analysis should not be interpreted as an evaluation of the entire CST as 
this is neither the intent nor an accurate picture of the assessments examined. 
  
This analysis focuses on the following questions related to entry-level college readiness (as 
defined by the standards targeted for assessment by CSU faculty): 

 Iƻǿ Řƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎƪƛƭƭ ǘƘŀǘ ŀre assessed in English 
and mathematics align with entry-level college readiness? 

 ¢ƻ ǿƘŀǘ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƛǎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻŦ ŎƻƴǘŜƴǘ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ŀƴŘ 
aligned with entry-level college readiness? 

 At what level of challenge and cognitive demand do the items assess student knowledge 
and performance? 

 Is the level of reading comparable to that required at an entry-level college readiness 
level? 

 What are the characteristics of the direct writing assessment that are indicative of 
authentic, college-level writing? 

 Are there areas for improvement? 

The Early Assessment Program (EAP) 

The EAP serves as a college readiness signal for students while still in high school, enabling 
them to better prepare for college in their senior year.  The test is voluntary and is only 
available to students in the 11th grade.   The EAP is a combination of select items from the 
California Standards Test (CST)τin Algebra II, Summative High School Mathematics (Summative 
Math), and Grade 11 English-Language Arts (ELA)τand a set of 15 items developed by faculty at 
CSU.  In English, the EAP also includes a direct writing assessment.   
 
¢ƘŜ /{¢ǎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ǘƻǿŀǊŘ ŀŎƘƛŜǾƛƴƎ /ŀƭƛŦƻǊƴƛŀΩǎ ǎǘŀǘŜ-adopted academic 
content standards, which describe what students should know and be able to do in each grade 
and subject tested.  Students in grades two through eleven take a set of CSTs in various subject 
areas.  Eleventh grade students who choose to take the EAP will receive a college readiness 
score as part of their STAR report, an annual progress report on CST performance sent to 
students and parents.   

Mathematics 

The 15 augmented items are added to the Algebra II and Summative Mathematics CSTs.  Note 
that only students who are enrolled in or have completed Algebra II may take these CSTs, and 
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thus the EAP.  The Algebra II CST assesses content from the California Content Standards in the 
Algebra II and Probability and Statistics standards.  The Summative Mathematics is intended to 
assess content across Algebra I, Geometry, Algebra II, and Probability and Statistics standards 
from the California Content Standards.  While the full CSTs consist of 65 items, only a subset of 
ǘƘŜǎŜ ƛǘŜƳǎ ŀǊŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ŀǎ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ŀ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ŎƻƭƭŜƎŜ ǊŜŀŘƛƴŜǎǎ ǎŎƻǊŜΦ  ¢ƘŜ ǎǳōǎŜǘ ƻŦ ƛǘŜƳǎ ƛǎ 
selected by a Test Committee based on content addressed on the Entry Level Mathematics 
(ELM)2.  For example, the CST items that address probability and statistics are not counted 
ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ŀ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ 9!t ǎŎƻǊŜΦ ¢ƘŜ мр ŀǳƎƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǘŜƳǎ ŀǊŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ŦƻǊ ŀƭƛƎƴƳŜƴt to the 
ELM specifications in Algebra and Geometry and are the same item set for both CSTs.   
 
Based on performance on the subset of CST items and 13 augmentation items3, students 
receive one of three college readiness scores in mathematics.  

1. Ready for College: Students have met the CSU expectations in mathematics for incoming 
freshmen and are ready for the first-year, credit-bearing mathematics course.  Students 
are exempt from placement tests at any CSU campus.  

2. Ready for CollegeτConditional: Students are on track to be prepared by the time they 
graduate high school, given they take a mathematics course in their senior year.  
Students who enroll and earn a C or better in a mathematics courseτwith an Algebra II 
prerequisiteτin their senior year will be exempt from placement tests at any CSU 
campus. 

3. Did Not Demonstrate College Readiness:  Students will need to take the ELM placement 
exam upon enrollment at a CSU campus.     

English 

The 15 augmentation items are added to the Grade 11 English-Language Arts CST.  All students 
are required to take the assessment. Like mathematics, a faculty Test Committee selects a 
subset of the 75 CST itemsτbased on English Placement Test (EPT) 4 contentτto include as 
ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ŀ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ 9!t ǎŎƻǊŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊǎ ƻŦ ƛǘŜƳǎ ǊŀƴƎŜ ŦǊƻm 33-55 and are ideally around 
пнΦ  ¢ƘŜ ŀǳƎƳŜƴǘŜŘ ƛǘŜƳǎ ŀǊŜ ǊŜƭŜŀǎŜŘ ƛǘŜƳǎ ŦǊƻƳ /{¦Ωǎ 9t¢ ŀƴŘ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 
critical reading and writing skills.   
 
To mirror the placement requirements of incoming freshmen, CSU faculty added to the EAP a 
45-minute direct writing assessment that asks students to read a short passage and essay 
prompt, to think and analyze, and to write an essay in response to the prompt.   
 
Upon completing all three parts of the EAP (CST, augmented items, and essay), students are 
notified of their college readiness score.  

 

                                                           
2
 The ELM is the placement instrument used by CSU to place incoming freshmen into first-year mathematics 

courses. 
3
 Two of the 15 augmented items are field test items.  

4
 The EPT is the placement instrument used by CSU to place incoming freshmen into first-year English courses.   
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1. Ready for College: Students have met the CSU EPT requirements and are ready for 
credit-bearing English courses upon enrollment at CSU.  Students are exempt from 
taking the EPT for placement.   

2. Did Not Demonstrate College Readiness: Students are not yet ready to succeed in 
college level English courses.  Students will be required to take the EPT for placement.   

Representative forms provided to Achieve 

One representative form for each assessmentτEnglish Language Arts, Algebra II, and 
Summative High School Mathematicsτwas reviewed.  Due to state policy restrictions, Achieve 
was unable to review full, intact forms of the CST assessments.  This analysis therefore, should 
not be interpreted as a review of the CST but rather as a review of the EAP assessments that 
are comprised of a subset of CST items and augmentation.  The CST items as well as the 
augmented items and writing samples were submitted to Achieve by the Educational Testing 
Service (ETS), the organization responsible for developing the CST, as representative of the 
ƛǘŜƳǎ ǳǎŜŘ ōȅ /{¦ ǘƻ ŀǊǊƛǾŜ ŀǘ ŀ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ 9!t ŎƻƭƭŜƎŜ ǊŜŀŘƛƴŜǎǎ score.  A description of each of 
the EAP Assessments follows.  

Algebra II EAP 

The Algebra II EAP representative test form included CST Algebra II items that were used as part 
of a previous EAP test, but were not all used on the same test form.  The CST items provided are 
those that have been released to the public.  Using released test items limited the items 
available for this study.  According to ETS, the items are statistically representative of the test 
and the test blueprint, but these items probably would not have been used for the same test 
administration. The Algebra II EAP augmentation items were used as part of the 2007 EAP test 
administration. The EAP math augmentation items are the same for both Algebra II and 
Summative Mathematics. 

Summative Mathematics EAP 

The Summative Mathematics EAP items were selected from the pool of released mathematics 
test questions that met the specifications for EAP but may not have been specifically selected 
for use in a CST or Summative Mathematics EAP test.  According to ETS, this ad hoc form met 
the statistical requirements of both the CST and EAP, and it matched the test blueprint.  The 
EAP augmentation items were used as part of the 2007 EAP test administration.  The EAP 
mathematics augmentation items are the same for both Algebra II and Summative 
Mathematics. 

English EAP 

The English EAP representative test form included CST ELA items that were used as part of a 
previous EAP test, but were not all used on the same test form.  The CST items provided for 
!ŎƘƛŜǾŜΩǎ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜǎ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ǊŜƭŜŀǎŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƻǊ ǿŜǊŜ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǇŀǎǎŀƎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ 
were released.  Using released test items limited the items available for this study.  According 
to ETS, the items are statistically representative of the test and the test blueprint, but these 
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items probably would not have all been used for the same test administration.  The English EAP 
augmentation items and essay topics were used as part of the 2007 EAP test administration.  

MethodologyτAchieve Assessment to Standards (ATS) Alignment Protocol 

To conduct the analysis, Achieve convened a group of content experts in each subject areaτ
English and mathematics.  The assessment panels followed the Achieve Assessment to 
Standards (ATS) Protocol, developed by Achieve with assistance from psychometricians and 
content experts.  Panel members independently reviewed the CST and augmented items and 
then, through detailed discussion of each item, reconciled any differences in judgments.  The 
protocol considers several criteria in determining the degree of alignment between an 
assessment and standards.   

 Confirmation of the test blueprint   

Achieve analyzed several documents including the blueprint and item card in order to 
validate the mapping of an item to a standard.  The assessment blueprint shows the 
intended match between a test item and the standards.  Reviewers judge whether or not 
the item is appropriately matched to a standardΦ  /ƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ōƭǳŜǇǊƛƴǘ ŦƻǊ 
the CST with the representative forms of the EAP analyzed by Achieve for this report 
provide a perspective on the standards targeted for assessment by the EAP for Algebra II 
(Appendix A), Summative Mathematics (Appendix B), and English (Appendix C). 

 Content centrality  

This criterion analyzes the match between the content that is targeted by a test question 
and the content described in a standard.  Reviewers assign a content centrality score to 
each item that reflects the degree or quality of alignment between the content described in 
a standard to that addressed by the item as follows: 

 2 - clearly consistent 

 1a - ƴƻǘ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŜƴƻǳƎƘ όǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ƻǊ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƛǎ ǘƻƻ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀǎǎǳǊŜŘ ƻŦ ƛǘŜƳΩǎ 
clear consistency) 

 1b - somewhat consistent (item assesses only part of a compound standard. In 
mathematics, the item assesses the less central part of the standard) 

 0 - inconsistent  
 

A score of 2 is awarded when the standard is specific and the item clearly measures the 
content spelled out in the standard.  A score of 1a indicates that the standard to which the 
item was mapped is not effectively communicating the content to be addressed.  A high 
number of 1a scores, therefore, signal concerns about the clarity of the standard.  Items 
that receive 1b scores are examined as a set when discussing balance of the assessment.  
Any item that receives a 0 is reviewed against the other standards for potential matches.  If 
a better match is found, the item is then scored for its alignment to the remapped standard.  
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 Performance centrality  

This criterion focuses on the degree of the match between the type of performance 
required by a test item and the performance required by the related standard.  Each item 
ŜƭƛŎƛǘǎ ŀ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ŎƻƎƴƛǘƛǾŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ όŜΦƎΦΣ ǘƘŜ ƛǘŜƳ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǎǘ ǘŀƪŜǊ άǎŜƭŜŎǘΣέ 
άƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅΣέ άǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘΣέ ƻǊ άŀƴŀƭȅȊŜέύΦ  wŜǾƛŜǿŜǊǎ ŀǎǎƛƎƴ ŀ performance centrality score for 
each item based on whether there is a clear consistency between the type(s) of 
performance demanded by the item and the type(s) of performance described in the 
standard as follows:   

 2 - clearly consistent 

 1a - somewhat consistent/not specific enough (standard or objective is too general 
ǘƻ ōŜ ŀǎǎǳǊŜŘ ƻŦ ƛǘŜƳΩǎ ŎƭŜŀǊ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴŎȅκǎǘǊƻƴƎ ŀƭƛƎƴƳŜƴǘύ 

 1b - somewhat consistent (standard or objective uses more than one verb, but the 
item matches the less cognitively demanding of the verbs) 

 0 - inconsistent 

 Source of challenge 

This judgment ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘǎ ǘƻ ǳƴŎƻǾŜǊ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ǘŜǎǘ ƛǘŜƳǎ ŀǊŜ άŦŀƛǊΦέ ¢ƘŜ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ 
ŀǎƪŜŘ ŀōƻǳǘ ŀƴ ƛǘŜƳΩǎ ǎƻǳǊŎŜ ƻŦ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜ ƛǎ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ƻǊ ƴƻǘ ŎƘƻƻǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊǊŜŎǘ ŀƴǎǿŜǊ ƛǎ 
a probable indication that the skill being targeted is actually the skill being assessed.  
 
Items with appropriate sources of challenge help ensure two things:  (a) that a student who 
does well on the item probably has a good grasp of the content targeted, and (b) that a 
student who does poorly on the item probably has a weak grasp on the content targeted. 
Said another way, analyzing source of challenge helps to identify those questions where a 
student may get the right answer for the wrong reason (false positive), or the wrong answer 
but in fact has the knowledge to answer the item correctly (false negative).   In an item with 
appropriate sources of challenge, the greatest challenges in the item lie in the content and 
type of performance targeted in the relevant objective(s) as opposed, for example, to 
ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎ ƻŦ ōŀŎƪƎǊƻǳƴŘ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻǊ ƛƴǘŜǊǇǊŜǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛǘŜƳΩǎ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘ. 

 
Reviewers rate each item for source of challenge as follows: 

 1 - appropriate source(s) of challenge 

 0 - inappropriate source(s) of challenge  
 

 Level of Cognitive Demand  

Judgments about level of cognitive demand focus on the type and level of thinking and 
reasoning required by students on individual items.  
 
In mathematics, the protocol differentiates between four levels of cognitive demand, 
ranging from the simple recall of information to complex reasoning and thinking. 
Complexity of the mathematics determines the cognitive level, not difficulty for students.    



Achieve     www.achieve.org  page 16 of 70 

 Level 1 (recall) ς item requires the recall of information such as a fact, definition, 
term, or simple procedure. Level 1 items are usually rote and procedural in nature, 
such as performing an algorithm or applying a formula or property. 

 Level 2 (skill/concept) ς item calls for the engagement of some mental processing 
beyond a habitual response, with students required to make some decisions as to 
how to approach a problem or activity.  

 Level 3 (strategic thinking) ς item requires students to reason, explain their thinking, 
plan, conjecture or use evidence. Level 3 items are non-routine or strategic in 
nature. Students must establish meaning.  

 Level 4 (extended/abstract thinking) ς item requires complex reasoning, planning, 
developing, and thinking, most likely over an extended period of time. 

 
Lƴ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘΣ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ŀ ƘƛŜǊŀǊŎƘȅ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ .ƭƻƻƳΩǎ ¢ŀȄƻƴƻƳȅ ǘƘŀǘ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ 
levels of sophistication and complexity of thinking.  The sophistication will depend on the 
degree to which simple knowledge and skills have to be recalled or drawn upon, the 
amount of cognitive processing required, the degree to which the task requires going 
beyond the text, and the need to extend or produce novel findings. 

 Level 1 (recall or locate) ς item requires little beyond simple recall or identification 
such as identify figurative language or basic facts in a reading passage.  

 Level 2 (infer or integrate) ς item demands a level of inference involving some 
comprehension and subsequent processing of texts, such as using context clues to 
identify unfamiliar words, predicting logical outcomes, or deciding appropriate verb 
tense by considering the meaning of a sentence.  

 Level 3 (analyze or apply) ς item requires analysis of the text and an understanding 
of how a passage works. Level 3 items inŎƭǳŘŜ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴƛƴƎ ŀǳǘƘƻǊΩǎ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜΣ 
understanding the use of symbols, or accomplishing a rhetorical purpose.  

 Level 4 (critique or evaluate) ς item requires evaluation of material and are often 
open-ended.  

 
In English, reviewers also evaluate the level of demand of the reading passage. Here, 
reviewers analyze various elements of the passage including vocabulary, sentence structure, 
and the skill in literary analysis required.   

 Balance 

Balance compares the emphasis of content offered by an item set to the emphasis of 
content described by the standards.  In addition to evaluating alignment, reviewers also 
judge whether the set of items emphasizes the more important content at the grade level.  

 Level of Challenge 

This criterion is applied to a set of items, and reviewers consider whether the set of items 
mapped to a standard represent an appropriate range of challenge.  
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The criteria and process that have been developed unpack different factors that contribute to 
the quality of the alignment between assessments and standards, thereby providing a level of 
information about assessments typically unavailable to states and organizations.5  It is 
important to recognize that the process relies on the clinical judgments of experienced content 
and assessment experts.  The criteria and the training of reviewers are rigorous, and seasoned 
judgment is a major aspect of the review. 
 
Those who are charged with the actual development/selection of the EAP items have been 
provided with a detailed technical review of the findings of this analysis.  A summary of major 
findings by criteria for the Mathematics (Algebra II and Summative Mathematics) and English 
(Reading, Writing, and EAP Essay) EAP Assessments follows. 

                                                           
5
 It is assumed that any state or organization evaluating a particular exam will run its own bias review, drawing 

upon the work of a representative and well-qualified panel of experts, so this aspect of an assessment is not a part 
of this protocol. 
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Findings Mathematics 

Achieve found:  

I. The Algebra II and the Summative Mathematics EAP assessments address essential 
college-ready mathematics identified by the CSU faculty for entry into credit bearing 
coursework. 

II. The augmentation itemsτwhich are the same for the Algebra II and the Summative 
Mathematics EAP assessmentsτexpect students to make connections across 
mathematics and raise the level of cognitive demand for the collective set of EAP test 
items. 

 
Achieve recommends that the EAP Test Committee consider: 

1. Including/developing a number of more cognitively demanding selected-response items 
in order to assess thinking at the strategic level. 

2. Exploring the addition of a limited number of constructed response items. 
3. Screening items for complicated or lengthy arithmetic that presents an inappropriate 

source of challenge for students without calculators.  
4. Selecting items that would balance coverage to include other important college-ready 

content that is in the CST blueprint. 

This section presents findings relative to the entire EAP assessment (CST item subset and 
augmentation items combined) in Algebra II followed by findings relative to the Summative 
Mathematics EAP.  For each of these EAP assessments, Achieve reviewers first considered the 
CST subset items, then the set of augmentation items and finally the combined set of itemsτ
presented hereτtƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜ ŀ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ 9!t ŎƻƭƭŜƎŜ ǊŜŀŘƛƴŜǎǎ ǎŎƻǊŜΦ  DƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŀǘ 
the partners in the California Diploma Project are considering the expansion of the EAP, we 
conclude with recommendations for making this college ready assessment even better. 

Algebra II EAP 

What Mathematics Content Does the Algebra II EAP Cover?  

The Algebra II EAP (CST item subset and augmentation items combined) covers a range of the 
California Content Standards.  Although the CST item subset covers only Algebra II content, the 
augmentation items expand coverage to include Algebra I and Geometry.  In Algebra II, 
students are asked to solve systems of linear equations, understand and use exponential 
functions, simplify rational expressions with monomial denominators, and solve quadratic 
equations.  In Algebra I, students are asked about rules of exponents.  In Geometry, students 
are asked to compute areas of geometric figures.  See Appendix A for the full listing of 
standards that make up the content and performance expectations and blueprint for the 
Algebra II EAP.  
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The following tables and narrative summarize ratings for content centrality, performance 
centrality, source of challenge, and level of cognitive demand when the 45 CST Algebra II items 
and the 13 EAP augmentation items are combined.  Such a tally offers perspective on the 
characteristics of the item pool used to determine student EAP scores.  In addition, by 
identifying how the 13 items in the EAP augmentation set align not with the ELM Specifications 
for EAP but with the California Content Standardsτparticularly the Algebra II standardsτit is 
possible to get a sense of the impact the augmentation set has on the balance and level of 
challenge of the collection of items used to generate student EAP scores.  All tables are 
calculated using the revised mappings proposed by Achieve.6 

Content Centrality 

In terms of content centrality, 67% of the items that were mapped to the California Algebra II 
standards and the ELM specificationsτas defined by the test blueprintτwere determined to 
consistently match the intent of the standard.  The other 33% of the items target partial 
elements of the standards to which they were mapped (Table 1.1).  Those with an interest in 
the EAP test results can be assured that 100% of the EAP items target quite clearly the content 
described in the standards.  

Table 1.1: Content Centrality of Algebra II EAP  

California Content Standards: 
Algebra II and 

ELM Specifications 

Number 
of 

items 

Content Centrality 

2 
Consistent 

1a 
General 
standard 

1b 
Part of 

compound 
standard 

0 
No match 

California Content Standards:  
Algebra II  

45 
28 

(62%) 
0 

17 
(38%) 

0 

ELM Specifications for EAP 13 
11 

(85%) 
0 

2 
(15%) 

0 

Totals 58 39 0 19 0 

Percent 100% 67% 0% 33% 0% 

                                                           
6
 Reviewers remapped three items to other standards in the Algebra II blueprint and ELM Specifications.  In 

addition, two of the 58 EAP items exhibited inappropriate sources of challenge.  
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Note in Table 1.1 that a third of the items (33%) were determined to partially address the 
standard to which they were mapped.  While still a strong rating, these items need to be 
viewed as a set of items that together address the total content of the standards.  Table 1.2 
highlights a few examples of these items and provides details on the aspects of content that 
areτand that are notτassessed. 

Table 1.2: Examples of Algebra II EAP Items with 1b Content Rating 

Content Standard 

Items 
Aligned 
to this 

Standard 

Items 
Rated 
as 1b  

Assessed Content Comments 

2A2.0* Students solve 
systems of linear equations 
and inequalities (in two or 
three variables) by 
substitution, with graphs, 
or with matrices. 

5 2 

The two items 
that were rated 
1b both assess 
systems of 
equations. 

Both systems of linear 
equations and inequalities are 
assessed across the five items.  
All items involve two 
variables.  Solution strategies 
are neither specified nor easily 
assessable, given the multiple-
choice format of the test.  Two 
items involve graphs. 

2A4.0* Students factor 
polynomials representing 
the difference of squares, 
perfect square trinomials, 
and the sum and difference 
of two cubes. 

3 3 

Two items assess 
the difference of 
squares, and one 
item assesses 
perfect square 
trinomials.  

No items assess the sum and 
difference of two cubes. 

A2EAP4.4 Find real 
solutions to simple 
equations (including 
quadratic and rational), 
with both numerical and 
literal coefficients. 

3 2 

The two items 
that were rated 
1b both assess 
numerical 
coefficients only.  

Across the three items, both 
numerical and literal 
coefficients are included.  

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Consistent General standardPart of compound 
standard

No match

Chart 1.1: Content Centrality of Algebra II EAP
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Performance Centrality 

In terms of performance centrality, 47% of the items that were mapped to the California 
Algebra II standards and the ELM Specificationsτas defined by the test blueprint τwere 
determined to consistently match the intent of the standard (Table 1.3).   The other 53% of the 
items target partial elements of the standards to which they were mapped. Those with an 
interest in the EAP test results could be assured that 100% of the EAP items target 
performances described in the standards.   

Table 1.3: Performance Centrality of Algebra II EAP 

California Content Standards: 
Algebra II and 

ELM Specifications 

 
Number 

of 
items 

 

Performance Centrality 

2 
Consistent 

1a 
General 
standard 

1b 
Part of 

compound 
standard 

0 
No match 

California Content Standards:  
Algebra II  

45 
16 

(36%) 
0 

29 
(64%) 

0 

ELM Specifications for EAP 13 
11 

(85%) 
0 

2 
(15%) 

0 

Totals 58 27 0 31 0 

Percent 100% 47% 0% 53% 0% 

 

Note in Table 1.3 that over half of the reviewed items (53%) were determined to partially 
address the standard to which they were mapped.  While still a strong rating, these items must 
be viewed as a set to determine the balance of the performance expectations. Table 1.4 
provides a few examples.  
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Chart 1.2: Performance Centrality of Algebra II 
EAP
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Table 1.4: Examples of Algebra II EAP Items with 1b Performance Rating 

Content Standard 

Items 
Aligned 
to this 

Standard 

Items 
Rated 
as 1b  

Assessed Performance Comments 

2A6.0* Students add, 
subtract, multiply, and 
divide complex numbers 

3 3 

Two items assess 
multiplication of 
complex numbers, 
while the other 
assesses subtraction. 

No division of complex 
numbers is assessed.   
Addition is embedded within 
the subtraction problem. 

2A22.0 Students find the 
general term and the 
sums of arithmetic 
series and of both finite 
and infinite geometric 
series. 

2 2 

One item assesses 
finding the general 
term, while the other 
addresses finding the 
sum.  

Together, both items 
adequately assess the 
performance expectations of 
this standard. 

A2EAP4.1 Evaluate & 
interpret algebraic 
expressions (including 
function notation, 
rational exponents, and 
radicals). 

2 2 

One item calls for 
evaluation while the 
other item calls for 
interpretation. 

Across the two items both 
performances are assessed.  

Level of Cognitive Demand  

With 59% of the items categorized by reviewers as level 1, these Algebra II EAP items tend to be 
of a procedural nature (Table 1.5).  In many cases, an item involving more rigorous 
mathematical topics (such as multiple representations) is asked at a procedural level, thereby 
lowering its cognitive demand.  The other 41% of the Algebra II EAP items go beyond 
procedural mathematics and require students to think, plan, and execute.  Some of these items 
are presented in a context that expects students to make meaning of the mathematics and then 
mathematically model the situation.   
 
It is worthy of note that with three level 1 ratings and 10 level 2 ratings, the set of 13 
augmentation items raises the overall cognitive demand of the Algebra II EAP.  The number of 
items rated level 2 increases substantially, from 31% to 41%.  The augmentation items call on 
students to make decisions about how to approach a problem and to display conceptual 
understandings.  These items generally mirror the levels of performance represented in the 
ELM specifications for the Algebra II EAP.  
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Table 1.5: Cognitive Demand of Algebra II EAP 

California Content Standards: 
Algebra II and 

ELM Specifications 

Number 
of 

items 

Cognitive Demand 

1 
Procedural 

2 
Skill/ 

concept 

3 
Strategic 

4 
Abstract 

California Content Standards: 
Algebra II 

45 
31 

(69%) 
14 

(31%) 
0 0 

ELM Specifications for EAP 13 
3 

(23%) 
10 

(77%) 
0 0 

Totals 58 34 24 0 0 

Percent 100% 59% 41% 0% 0% 

 

Table 1.6 highlights the differences between a level 1 item and a level 2 item.  

Table 1.6: Example of Cognitive Demand Comparison of Algebra II EAP Items 

Item Content Standard 
Cognitive 
Demand 

Which point lies in the solution set for the system 

 

2A2.0* Students solve systems 
of linear equations and 
inequalities (in two or three 
variables) by substitution, with 
matrices.  

1 

A restaurant manager bought 20 packages of bagels. 
Some packages contained 6 bagels each, and the rest 
contained 12 bagels each. There were 168 bagels in all. 
How many packages of 12 bagels did the manager buy? 

2 

 
Reviewers noted that the augmentation items have been written to make connections across 
and/within the domains of algebra and geometry, and it is the connections that these items 
require students to make that contribute to their level of challenge as an item set.  Table 1.7 
gives brief descriptors of each item, highlighting instances where multiple mathematical 
concepts are involved, requiring students to make connections. 
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Chart 1.3: Cognitive Demand of Algebra II EAP
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Table 1.7: Characteristics of Augmentation Items 

Item Comments on Item Characteristics Contributing to Level of Challenge 

1 
This item requires students to evaluate a function involving the application of rules of 
exponents. 

2 This item requires students to display understanding of the rules of radicands. 

3 
This item involves use of a literal coefficient in a quadratic equation and calls on students to 
have an understanding of the quadratic formula and the role of the discriminant in determining 
number of solutions.   

4 This is the only item that involves solving an equation with rational exponents. 

5 
This is one of the few items cast in a real world context causing students to write the equations 
that model the situation and then solve them and make sense of the solution in the original 
context. 

6 
This item involves both linear and quadratic equations on the coordinate plane and calls for 
students to understand the geometry of a circle.  It has multiple solution paths. 

7 
A procedural item was enhanced by involving reasoning about what values of the denominator 
of a fraction will result in a value greater than 0 before solving an absolute value equation in the 
denominator. 

8 
This item requires students to make connections between systems of linear equations, 
coordinate geometry, and area. 

9 
This item calls on students to understand the coordinate graphs of functions and the relationship 
between the graph of a function and the graph of the reciprocal of that function. 

10 
This item involves area, perimeter, and the Pythagorean Theorem (or knowledge of properties of 
special right triangles). 

11 
Using visualization this item is easily solved without tedious computation involving the area of a 
circle.  A less able or perceptive student could solve the problem by performing multiple area 
calculations. 

12 This item extends the concept of similarity to solid figures involving scaled volumes. 

13 
This item requires students to apply both geometry and algebra to the solution of a problem.  
Given area, students must find the height by solving a quadratic equation, eliminating an 
extraneous solution and then making sense of the answer in the original context. 

Balance  

The Algebra II EAP is intended to address content primarily from the Algebra II strand (79%).  
However since the augmented items make connections across several standards, the EAP also 
covers Algebra I (7%) and Geometry (14%).  

Level of Challenge  

The entire Algebra II CST blueprint provides the full range of content from which the EAP Test 
Committee may select items.  The standards on the Algebra II CST blueprint provide 
opportunities for the inclusion of items that can be both appropriate to this college-ready 
assessment while sampling various levels of challenge from procedural to complex.  See 
Appendix A.  
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Summative Mathematics EAP 

What Mathematics Content Does the Summative Mathematics EAP Cover?  

The Summative Mathematics EAP covers a range of the California Content Standards in Algebra 
I, Algebra II, and Geometry.  In Algebra I, the Summative Mathematics EAP addresses rules of 
exponents, rate problems, and polynomials.  In Geometry, students are asked to compute 
various measurements of geometric figures and use the Pythagorean Theorem.  The Algebra II 
items address solving quadratic and linear equations and using exponential functions. See 
Appendix B for the full listing of standards that make up the content and performance 
expectations and blueprint for the Summative Mathematics EAP. 
 
The following tables and narrative summarize ratings for content centrality, performance 
centrality, source of challenge, and level of cognitive demand when the 49 CST Summative 
Mathematics items and the 13 EAP augmentation items are combined.  Such a tally offers 
perspective on the characteristics of the item pool used to determine student EAP scores.  In 
addition, by identifying how the 13 items in the EAP augmentation set align not with the ELM 
specifications for EAP but with the California Content Standardsτparticularly those included on 
the Summative Mathematics assessmentτit is possible to get a sense of the impact the 
augmentation set has on the balance and level of challenge of the collection of items used to 
generate student EAP scores. All tables are calculated using the revised mappings proposed by 
Achieve.7 

Content Centrality 

In terms of content centrality, 51% of the items that were mapped to the California 
mathematics standards and the ELM Specificationsτas defined by the test blueprintτwere 
determined to consistently match the intent of the standard.  Another 47% target partial 
elements of the standards to which they were mapped.  Those with an interest in EAP test 
results can be assured that 98% of the item subset target quite clearly the content described in 
the standards.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
7
 Reviewers remapped two items to other standards.  In addition, one of the 62 EAP items exhibited inappropriate 

source of challenge. 
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Table 1.8: Content Centrality of Summative Mathematics EAP 

California Content Standards: 
Summative Mathematics  
and ELM Specifications 

Number 
of 

items 

Content Centrality 

2 
Consistent 

1a 
General 
standard 

1b 
Part of 

compound 
standard 

0 
No match 

California Content Standards: 
Summative Mathematics (Algebra I, 
Geometry, Algebra II) 

49 
21 

(43%) 
0 

27 
(55%) 

1 
(2%) 

ELM Specifications for EAP 13 
11 

(85%) 
0 

2 
(15%) 

0 

Totals 62 32 0 29 1 

Percent 100% 51% 0% 47% 2% 

 

Performance Centrality 

In terms of performance centrality, 55% of the items that were mapped to the California 
mathematics standards and the ELM Specificationsτas defined by the test blueprint τwere 
determined to consistently match the intent of the standards (Table 1.9).   The other 45% of the 
items target partial elements of the standards to which they were mapped. Those with an 
interest in EAP test results could be assured that 100% of the EAP items target performances 
described in the standards.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Consistent General standardPart of compound 
standard

No match

Chart 1.4: Content Centrality of Summative 
Mathematics EAP



Achieve     www.achieve.org  page 27 of 70 

Table 1.9: Performance Centrality of Summative Mathematics EAP 

California Content Standards: 
Summative Mathematics  
and ELM Specifications 

Number 
of 

items 

Performance Centrality 

2 
Consistent 

1a 
General 
standard 

1b 
Part of 

compound 
standard 

0 
No match 

California Content Standards: 
Summative Mathematics (Algebra I, 
Geometry, Algebra II) 

49 
23 

(47%) 
0 

26 
(53%) 

0 

ELM Specifications for EAP 13 
11 

(85%) 
0 

2 
(15%) 

0 

Totals 62a 34 0 28 0 

Percent 100% 55% 0% 45% 0% 
a
 One of the 62 EAP items was found to have an inappropriate source of challenge.   

 

Level of Cognitive Demand 

With 55% of the items categorized by reviewers as level 1, a majority of the Summative 
Mathematics EAP items tend to be of a procedural nature (Table 1.10).  Similar to items in the 
Algebra II EAP, in many cases, the Summative Mathematics EAP items involve more rigorous 
mathematical topics (such as exponential functions) but are asked at a procedural level, 
thereby lowering the cognitive demand.  The other 45% of the Summative Mathematics EAP 
items go beyond procedural mathematics and require students to think, plan, and execute.  
Some of these items are presented in a context that expects students to make meaning of the 
mathematics and then mathematically model the situation.   
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Table 1.10: Cognitive Demand of Summative Mathematics EAP Items 

California Content Standards: 
Summative Mathematics  
and ELM Specifications 

Number 
of 

items 

Cognitive Demand 

1 
Procedural 

2 
Skill/ 

concept 

3 
Strategic 

4 
Abstract 

California Content Standards: 
Summative Mathematics (Algebra I, 
Geometry, Algebra II) 

49 
31 

(63%) 
18 

(37%) 
0 0 

ELM Specifications for EAP 13 
3 

(23%) 
10 

(77%) 
0 0 

Totals 62 34 28 0 0 

Percent 100% 55% 45% 0% 0% 

 

Table 1.11 highlights the differences between a level 1 item and a level 2 item.    

Table 1.11: Example of Cognitive Demand Comparison of Summative Mathematics EAP Items 

Item Content Standard 
Cognitive 
Demand 

Which of the following expressions is equal to  
(x + 2) + (x ς 2)(2x + 1)?  

1A10.0* Students add, 
subtract, multiply, and divide 
monomials and polynomials. 
Students solve multistep 
problems, including word 
problems, by using these 
techniques.  

1 

Beth is two years older than Julio. Gerald is twice as old as 
Beth. Debra is twice as old as Gerald. The sum of their 
ages is 38. How old is Beth?   

1A5.0* Students solve 
multistep problems, including 
word problems, involving linear 
equations and linear 
inequalities in one variable and 
provide justification for each 
step.  

2 
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As with the Algebra II EAP, Achieve reviewers found that the addition of the 13 augmentation 
items raises the overall cognitive demand of the Summative Mathematics EAP.  The number of 
items rated level 2 increases substantially, from 37% to 45%.  Many of the augmentation items 
require students to make connections both within and across the algebra and geometry 
domains, which adds to the richness, and hence cognitive demand, of the items.  See Table 1.7 
in the Algebra II EAP section for an in-depth description of the augmentation items.   

Balance 

The Summative Mathematics EAP addresses content across three sets of standardsτAlgebra I, 
Geometry, and Algebra II.  Items are balanced across these standards with 40% covering 
Algebra II content, 30% addressing Algebra I content, and the remaining 30% covering 
Geometry content.  

Level of Challenge 

The entire Summative Mathematics CST blueprint provides the full range of content from which 
the EAP Test Committee may select items.  The standards on the Summative Mathematics EAP 
blueprint provide opportunities for the inclusion of items that can be both appropriate to this 
college-ready assessment while sampling various levels of challenge from procedural to 
complex.  See Appendix B. 

Concluding RecommendationsτMathematics 

Achieve completed this analysis of the Algebra II and the Summative Mathematics EAP 
assessments at the request of the partners who lead this effort for the CSU and the CDE.  Given 
that the partners in the California Diploma Project are considering the expansion of the EAP, 
recommendations have been offered for their consideration. 
 

1. The EAP Test Committee should consider including/developing a select number of 
more cognitively demanding selected-response items in order to assess thinking at the 
strategic level. 

A particular strength of the augmentation item set is that many items require students 
to make connections across and/or within mathematical domains.  These items tend to 
be more interesting and mathematically richer and can be used as models for 
developing future items for both the Algebra II and Summative Mathematics EAP.  The 
inclusion/development of additional selected-response items that resemble these, plus 
others that assess higher levels of cognitive demand, would help ensure that these 
items assess the kinds of higher order skills students need to be prepared for college.  
Finally, the inclusion of application problems from the social sciences or sciences would 
also enhance this pool of items, enabling students to demonstrate their abilities to use 
mathematics to model relevant situations with functions. 
 

2. Consider exploring the addition of a limited number of constructed response items. 
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The addition of constructed-response, or open-ended, itemsτeven a limited number of 
themτwould be a vehicle for increasing the cognitive demand level of this collective set 
of items.  While it is true that such items can be expensive, given costs of scoring, they 
are critical in assessing skills that are difficult, to assess through multiple-choice items.  
Such items allow teachers to see first-hand how students approach solving problems, 
whether they can create graphs on their own, whether they can create conjectures or 
justifications on their own, and whether they can explain their reasoning.  
 

3. Screen items for complicated or lengthy arithmetic that present an inappropriate 
source of challenge for students without calculators.  

Some items involve complicated or lengthy arithmetic, and if such items are to continue 
being a part of this assessment, consideration should be given to allowing calculator 
use.  If calculator use on all or part of the test is not an option, then items need to be 
screened to ensure that the arithmetic does not present an inappropriate source of 
challenge for students.   
 

4. Consider the inclusion/selection of items that would balance coverage to include other 
important college-ready content that is in the CST blueprint. 

Specific feedback related to content emphasis and to particular standards is as follows: 
o inequalities, volume of geometric figures, and laws of fractional exponentsτ

aspects of assessed standards that are not adequately represented in the subset 
of 49 Summative Mathematics CST items examined. 

o properties of logarithms and the inverse relationship between exponents and 
logarithms.  (from 2A11.1* and 2A14.0, two Algebra II standards included in both 
CST blueprints but not identified for inclusion in the EAP.  Given the demands of 
College Algebra, some familiarity with these concepts is important for college 
readiness.) 

o transfer between/amoƴƎ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǎ ŀ ƳŜŀƴǎ ƻŦ ƎŀǳƎƛƴƎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ 
conceptual understanding. 

o probability and statistics.  (These concepts are addressed in both the CST 
blueprints through 2A19.0* and three Probability and Statistics standards (1.0, 
2.0, and 7.0) but not identified for inclusion in the EAP.  With these domains of 
mathematics becoming increasingly important for students, particularly in non-
STEM majors such as the social sciences, it makes sense to include some such 
items in the EAP components.) 

 
************ *******  
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Findings English - Reading and Writing 

Achieve found:  

I. The English EAP addresses essential college-ready content identified by the CSU faculty 
for entry into credit bearing English coursework. 

II. The English EAP includes rigorous reading passages. 
III. ¢ƘŜ 9!t 9ǎǎŀȅ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƻƴƭȅ ŀ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ōǳǘ ŀƭǎƻ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǘƘƛƴƪƛƴƎΦ 

 
Achieve recommends the following:  

1. When assessing reading, the EAP Test Committee should select questions on reading 
passages that are as text dependent as possible in ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ǘŜǎǘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ 
derive meaning from the college level passages provided. 

2. Consider convening faculty representatives from the UC and the CSU higher education 
systems with Community Colleges to conduct a cross-sector analysis of the assessment 
of direct writing and identify opportunities for alignment. 

3. Consider a cross-sector communication outreach effort to educators, students, and 
communities regarding the expectations that students must meet in order to 
demonstrate readiness for entry-level college coursework in English.   

 
This section presents findings relative to the three parts of the English EAP assessment:  

1. EAP reading items  
2. EAP writing items  
3. EAP Essay for the assessment of direct writing.   

 
The EAP reading and writing include a subset of around 42 multiple choice items selected by 
CSU faculty from the Grade 11 CST in English-Language Arts.   The CSU faculty include 15 items 
for the augmentation that have been retired from the EPTτa test that has proven itself a valid 
predictor of student readiness in reading and writing.  The CSU faculty also include the EAP 
Essay and rubric in part because the CST does not have a measure of direct writing at Grade 11.  
To further inform this analysis of the EAP Essay, Achieve reviewers considered similarities 
between this assessment and the UC Analytical Writing Placement Examination (AWPE).  Given 
that the partners in the California Diploma Project are considering the expansion of the EAP, we 
conclude with recommendations for making this college ready assessment even better. 

EAP Reading 

What Content Does the English EAP Cover in Reading?  

The English EAP addresses essential content and skills in reading, ranging from word analysis 
and the use of rhetorical devices to understanding the structure of an argument.  The EAP 
includes seven augmentation reading itemsτretired EPT itemsτthat assess analytical reading 
skills deemed essential by CSU for success in first-year, credit-bearing English courses. The 
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augmentation items expect students to understand the meaning of words in the context of a 
sentence as well as the relationship between two ideas. Specifically, students are asked 
whether the ideas contrast, illustrate cause and effect, or contradict each other. Though the 
augmentation items were not developed to specifically address the California Content 
Standards, Achieve reviewers mapped the items to the standards for the purposes of discussing 
full content coverage of the standards.  See Appendix C for the full listing of standards that 
make up the content and performance expectations and blueprint for the English EAP. 

Content Centrality 

In terms of content centrality, 60% of the items that were mapped to the California Reading 
Standards were determined to clearly match the intent of the standard, and an additional 16% 
targeted partial elements of the standards to which they were mapped.  That is, those with an 
interest in the EAP test results could be assured that the majority of the items, 76%, actually 
target quite clearly the content described in the standards.  Only slight flaws with the other six 
items, 24% of the total reading items, were identified. 

Table 2.1: Content Centrality of EAP Reading Items 

California Content Standards: 
Reading  

and Augmentation Items 

Number 
of items 

Content Centrality 

2 
Consistent 

1a 
General 
standard 

1b 
Part of 

compound 
standard 

0 
No match 

1.0 Word Analysis, Fluency, & 
Systemic Vocabulary Development 

5 5 0 0 0 

2.0 Reading Comprehension: Focus 
on Informational Materials 

10 4 3 3 0 

3.0 Literary Response & Analysis 10 6 1 1 2b 

IB Vocabulary in Context 3a - - - - 

IC Logical Relationships 4a - - - - 

Totals 32 15 4 4 2b 

Percent - 60% 16% 16% 8% 
a
 The augmentation items were not scored for content centrality and are not included in the denominator of total 

percentages.  As retired EPT items, the augmentation items were not developed to specifically address the 
California Content Standards and a specification blueprint was not used. The analysis of these items did not include 
a review of content centrality.  
b
 Reviewers identified two items that did not seem to match the content called for in the standards to which they 

were mapped and were not able to remap the items to a more appropriate standard. 
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Note in Table 2.1 the score of 1a for four of the items (16% of the total reading items) in 
content centrality.  This is an indication that in a few cases the standards to which the items 
were mapped were too general to guarantee a complete match of the item to the intent of the 
standard.   

Performance Centrality 

In terms of performance centrality, 68% of the items mapped to California Reading Standards 
were determined to clearly match the intent of the standard, and one item targeted a standard 
ǿƘƻǎŜ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ όάǘǊŀŎŜέύ was considered by the reviewers as being too vague to evaluate a 
tight match.  In total, 18 of the 25 items mapped to the reading standards (72%) were 
considered to match to some extent the performance addressed in the standards. 

Table 2.2: Performance Centrality of EAP Reading Items 

California Content Standards: 
Reading  

and Augmentation Items 

Number 
of items 

Performance Centrality 

2 
Consistent 

1a 
General 
standard 

1b 
Part of 

compound 
standard 

0 
No match 

1.0 Word Analysis, Fluency, & 
Systemic Vocabulary Development 

5 5 0 0 0 

2.0 Reading Comprehension: Focus 
on Informational Materials 

10 6 0 0 4 

3.0 Literary Response & Analysis 10 6 1 0 3 

IB Vocabulary in Context 3a - - - - 

IC Logical Relationships 4a - - - - 

Totals 32 17 1 0 7b 

Percent - 68% 4% 0% 28% 
a
 The augmentation items were not scored for performance centrality and are not included in the denominator of 

total percentages.  As retired EPT items, the augmentation items were not developed to specifically address the 
California Content Standard and a specification blueprint was not used. The analysis of these items did not include 
a review of performance centrality.  
b
Reviewers identified seven items that did not seem to match the performance called for in the standards to which 

they were mapped and were not able to remap the items to a more appropriate standard. 
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In Table 2.2 note that seven items, representing 28% of the 25 scored reading items, were 
judged not to target the performances in the standards to which they were mapped. See Table 
2.3 for examples of what these items assess and do not assess.  

Table 2.3: Examples of EAP Reading Items with 0 Performance Rating 

Item Aligned Standard Comment 

In the middle of paragraph 2, 
wƻƻǎŜǾŜƭǘ ƛƳǇƭƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ άȅƻǳ ƘŀǾŜ 
acknowledged that you are no 
longer able to trust in your 
courts and your law-enforcing 
ƳŀŎƘƛƴŜǊȅέ ǿƘŜƴ ȅou allow 
individuals  

A to speak and assemble freely. 
B to organize as labor unions. 
C to take the law into their own 

hands. 
D to think that justice will always 

prevail.  

R2.5: Analyze an author's implicit 
and explicit philosophical 
assumptions and beliefs about a 
subject. 

Though the item stem 
όάƛƳǇƭƛŜǎέύ ŀǇǇŜŀǊǎ ǘƻ ŘŜƳŀƴŘ 
analysisτthe performance 
addressed in the standardτ
however the reading passage 
ǎǘŀǘŜǎ άΧŦƻǊ ŀƴȅōƻŘȅ ǘƻ take the 
law into his own hands. The 
minute you allow that then you 
have acknowledged that you are 
not longer able to trust in your 
courts and your law-enforcing 
machineryΧέ ¢Ƙǳǎ ǘƘŜ 
performance required is not 
analysis, but, rather, fairly simple 
identification of the referent of a 
ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǇǊƻƴƻǳƴ ΨǘƘŀǘΩΦ 

In paragraph 4, what does the 
reader learn about Lily?  

A She did not like traveling to see 
her aunt 

B She did not particularly care for 
her aunt 

C She did not wish to behave in the 
same manner as her aunt but felt 
the need for comfort 

D {ƘŜ ŘƛŘ ƴƻǘ ŀǇǇǊƻǾŜ ƻŦ ƘŜǊ ŀǳƴǘΩǎ 
expensive country home but 
stayed anyway.  

RL3.3 Analyze the way in which 
irony, tone, mood, the author's 
style, and the "sound" of 
language achieve specific 
rhetorical or aesthetic purposes 
or both. 

Standard asks for an analysis 
Item only requires students to 
draw a conclusion about a 
character, an inferential reading 
skill.  
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Item Aligned Standard Comment 

What political system is reflected 
in the passage? 

A democracy 
B socialism 
C communism 
D theocracy  

RL3.8 Analyze the clarity and 
consistency of political 
assumptions in a selection of 
literary works or essays on a 
topic (e.g., suffrage, women's 
role in organized labor). (Political 
Approach) 

In this item, students are asked 
to identify the political system 
reflected in the passage, not 
analyze political assumptions.   

 
Note that the items that received performance centrality ratings of 0 were mapped to 
standards that required a level of analysis or critique.  In a sense, analyzing a reading passage 
requires breaking down information materials into their component parts in order to 
understand how they work.  Given the ǊƛƎƻǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ǎǘŀndards at the high school level, it is 
not surprising that attempting to measure rigorous performances is a challenge for the 
multiple-choice format. The level of analysis called for in the California Content Standards is 
more amenable to a direct writing assessment and, particularly with R2.5, is addressed by the 
EAP Essay.  See EAP Essay Section for further discussion.  

Source of Challenge 

Two of the EAP reading items were regarded as having source of challenge issues. Overall, the 
EAP items do not present source of challenge issues and those who use the test results to make 
instructional and curricular decisions can assume that students who do well grasp the essential 
content and skills of the standards and those who do poorly have a weak grasp of the essential 
content and skills identified by the tested standards.  

Level of Cognitive Demand 

For this analysis, reading items were divided into two categoriesτtext independent (items that 
do not depend on the passage for an answer) and text dependent (answers that require 
referencing the reading passage)τeach evaluated separately for cognitive demand.  The level 
of demand for text dependent items is calculated using two criteria, which is discussed in the 
Demand of Reading Passages section below.  The cognitive demand of text independent items 
is discussed here.  
 
For a variety of reasons, items in a reading test may not be attached to a reading passage even 
though they target specified reading skillsτvocabulary items for example.  Items that address 
vocabulary are typically focused at the word and sentence level, and, as such, do not target 
larger text elements. In some cases, however, although the standard refers to the entirety of a 
text, an item mapped to that standard may not focus on the text as a whole. Such items are 
often referred to as text independent; that is the test taker can answer a question without 
reading the passage.  Fifteen of the 25 reviewed reading items were categorized as text 
independent.  Although some items were intended to only address a sentence level issue such 
as vocabulary, other items did not seem to address the full intent of the standard. A few 
examples of such text independent items are provided in Table 2.4.   
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Table 2.4: Examples of Text Independent Items  

Item Comments 
Cognitive 
Demand 

Read these lines from the beginning of 
paragraph. 3. 
ά²Ŝ Ƴǳǎǘ ƴƻǘ ƭŜǘ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƛƴ ōŀŎƪ ƻŦ 
us down; we must have courage; we must 
not succumb to fears of any kind; and we 
must live up to the things that we believe 
ƛƴ ŀƴŘ ǎŜŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƧǳǎǘƛŎŜ ƛǎ ŘƻƴŜΧέ 

wƻƻǎŜǾŜƭǘΩǎ ǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǊŜǇŜǘƛǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǇƘǊŀǎƛƴƎ 
and structure in these lines creates 

A a hostile tone that increases in anger 
B an objective tone based on facts 
C a sympathetic tone supported by example 
D a persuasive tone that build with intensity  

Students do not need to refer back to the 
passage because the relevant text has been 
supplied in the item and the sentence 
provided is sufficient information to 
determine an answer; reference to the 
larger passage is not necessary to correctly 
answer this item. Thus it measures a 
ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊƘŜǘƻǊƛŎŀƭ 
effect of repetition, but not of an 
understanding of the reading passage. 

3 

Read this sentence from paragraph 3 of the 
document. 
ά¢ƻ ǘƘŜ ƻǾŜǊǿƘŜƭƳŜŘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΣ ǘƘŜ 
seemingly simple solutions offered by 
scholarship companies are like waterfall 
ƳƛǊŀƎŜǎ ǘƻ ŀ Ƴŀƴ ǎǘǊŀƴŘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǎŜǊǘΦέ 

What statement does this analogy make? 

A People find it hard to come up with original 
ideas 

B Pride often prevents people from asking for 
the help they need 

C People in desperate situations are subject to 
distorted perceptions 

D Fear causes people to further appreciate the 
things they have 

Again, the relevant text has been supplied in 
the item stem, providing the student with 
enough information to answer the question.  
The item does not ask about an analogy in 
the context of the entire reading passage, 
but, rather in the context of the sentence 
itself.   

2 

 
The majority of the text independent items (86%) were rated level 2 for cognitive demand (See 
Table 2.5).  These items require students to make inferences in order to choose a correct 
answer.  Three of the five items aligned to the word analysis section of the California standards 
and the three logical relationship items asked students to deal with analogies.  Although such 
items require a high level of inference, they do not require the level of analysis demanded on 
other EAP items. The level 3 item asks the test taker not for a translation of what was said, but, 
rather, to describe the effect of how it was said. 
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Table 2.5: Cognitive Demand of Reading Items 

California Content Standards: 
Reading  

and Augmentation Items 

 
Number 
of items 

Cognitive Demand 

1 
Recall 

2 
Infer 

3 
Analyze 

4 
Critique 

1.0 Word Analysis, Fluency, & 
Systemic Vocabulary Development 

5a 0 4 0 0 

2.0 Reading Comprehension: Focus 
on Informational Materials 

10a 2 3 4 0 

3.0 Literary Response & Analysis 10b 0 3 5 0 

IB Vocabulary in Contexts 3 0 3 0 0 

IC Logical Relationships 4 0 4 0 0 

Total 15 - - - - 

Total Scored Items 28 2 17 9 0 

Percent - 7% 61% 32% 0% 
a 
One item rated as 0 for source of challenge was not reviewed for cognitive demand  

b
 Two items rated 0 for both content and performance centrality were not reviewed for cognitive demand  

 

Demand of Reading Passages 

Unlike mathematics or writing items, the demand of a reading item attached to a reading 
passage is only partially affected by the level of its cognitive demand; the other component that 
determines the challenge of an item is the level of complexity of the reading passage which it 
addresses.  Readability formulas, objective and quantitative, have traditionally been used as the 
measure of reading difficulty.  The Dale-Chall Readability Formula and later variations of such 
formulas such as the Flesch-Kincaid rely on mathematical computations involving total number 
of words per sentence and total number of syllables per word to describe the reading demand 
of a text.  Achieve includes Flesch-Kincaid Grade Levels for each reading passage on a reading 
test as one indication of reading complexity. 
 
In 1996, Jeanne Chall and others published The Qualitative Assessment of Text Difficulty: A 
Practical Guide for Teachers and Writers, which presents a method of qualitative assessment of 
text difficulty that relies on a total impression rather than on an analysis of text features.  Based 
on matching samples of text to exemplars that have been scaled for comprehension difficulty, a 
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Chart 2.3: Cognitive Demand of Reading Items
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range is established that scales reading materials from grade 1 through college. Whereas 
quantitative readability measures are based only on two or three particular text features such 
as sentence length and word difficulty, the assessment method presented in Qualitative 
Assessment of Text Difficulty is sensitive to the complete range of variables that differentiate 
the relative difficulty of written texts.  Achieve reviewers used this methodology to gauge the 
ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎ ŘŜƳŀƴŘ ƻŦ ŀ ǘŜǎǘΩǎ ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǇŀǎǎŀƎŜǎΦ   
 
The reading passages included on the EAP were judged by Achieve to represent rigorous texts 
that are fair examples of the materials students should be able to read to demonstrate college 
readiness. 

Table 2.6: EAP Reading Passage Reading Difficulty Scores 

Passage Title Genre 
Flesch-Kincaid 

Grade Level 

Qualitative 
Assessment 

Grade Level 

1. ά9ƭŜŀƴƻǊ wƻƻǎŜǾŜƭǘ {ǇŜŀƪǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 
aŜƳōŜǊǎΧέ 

Informational: 
political speech 

11 12 

2. from The House of Mirth by Edith 
Wharton 

Novel excerpt 12.5 12 

3. excerpt from Roughing It, άCƭǳǎƘ ¢ƛƳŜǎ ƛƴ 
±ƛǊƎƛƴƛŀ /ƛǘȅέ ōȅ aŀǊƪ ¢ǿŀƛƴ 

Literary non-
fiction 

9.1 12 

4. ά{ŎƘƻƭŀǊǎƘƛǇ {ŎŀƳ ¢ŀǊƎŜǘ ƻŦ bŜǿ 
[ŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛƻƴέ 

mixed genre   

a. General Exposition 
Magazine 
exposition 

11.3 8 

b. Legislation Text 
Public 

document 
10.3 14 

5. άDǊƛƴƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ .ŀǊƪ ƻŦŦ ŀ ¢ǊŜŜέ by Davy 
Crockett 

Literary, short 
story 

6.7 12 

 
Although the range of genre represented was good and aligned to that described by the 
California state standards in so far as they represented fiction, non-fiction, and public 
documents, all of the texts except one in the test form provided were period pieces, three from 
the late 19th century, and one from the mid 20th century.8  The age alone of such pieces tends 
to influence the reading demand since such texts are more likely to use unfamiliar language, 
allusions, and sentence structures.  
 
The reading passages included in this sample test are, however, representative of the types of 
texts students should be reading to show that they are college- and career-ready, and, 
therefore, strong comprehension of such materials is ŀ ƎƻƻŘ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ǊŜadiness 
for college level work. 
 

                                                           
8
 According to ETS, a broader representation of time periods in which texts are situated may be found in the actual 

operational tests; Achieve reviewers did not have access to the full bank of passages and items 
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EAP Indirect Writing  

As noted, the English EAP is made up of three parts including reading items, indirect writing 
items, and an EAP Essay for the assessment of direct writing.  This section focuses on the 
indirect writing items. 

What Content Does the English EAP Cover in Writing?  

The English EAP addresses essential college-ready content in writing. Students are expected to 
demonstrate control of grammar, sentence structure, and understand the use of visual aids 
when writing.  Students are also asked to revise texts for style and meaning.  The EAP includes 
six augmentation reading itemsτretired EPT itemsτthat assess analytical writing skills deemed 
essential by CSU for success in first-year, credit-bearing English courses. The augmentation 
items address much of the same content that is covered on the CST subset, including sentence 
variety as well as clarity and grammar in writing. Though the augmentation items were not 
developed to specifically address the California Content Standards, Achieve reviewers mapped 
the items to the standards for the purposes of discussing full content coverage of the 
standards.  See Appendix C for the full listing of standards that make up the content and 
performance expectations and blueprint for the English EAP. 

Content Centrality 

In terms of content centrality, 94% of the scored items that were mapped to the California 
writing and conventions standards were determined to target partial elements of the standards 
to which they were mapped (See Table 2.7).  That is, those with an interest in EAP test results 
could be assured that the majority of the indirect writing items target elements of the content 
described in the standards.  
 
The score of 1a for one of the items in content centrality is an indication that the language in 
one of the standards was too general to guarantee a complete match of the item to the intent 
of the standard.  
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Table 2.7: Content Centrality of EAP Indirect Items 

California Content Standards: 
Writing and Conventions 

and 
Augmentation Items 

Number 
of items 

Content Centrality 

2 
Consistent 

1a 
General 
standard 

1b 
Part of 

compound 
standard 

0 
No match 

1.0 Written and Oral English 
Language Conventions 

6 0 0 6 0 

1.0 Writing Strategies 14a 0 1 9 0 

IIA Construction Shift 3 b - - - - 

IIB Sentence Correction 3 b - - - - 

Total 26 - - - - 

Total Scored Items 16 0 1 15 0 

Percent - 0% 6% 94% 0% 
a 
Four of the Writing Strategies items were not scored because the correct answers were provided in the stem or in 

the passages. These four items were associated with writing passages that had been released, but the items 
themselves had not been released While these items were probably selected to make the test more representative, 
the passages had not been adjusted to reflect the errors in the items.  
b
 The augmentation items were not scored for content centrality and are not included in the denominator of total 

percentages.  As retired EPT items, the augmentation items were not developed to specifically address the 
California Content Standard and a specification blueprint was not used. The analysis of these items did not include 
a review of content centrality.  

 

 

Performance Centrality 

In terms of performance centrality, Table 2.8 indicates that 44% of the items mapped to 
California writing standards were determined to clearly match the intent of the standard.  Note 
that all items mapped to the writing convention standards were found to clearly match the 
intended performance.  That is, in answering the items correctly, students demonstrated a 
control of grammar, diction, and paragraph or sentence structure and an understanding of 
English usage.  
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Table 2.8: Performance Centrality of EAP Indirect Writing Items 

California Content Standards: 
Writing and Conventions 

and 
Augmentation Items 

Number 
of items 

Performance Centrality 

2 
Consistent 

1a 
General 
standard 

1b 
Part of 

compound 
standard 

0 
No match 

1.0 Written and Oral English 
Language Conventions 

6 6 0 0 0 

1.0 Writing Strategies 14a 1 0 0 9 

IIA Construction Shift 3 b - - - - 

IIB Sentence Correction 3 b - - - - 

Total 26 - - - - 

Total Scored Items 16 7 0 0 9c 

Percent - 44% 0% 0% 56% 
a
 Four of the Writing Strategies items were not scored because the correct answers were provided in the stem or in 

the passages. These four items were associated with writing passages that had been released, but the items 
themselves had not been released While these items were probably selected to make the test more representative, 
the passages had not been adjusted to reflect the errors in the items.  
b
 The augmentation items were not scored for performance centrality and are not included in the denominator of 

total percentages.  As retired EPT items, the augmentation items were not developed to specifically address the 
California Content Standard and a specification blueprint was not used. The analysis of these items did not include 
a review of performance centrality.  
c
 Reviewers identified nine items that did not seem to match the performance called for in the standards to which 
they were mapped and were not able to remap the items to a more appropriate standard. 
 

 

By contrast, reviewers found that nine of the itemsτall under Writing Strategiesτdid not 
target the performances in the standards to which they were mapped.  For these nine items, 
the scores of 0 for performance centrality reflect the tension, found in numerous state 
assessments, between instructional content standards that call for writing performance and the 
need to assess writing skills with multiple-choice items in large-scale statewide instruments.  

Table 2.9 provides of what these items assess and do not assess.    

 

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Consistent General standardPart of compound 
standard

No match

Chart 2.5: Performance Centrality of EAP Indirect 
Writing Items



Achieve     www.achieve.org  page 42 of 70 

Table 2.9: Example of EAP Indirect Writing Items with 0 Performance Rating 

Item 
Aligned Standard 

(underline added to emphasize 
expected performance) 

Comment 

Which paragraph might be 
ǊŜǾƛǎŜŘ ǘƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛŘŜŀ ά! 
house divided against itself 
Ŏŀƴƴƻǘ ǎǘŀƴŘέΚ 

A paragraph 1 
B paragraph 2 
C paragraph 4 
D paragraph 5 

WS1.3 Structure ideas and 
arguments in a sustained, 
persuasive, and sophisticated 
way and support them with 
precise and relevant examples. 

 
 
These items address the 
concepts of support (to which 
paragraph could a given idea 
best be added), and the use of 
details (how could an essay be 
strengthened?). Such items did 
not assess how well a student 
could structure his or her own 
ideas, but rather, how well they 
could recognize these elements 
in a text. Thus these items are 
more an evaluation of editing 
skills than the composing skills 
noted in the standards. 
 

In his next draft, Damon can 
improve paragraph 3 by  

A briefly summarizing the history of 
the United States 

B adding details about the four 
tǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘΩǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴǎ 

C ŘŜǎŎǊƛōƛƴƎ ǿƘŀǘ ŜŀŎƘ tǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘΩǎ 
face looked like 

D providing descriptive details to 
help the reader imagine the Black 
Hills setting.  

Which sentence could most 
logically follow the sentence at 
the end of paragraph 1 

A Frequently, an inventor will be 
ƛƴǎǇƛǊŜŘΧ 

B CƭŜƳƛƴƎΩǎ ŜƭŜŎǘǊƻƴ ǘǳōŜ ŀƴŘ 
9ŘƛǎƻƴΩǎ ŘƛǎŎƻǾŜǊȅΧ 

C Many inventors have been nearly 
ŦƻǊƎƻǘǘŜƴΧ 

D His early education played a large 
ǊƻƭŜΧ 

In paragraph 3, which one of 
these does Damon use for 
rhetorical effect? 

A repetition 
B metaphor 
C persuasion 
D analogy 

 
!ŎƘƛŜǾŜΩǎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿŜǊǎ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ ƪƛƴŘǎ ƻŦ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜǎ ŜȄǇŜŎǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ƛǘŜƳǎ ƛƴ ¢ŀōƭŜ 
2.9 may provide some information about student learning and performance that may be useful 
or meaningful, standard WS1.3 intends for students to generate writing and, without doing so, 
students cannot show mastery of these standards through these items.   
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Reviewers do not want to suggest that standards should be rewritten so that they can be 
assessed on a multiple-choice assessment.  Having standards that are not assessable on a 
multiple-choice assessment is appropriate and often desirable (particularly in the cases of 
performances such as speaking and writing).  California is to be commended for its inclusion of 
a direct writing assessment on the EAP that does clearly address the performances required by 
the Writing Strategies standards (see discussion of EAP Essay). 

Source of Challenge 

Achieve reviewers did not regard any EAP indirect writing items has having an inappropriate 
source of challenge.  

Level of Cognitive Demand 

A majority of the EAP indirect writing items (82%) ask students to demonstrate fairly routine 
skills such as revising sentences for clarity or grammar (See Table 2.10).  Most of these items 
deal with revision within a single sentence.  The one item that received a score of 3 required 
students to consider the logic and coherence of an entire paragraph and choose the most 
effective ending for that paragraph.     

Table 2.10: Cognitive Demand of EAP Indirect Writing Items 

California Content Standards: 
Writing and Conventions 

and 
Augmentation Items 

Number 
of items 

Cognitive Demand 

1 
Recall/  
Locate 

2 
Infer/  

Integrate 

3 
Analyze/  

Apply 

4 
Critique/  
Evaluate 

1.0 Written and Oral English 
Language Conventions 

6 1 5 0 0 

1.0 Writing Strategies 14a 2 7 1 0 

IIA Construction Shift 3  0 3 0 0 

IIB Sentence Correction 3 0 3 0 0 

Total 26 - - - - 

Total Scored Items 22 3 18 1 0 

Percent - 14% 82% 4% 0% 

a
Four of the Writing Strategies items were not scored because the correct answers were provided in the stem or in 

the passages. These four items were associated with writing passages that had been released, but the items 
themselves had not been released. While these items were probably selected to make the test more representative, 
the passages had not been adjusted to reflect the errors in the items. 
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EAP ESSAY 

In addition to the multiple-choice items, the EAP includes a direct writing assessment (EAP 
Essay).  This section focuses on the EAP Essay, which reveals a strong match to the English 
expectations in both reading and writing. 

Description  

The EAP Essay is taken by students who opt to take the EAP augmented section of the grade 11 
CST.  The EAP Essay is a 45-minute essay whose format and scoring schema is identical to that 
ǳǎŜŘ ŦƻǊ /{¦Ωǎ ƻǿƴ 9ƴƎƭƛǎƘ tƭŀŎŜƳŜƴǘ ¢Ŝǎǘ ό9t¢ύΦ  The students must respond to a task that 
requires them ǘƻ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊΩǎ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ǎƘƻǊǘ ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǇŀǎǎŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ 
ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀƎǊŜŜ ƻǊ ŘƛǎŀƎǊŜŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊΩǎ ǾƛŜǿǎΦ  They are asked to 
support their positions by referring to the passage and by providing reasons and examples from 
their own experience, observations, or reading. 
 
Each essay is read independently and scored holistically by one reader who uses a scoring guide 
that defines 6 levels of performance on the essay.  In addition, 20% of the essays are scored a 
second time, 10% by a second reader and the other 10% by the Scoring Leaders. Readers score 
the essays on a scale from 1 (low) to 6 (high).  The score is assigned a weight and then 
combined with the scores from the CST item subset and augmentation items for ŀ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ 
total score.  The total score is used to assign to students a college-ready status, which is 
reported to students.  Neither students nor districts receive individual or total scores.  

Alignment of EAP Essay to Standards 

In terms of writing, the California writing standards call for the application of language skills and 
the construction of thoughtful, detailed, and well-organized communications. The EAP Essay is 
much more aligned with the intent of the California standards and provides stronger and more 
complete coverage of the California writing standards than is provided by indirect multiple-
choice items. 
 
Reviewers mapped the writing assessment to the standards by noting the standard(s) assessed 
by both the writing prompt and rubrics provided.  Though a comparison of the EPT/EAP Essay 
and the California standards is provided in /{¦Ωǎ Focus on Englishτa document that provides 
an overview of the EPTτAchieve found the comparison not as clear or as accurate as it could 
be. In addition to a misalignment, the EPT/EAP Essay categories used in the CSU comparison do 
not fully reflect the EAP Essay writing rubric, though they correspond.  Since the review of 
content centrality centers around the scoring rubric, Achieve reviewers remapped the 
California Content Standards to the EAP Essay rubric provided by ETS.   
 
The Scoring Guide for the EAP Essay is clear, specific, and relevant to the standards.  Six criteria 
are applied by the scorers: 

a. = response to the topic 
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b. = understanding and use of the passage 
c. = quality and clarity of thought 
d. = organization, development, and support 
e. = syntax and command of language 
f. = grammar, usage, and mechanics 
 

¢ƘŜ 9!t 9ǎǎŀȅ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ŎƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŜǾŜƴ ƳƻǊŜ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ōȅ ǊŜŦŜǊǊƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƎǳƛŘŜΩǎ ŘŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ 
of a 6 point (the highest score) essay: 

Score of 6: Superior 
A 6 essay is superior writing, but may have minor flaws. 
A typical essay in this category: 

a. addresses the topic clearly and responds effectively to all aspects of the task 
b. demonstrates a thorough critical understanding of the passage in developing an 

insightful response 
c. explores the issues thoughtfully and in depth 
d. is coherently organized, with ideas supported by apt reasons and well chosen 

examples 
e. has an effective, fluent style marked by syntactic variety and a clear command of 

language 
f. is generally free from errors in grammar, usage, and mechanics 

 
Using the criteria for a level 6 paper, Achieve mapped the EAP Essay scoring guide to the 
California Standards for grades 11-12.  See Table 2.11. 

Table 2.11: Suggested Mapping of the EAP Essay to the California Grade 11-12 ELA Standards 

CSU EAP ESSAY Scoring Guide 
California ELA Grade 11-12 Standardsτ 

Achieve Mapping 
Degree of Alignment 

a. Response to topic 
69-addresses the topic 
clearly and responds 
effectively to all aspects of 
the task 

 

The state does not 
include a standard that 
address the response 
to a topic. 

b. Understanding and use of 
the passage 
6-demonstates a thorough 
critical understanding of the 
passage in developing an 
insightful response 

RC1.0 Word analysis, fluency, and 
systemic vocabulary development 
RC2.2. Comprehension and Analysis of 
Grade-Level-Appropriate Text: Analyze 
the way in which clarity of meaning is 
affected by patterns of organization, 
hierarchical structures, repetition of the 
main ideas, syntax, and word choice in the 
text 
RC2.4 Comprehension and Analysis of 
Grade-Level-Appropriate Text:  make 

Strong alignment 
The alignment of this 
criterion to these 
standards is particularly 
strong. Because the 
EAP ESSAY requires the 
students to grapple 
with ideas to make 
άǿŀǊǊŀƴǘŜŘ ŀǎǎŜǊǘƛƻƴǎέ 
and back those up with 
elements from the text, 

                                                           
9
 The level 6 description is used here in order to describe all of the positive elements of the writing. 
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CSU EAP ESSAY Scoring Guide 
California ELA Grade 11-12 Standardsτ 

Achieve Mapping 
Degree of Alignment 

warranted and reasonable assertions 
ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊΩǎ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘ ōȅ ǳǎƛƴƎ 
elements of the text to defend and clarify 
interpretations 
RC2.5. Comprehension and Analysis of 
Grade-Level-Appropriate Text: Analyze an 
author's implicit and explicit philosophical 
assumptions and beliefs about a subject 

the intent of these 
standards appears to 
be clearly in line with 
the criteria considered 
in the EAP Essay. 

c. Quality and clarity of 
thought 
6-explores the issues 
thoughtfully and in depth 

RC2.4 Comprehension and Analysis of 
Grade-Level-Appropriate Text:  make 
warranted and reasonable assertions 
ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊΩǎ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘ ōȅ ǳǎƛƴƎ 
elements of the text to defend and clarify 
interpretations 
RC2.5. Comprehension and Analysis of 
Grade-Level-Appropriate Text: Analyze an 
author's implicit and explicit philosophical 
assumptions and beliefs about a subject 

Strong alignment 
A writer can show that 
ǎƘŜ Ƙŀǎ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜŘ άǘƘŜ 
issues thoughtfully and 
in-ŘŜǇǘƘέ ōȅ ŀƴŀƭȅȊƛƴƎ 
ŀ ŀǳǘƘƻǊΩǎ ŀǎǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴǎΣ 
making assertions 
about that, and 
supplying evidence 
from the text. 

d. Organization, development, 
and support 
6-is coherently organized, 
with ideas supported by apt 
reasons and well chosen 
examples 

WS1.1. Organization and Focus:  
Demonstrate an understanding of the 
elements of discourse (e.g., purpose, 
speaker, audience, form) when 
completing narrative, expository, 
persuasive, or descriptive writing 
assignments  
WS1.3. Organization and Focus:  Structure 
ideas and arguments in a sustained, 
persuasive, and sophisticated way and 
support them with precise and relevant 
examples 

Strong alignment 
The EAP ESSAY 
criterion here is almost 
a verbatim parallel to 
Writing Strategies 1.3. 

e. Syntax and command of 
language 
6-has an effective, fluent 
style marked by syntactic 
variety and a clear command 
of language 

WS1.2 Organization and Focus:  use point 
of view, characterization, style (e.g., use 
of irony), and related elements for specific 
rhetorical and aesthetic purposes 
WS1.4. Organization and Focus:  Enhance 
meaning by employing rhetorical devices, 
including the extended use of parallelism, 
repetition, and analogy; the incorporation 
of visual aids (e.g., graphs, tables, 
pictures); and the issuance of a call for 
action 
WS1.5 Organization and Focus:  use 
language in natural, fresh, and vivid ways 
to establish a specific tone 
WS1.9. Evaluation and Revision:  
Revise text to highlight individual voice, 

Strong alignment 
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CSU EAP ESSAY Scoring Guide 
California ELA Grade 11-12 Standardsτ 

Achieve Mapping 
Degree of Alignment 

improve sentence variety and style, and 
enhance subtlety of meaning and tone in 
ways that are consistent with purpose, 
audience, and genre 

f. Grammar, usage, and 
mechanics 
6-is generally free from 
errors in grammar, usage, 
and mechanics 

WC1.1 Demonstrate control of grammar, 
diction, paragraph and sentence 
structure, and an understanding of English 

Strong alignment 

Content Centrality and Performance Centrality  

To determine content centrality reviewers ask: 

1. To what degree does the writing prompt reflect one of the types or genres of writing 
identified in the standards? 

2. To what degree does the rubric reflect the kind of performance described in the 
standards? 

 
Reviewers score both the prompt and the rubric using the following scale:  

 2 ς clear consistency with the standard 

 1 ς moderate consistency  

 0 ς inconsistency 
 

In terms of question 1, whether the prompt reflects the genres described in the standards, 
reviewers gave a score of 1, indicating moderate consistency.  The writing applications targeted 
in grades 11-12 are much more specific types than that required by the typical EAP Essay 
prompt. Three new types of compositions are introduced in the eleventh and twelfth grades: 
reflective essays, reports on historical investigations, and writing job applications and resumes. 
Students at these grade levels are also expected to write fictional, autobiographical, or 
biographical narratives as well as responses to literature.  The kind of analytic and persuasive 
writing demanded by the EAP Essay prompt is not specifically included as a standard at the late 
high school level, although such writing is clearly demanded at grades 9-10:  
 

Writing Applications 2.3 Write expository compositions, including analytical essays and 
research reports: 

a. Marshal evidence in support of a thesis and related claims, including information on 
all relevant perspectives. 

b. Convey information and ideas from primary and secondary sources accurately and 
coherently. 

c. Make distinctions between the relative value and significance of specific data, facts, 
and ideas. 
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d. Include visual aids by employing appropriate technology to organize and record 
information on charts, maps, and graphs. 

e. Anticipate and address readers' potential misunderstandings, biases, and 
expectations. 

f. Use technical terms and notations accurately.  

 
That the expository composition is not included in the California 11-12 ELA Standards is not to 
suggest that such writing is less demanding or aimed at a lower level of rigor than the types 
stipulated at the higher grade levels.  Expository writing is a mainstay of academic writing, and, 
as such, is a type quite appropriate for an assessment of college-ready skills.  Additionally, 
California has produced a Reading/Language Arts Framework.10   In its description of what is 
needed by students in grades 11 and 12 in regards to writing, the Framework appears to fully 
endorse the kind of assessment represented by the EAP Essay: 

Writing Strategies 
[Students] should be able to write well-structured arguments with good support and 
employ rhetorical devices and visual aids to enhance meaning. Their use of language 
should be fresh and natural.  pp. 233-234 

 
This description of writing parallels quite well the criteria expressed in the EAP Scoring Guide, 
and provides strong support for the alignment of the EAP Essay ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ 
standards. 
 
The answer to question 2τTo what degree does the rubric reflect the kind of performance 
described in the standards?τis provided by Table 2.11 above.  Other than response to topic, all 
ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƻǊƛƴƎ ƎǳƛŘŜΩǎ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ŀƭƛƎƴ ǉǳƛǘŜ ŎƭŜŀǊƭȅ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ²ǊƛǘƛƴƎ {ǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎ ŜƭŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
California standards, and, as well, to important elements of the reading comprehension 
standards.  
 
A very important aspect of this EAP Essay is, in fact, its attention not only to the writing skills 
displayed in a direct writing assessment, but also to the relevant and critical reading skills 
demanded by the task. Using one constructed response to address both writing and reading 
ability is perhaps unique among the various assessments used by states.  Most typically, a state 
test may include short constructed responses to questions about a reading passage, but the 
scoring guides for such items are stringent in their caution to the scorers to attend only to the 
ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ ŘƛǎǇƭŀȅŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ ŀƴǎǿŜǊΦ  Lƴ ŀ ǇŀǊŀƭƭŜƭ ŦŀǎƘƛƻƴΣ ǿƘŜƴ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǳǎŜ ŀ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ 
writing assessment, the topic is rarely a reading passage, but, rather, a description of a situation 
or perspective that the students are asked to consider.  The scoring guides for such 
assessments never include reading skill as a considerationτrestricting scorers to only consider 
the writing ability displayed in a sample.  
 

                                                           
10

 Reading/Language Arts Framework for California Public Schools, Kindergarten through Grade 12, Adopted by the 
California State Board of Education, published by the California Department of Education, Sacramento, 1999. 
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This distinction between pure reading skills and pure writing skills is not a part of the EAP Essay, 
and the Achieve reviewers regarded this as a major strength of the assessment.  If it is the 
intention of the EAP to determine whether a student has abilities commensurate with the 
demands she will face in college, the examination of the interaction of reading and writing 
ǎŜŜƳǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŀƴ ŀǳǘƘŜƴǘƛŎ ǘŀǎƪ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ ŀ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƭƭŜƎŜ ŘŜƳŀƴŘΦ  /{¦Ωǎ ǇǳōƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ Focus on 
English, states that the direct writing required for the EPT, and thus the EAP, presupposes a 
close relationship between reading and writingτa supposition that appears quite valid. 

Source of Challenge 

Lǘ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ Ǝƻŀƭ ƻŦ ŜǾŜǊȅ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ŀ ŦŀƛǊ ŀƴŘ ƘƻƴŜǎǘ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘΩǎ 
achievement in the skills and knowledge outlined in the standards identified in the assessment 
blueprint.  This agreement with the student is an important pactτand it is this that is examined 
in any alignment study.   
 
To evaluate source of challenge in a prompt, reviewers ask questions such as: 

 Is the prompt accessible to all students?  The prompt should not require specific 
background knowledge or experience in order to address it. 

 Is the task clear?  If the assignment intends to prompt a persuasive essay, for example, 
that purpose should be clear to the writer. 

 Are the basic criteria for assessment of the writing sample articulated for the writer? 
 
The following example was provided by CSU, and will be referenced in the discussion of source 
of challenge and in the consideration of the level of demand of the total EAP. 
 

Directions: You will have 45 minutes to plan and write an essay on the topic assigned below. 
Before you begin writing, read the passage carefully and plan what you will say. Your essay 
should be as well organized and as carefully written as you can make it.  

 
In a recent editorial essay, a working mother of four laments being made to feel guilty 
for not "being there" every minute for her children.  She notes, "The school nurse has 
taken me to task for not being immediately accessible, and my kids--who live in a world 
where instant gratification has become the norm--complain about my intermittent 
unreachability.  To which I say, hey, deal with it. I'm not cavalier about my mothering 
responsibilities.... I'm an involved parent. We modern moms and dads are not only 
expected to make sure our kids are perfectly nourished, endlessly enriched, and 
absolutely safe at all times: now, with cell phones and pagers, we are also supposed to 
be instantly reachable and immediately responsive.... We cannot and should not 
orchestrate every moment in our children's lives for them--partly because the effort 
turns out to be futile, but more importantly because it prevents our kids from learning 
skills they need to succeed in the real world.  There are times they need to ad lib.  There 
are times they need to wait.  There are even times they need to turn to someone else."  
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Explain the author's argument and discuss the extent to which you agree or disagree 
with her views.  Support your position by referring to the passage and by providing 
reasons and examples from your own experience, observations, or reading.11 

 
This topic appears to be accessible to the vast majority of students; one need not be a parent to 
understand the stresses described in the passage.  Any writer should be able to provide 
examples from her experience, whether her life was highly structured or not.  The task clearly 
Ŏŀƭƭǎ ŦƻǊ ŀƴ ŜȄǇƭŀƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊΩǎ ŀǊƎǳƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǎǘ ǘŀƪŜǊ ŀƎǊŜŜǎ 
or disagrees with that argument.  The basic criterƛŀ ŦƻǊ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǎƪ ŀǊŜ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ŀǎέ 
¸ƻǳǊ Ŝǎǎŀȅ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŀǎ ŎŀǊŜŦǳƭƭȅ ǿǊƛǘǘŜƴ ŀǎ ȅƻǳ Ŏŀƴ ƳŀƪŜ ƛǘΣέ ŀƴ 
injunction that may be unnecessary given the context of a text, but the writers are given a clear 
task and directed, as well to support the position taken.  Providing support, therefore, is clearly 
a requirement for an effective response. 
 
Given that the actual EAP Essay is of the quality of the sample included here, the task appears 
to be not only fair to the test taker, but also authentic to a typical college task in its 
requirement of analyzing an argument or point of view presented in a passage.  In all, this 
sample task is a good example of an appropriate source of challenge for a direct writing 
assessment. 
 

                                                           
11

 http://www.calstate.edu/eap/documents/topic_i.pdf 
 

http://www.calstate.edu/eap/documents/topic_i.pdf
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Similarities between the EAP Essay and the UC Analytical Writing Placement 
Examination (AWPE)  

As is the case with many colleges and universities across the country, both the CSU and the 
¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ /ŀƭƛŦƻǊƴƛŀ ό¦/ύ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ ŀƴ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŜƴǘŜǊƛƴƎ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ƭƛǘŜǊŀŎȅ ǎƪƛƭƭǎ 
in order to find out whether or not they need remediation before they can succeed in college 
level work.  Most often these placement tests take the form of a direct writing assessment that 
is developed and assessed at the local level or one of the commercially available assessments 
sǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ /ƻƭƭŜƎŜ .ƻŀǊŘΩǎ ²ǊƛǘŜtƭŀŎŜǊ ƻǊ !/¢Ωǎ Ŝ-Write.  Both the EAP Essay and the UC 
Analytical Writing Placement Examination (AWPE) are developed internally by faculty, and they 
are similar in many ways, as shown in Table 2.12 below. 

Table 2.12: Similarities between the EAP Essay and the  
UC Analytic Writing Placement Examination (AWPE) 

 CSU EAP Essay UC AWPE Direct Writing Assessment 

Schedule  either attached to the CST Grade 11 test  
or administered on site 

administered on site  

Time 45 minutes 2 hours 

Reading 
passage length 

60-180 words 700-1000 words 

Reading 
demand 

 approximately 10.0 - 11.0 on Flesch 
Kincaid Reading Level 

 8 on Qualitative Assessment 

 approximately 10.0  11.00 on Flesch 
Kincaid Reading Level12 

 8 on Qualitative Assessment  

Topic Explain the author's argument and 
discuss the extent to which you agree or 
disagree with her views.  
Support your position by referring to the 
passage and by providing reasons and 
examples from your own experience, 
observations, or reading. 

How does Kluckhohn [author of the 
passage] explain the differences and 
similarities among the world's peoples? 
What do you think about his views? 
Use examples from your own experience, 
reading or observation in developing your 
essay. 

General criteria Your essay should be as well organized 
and as carefully written as you can make 
it. 

Your essay will be evaluated on the basis 
of your ability to develop your central 
idea, to express yourself clearly, and to 
use the conventions of written English. 

Scoring Guides A 6 essay is superior writing, but may 
have minor flaws.  
A typical essay in this category:  
a. addresses the topic clearly and 
responds effectively to all aspects of the 
task  
b. demonstrates a thorough critical 
understanding of the passage in 
developing an insightful response  
c. explores the issues thoughtfully and in 

A 6 paper commands attention because 
of its insightful development and mature 
style. It presents a cogent response to the 
text, elaborating that response with well-
chosen examples and persuasive 
reasoning. The 6 paper shows that its 
writer can usually choose words aptly, 
use sophisticated sentences effectively, 
and observe the conventions of written 
English.  

                                                           
12

 The 1987 University-wide Subject A Examination, Kluckhorn passage. Also used for Qualitative Assessment score.  
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 CSU EAP Essay UC AWPE Direct Writing Assessment 

depth  
d. is coherently organized, with ideas 
supported by apt reasons and well-
chosen examples  
e. has an effective, fluent style marked by 
syntactic variety and a clear command of 
language  
f. is generally free from errors in 
grammar, usage, and mechanics 

Comparison of each criterion 

g. Response to topic 
613-addresses the topic clearly and 
responds effectively to all aspects of 
the task 

 

h. Understanding and use of the 
passage 
6-demonstates a thorough critical 
understanding of the passage in 
developing an insightful response 

a cogent response to the text 
 

i. Quality and clarity of thought 
6-explores the issues thoughtfully 
and in depth 

insightful development  
 

j. Organization, development, and 
support 
6-is coherently organized, with ideas 
supported by apt reasons and well-
chosen examples 

elaborating that response with well-
chosen examples and persuasive 
reasoning 
 

k. Syntax and command of language 
6-has an effective, fluent style 
marked by syntactic variety and a 
clear command of language 

choose words aptly, 
use sophisticated sentences effectively 
mature style 

l. Grammar, usage, and mechanics 
6-is generally free from errors in 
grammar, usage, and mechanics  

observe the conventions of written 
English.  

 
Each writing assessment requires students to read and respond to a reading passage and each 
requires analysis of that passage. Both assessments ask the student to analyze the passage and 
ŀƎǊŜŜ ƻǊ ŘƛǎŀƎǊŜŜ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊΩǎ ǾƛŜǿǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǾƛŜǿ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǘŜȄǘ ŀƴŘ ŦǊƻƳ ǇǊƛƻǊ 
knowledge. The elements of the scoring guides are relatively parallel, each valuing apt, well-
chosen examples, an understanding of the passage, and control of language conventions. 
The primary differences between the two tests are the length of the reading passages and the 
amount of time allowed for writing.  The EAP Essay allows 45 minutes and includes a relatively 
short reading passage, while the UC assessment allows two hours and includes a relatively 
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 In order to define more fully the criteria of the scoring guide, the criteria as described for a 6 level paper (the 
highest score) have been used. 
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lengthy reading passage.  This relationship between the length of the reading passage and the 
length of time allotted for the test is obvious in terms of a lengthy passage taking longer to read 
than a short one.  Additionally, the longer texts can present more complex information than a 
short one may and, thus, take more time to analyze.  
 
It could be argued that the longer text on the UC test is more representative of the type of 
reading that college students will meet, rather than the short passage on the EAP Essay 
assessment. Tests are designed for specific contexts, however, as are these two direct writing 
assessments. While the EAP includes the direct writing as part of a larger assessment set that 
includes multiple-ŎƘƻƛŎŜ ƛǘŜƳǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ǎƻƳŜ ǊŜŀŘƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǿǊƛǘƛƴƎ ǎƪƛƭƭǎΣ ǘƘŜ ¦/Ωǎ !²t9 ƛǎ ŀ 
stand-alone assessment; no other test items are combined with it.  If the time spent on the 
reading and writing multiple-choice items for the EAP were combined with the EAP Essay, the 
time allotted for each assessment would be quite similar.  
 
CSU has determined that its EPT tests, which are similar in many ways to the EAP, are valid in 
identifying students who are in need of remediation in literacy.  UC is similarly confident in its 
AWPE that has been in place for almost 20 years.  The different forms of each test, however, 
communicate different messages about what is being assessed--¦/Ωǎ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘ ǘƻ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ŀǎ 
ŀǳǘƘŜƴǘƛŎ ŀ ǘŀǎƪ ŀǎ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ƛƴ ŀƴ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ /{¦Ωǎ ǇǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ǘƻ ŀǎǎŜǎǎ ŀ ōǊŜŀŘǘƘ 
of reading and writing skills rather than the depth in writing only. 
 
Both UC and CSU, however, accept as requirements for placement alternatives to the EAP and 
the AWPE. In these exceptions, their expectations are more often alike than different as seen in 
the Table 2.13.  

Table 2.13: Comparison of the CSU and UC Placement Requirements 

CSU UC 

Placement in the "Ready for CSU College-level 
English courses" category on the Early Assessment 
Program (EAP) English taken in conjunction with 
the 11th grade California Standards Test in English 
Language Arts  

 

680 or above on the College Board SAT II  Writing 
Test 

680 or better on the College Board SAT-II Writing 
Test 

680 or better on the College Board SAT Reasoning 
Test, Writing section 

680 or better on the College Board SAT Reasoning 
Test, Writing section 

24 or above on the ACT English Test (indirect 
writing assessment) 

30 or better on the ACT Combined English/Writing 
test (includes a EAP ESSAY) 

3, 4, or 5 on either Advanced Placement (AP) 
Examination in English 

3, 4 or 5 on either Advanced Placement (AP) 
Examination in English 

 
5 or above on an International Baccalaureate High 
Level English A exam 6 or above on an 
International Baccalaureate Standard Level English 
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A exam  

550 or above on the critical reading section of the 
/ƻƭƭŜƎŜ .ƻŀǊŘ {!¢ϰ wŜŀǎƻƴƛƴƎ ¢Ŝǎǘ  

 

Completion and transfer to the CSU of a college 
course that satisfies the requirement in English 
Composition, with a grade of C or better 

 

 
Analysis of both the EAP Essay ŀƴŘ ¦/Ωǎ !²t9 ǊŜǾŜŀƭ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊƛǘƛŜǎ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ŀƴŘ 
skills expected of first-year students.  Both require an ability to read, understand, and provide 
an insightful response to a reading passage.  Both demand a well-developed essay that includes 
well-chosen examples, logical organization, effective style and word choice, and a clear grasp of 
written English conventions.  Both mirror the reading and writing skills that will be demanded 
of students during their postsecondary careers.          

Concluding RecommendationsτEnglish  

Achieve completed this analysis of the English EAP at the request of the partners who lead this 
effort for the CSU and the CDE.  Given that the partners in the California Diploma Project are 
considering the expansion of the EAP, recommendations have been offered for their 
consideration as well as that of the EAP Test Committee. 
 

1. When assessing reading, the EAP Test Committee might consider selecting as many 
text dependent items as possible ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ǘŜǎǘ ǎǘǳŘŜƴǘǎΩ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŘŜǊƛǾŜ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ 
from the college level passages provided. 

Achieve reviewers noted several reading items as text independent. That is, the reading 
passage is not required to answer the question.  As noted previously, the reading 
passages found on the CST reading portion of the assessment were viewed as complex 
ones that closely approximate the level of texts that students might encounter in 
college. When students are asked to the read rigorous passages provided on the English 
EAP, the opportunity to assess their ability to derive meaning from these passages 
should be fully utilized. 
 

2. Consider convening faculty representatives from the UC and the CSU higher education 
systems with Community Colleges to conduct a cross-sector analysis of the assessment 
of direct writing and identify opportunities for alignment. 

The expansion of the EAP to select community colleges creates an opportunity for 
further comparison of writing expectations for incoming freshmen, similar to the one 
conducted by Achieve for this analysis.  A cross-sector group of faculty could conduct an 
analysis of direct writing assessment passages/prompts, rubrics, and anchor papers in 
order to increase the alignment of these expectations across the three sectors.   
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3. Consider a cross-sector communication outreach effort to educators, students, and 
communities regarding the expectations that students must meet in order to 
demonstrate readiness for entry-level college coursework.   

The analysis of the English EAP revealed discrepancies among various sources as to what 
standards served as the focus for this assessment.  Communications to the public as to 
the essential expectations that are most indicative of college success should be as clear 
and consistent as possible.  The expansion of the English EAP to select community 
colleges provides the opportunity to update public communications, websites, and 
other support materials with respect to the requirements and benefits of the EAP for 
students entering postsecondary. 

 
*****  
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Appendix A: Standards Assessed on the Algebra II Early Assessment Program  
**as defined by the representative form provided to Achieve for this analysis** 

This Appendix indicates the California Content Standards included in the entire Algebra II CST blueprint. 
Also included are the number of items aligned to the California Content Standards in the CST Subset, the 

augmentation item set, and the total reviewed Algebra II EAP.    

California Content Standards 
CST 

Blueprinta 

Reviewed 
CST 

Subsetb 

Reviewed 
Augment. 

Setc 

Total 
Reviewed 

EAPd 

Algebra II 

1.0* Students solve equations and inequalities 
involving absolute value.  

1 1 1 2 

2.0* Students solve systems of linear equations 
and inequalities (in two or three variables) 
by substitution, with graphs, or with 
matrices.  

5 5 1 6 

3.0* Students are adept at operations on 
polynomials, including long division.  

4 4 0 4 

4.0* Students factor polynomials representing 
the difference of squares, perfect square 
trinomials, and the sum and difference of 
two cubes.  

3 3 0 3 

5.0* Students demonstrate knowledge of how 
real and complex numbers are related both 
arithmetically and graphically. In particular, 
they can plot complex numbers as points in 
the plane. 

2 2 0 2 

6.0* Students add, subtract, multiply, and divide 
complex numbers.  

3 3 0 3 

7.0* Students add, subtract, multiply, divide, 
reduce, and evaluate rational expressions 
with monomial and polynomial 
denominators and simplify complicated 
rational expressions, including those with 
negative exponents in the denominator.  

6 6 0 6 

8.0* Students solve and graph quadratic 
equations by factoring, completing the 
square, or using the quadratic formula. 
Students apply these techniques in solving 
word problems. They also solve quadratic 
equations in the complex number system.  

4 4 3 7 

9.0* Students demonstrate and explain the effect 
that changing a coefficient has on the graph 
of quadratic functions; that is, students can 
determine how the graph of a parabola 
changes as a, b, and c vary in the equation y 
= a(x-b)2 + c.  

2 1 1 2 
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California Content Standards 
CST 

Blueprinta 

Reviewed 
CST 

Subsetb 

Reviewed 
Augment. 

Setc 

Total 
Reviewed 

EAPd 

10.0* Students graph quadratic functions and 
determine the maxima, minima, and zeros 
of the function.  

3 (2/3)e 1 0 1 

Standard Set 11.0*  Students prove simple laws of 
logarithms. 

 

11.1* Students understand the inverse 
relationship between exponents and 
logarithms, and use this relationship to solve 
problems involving logarithms and 
exponents. 

3 0 0 0 

11.2* Students judge the validity of an argument 
according to whether the properties of real 
numbers, exponents, and logarithms have 
been applied correctly at each step. 

3 0 0 0 

12.0* Students know the laws of fractional 
exponents, understand exponential 
functions, and use these functions in 
problems involving exponential growth and 
decay. 

3 3 2 5 

13.0 Students use the definition of logarithms to 
translate between logarithms in any base. 

1 0 0 0 

14.0 Students understand and use the properties 
of logarithms to simplify logarithmic 
numeric expressions and to identify their 
approximate values. 

2 0 0 0 

15.0* Students determine whether a specific 
algebraic statement involving rational 
expressions, radical expressions, or 
logarithmic or exponential functions is 
sometimes true, always true, or never true. 

4 3 0 3 

16.0 Students demonstrate and explain how the 
geometry of the graph of a conic section 
(e.g., asymptotes, foci, eccentricity) depends 
on the coefficients of the quadratic equation 
representing it. 

1/3e 0 0 0 

17.0 Given a quadratic equation of the form ax2 + 
by2 + cx + dy + e = 0, students can use the 
method for completing the square to put 
the equation into standard form and can 
recognize whether the graph of the equation 
is a circle, ellipse, parabola, or hyperbola. 
Students can then graph the equation. 

1 2 1 3 

18.0* Students use fundamental counting 
principles to compute combinations and 
permutations. 

2 2 0 2 
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California Content Standards 
CST 

Blueprinta 

Reviewed 
CST 

Subsetb 

Reviewed 
Augment. 

Setc 

Total 
Reviewed 

EAPd 

19.0* Students use combinations and 
permutations to compute probabilities. 

2 0 0 0 

20.0* Students know the binomial theorem and 
use it to expand binomial expressions that 
are raised to positive integer powers. 

2 2 0 2 

21.0 Students apply the method of mathematical 
induction to prove general statements about 
the positive integers. 

1/3e 0 0 0 

22.0 Students find the general term and the sums 
of arithmetic series and of both finite and 
infinite geometric series.  

2 2 0 2 

23.0* Students derive the summation formulas for 
arithmetic series and for both finite and 
infinite geometric series. 

NA 0 0 0 

24.0 Students solve problems involving functional 
concepts, such as composition, defining the 
inverse function and performing arithmetic 
operations on functions. 

1/3e 1 2 3 

25.0 Students use properties from number 
systems to justify steps in combining and 
simplifying functions. 

1/3e 0 0 0 

Probability and Statistics 

1.0 Students know the definition of the notion 
of independent events and can use the rules 
for addition, multiplication, and 
complementation to solve for probabilities 
of particular events in finite sample spaces. 

1 0 0 0 

2.0 Students know the definition of conditional 
probability and use it to solve for 
probabilities in finite sample spaces. 

2 0 0 0 

7.0 Students compute the variance and the 
standard deviation of a distribution of data. 

2 0 0 0 

Algebra I (the standards below were determined by Achieve reviewers to map to the augmentation items) 

2.0 Students understand and use such 
operations as taking the opposite, finding 
the reciprocal, taking a root, and raising to a 
fractional power. They understand and use 
the rules of exponents.  

0 0 2 2 

3.0 Students solve equations and inequalities 
involving absolute values.  

0 0 1 1 

15.0 Students apply algebraic techniques to solve 
rate problems, work problems, and percent 
mixture problems  

0 0 1 1 

22.0 Students use the quadratic formula or 0 0 1 1 
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California Content Standards 
CST 

Blueprinta 

Reviewed 
CST 

Subsetb 

Reviewed 
Augment. 

Setc 

Total 
Reviewed 

EAPd 

factoring techniques or both to determine 
whether the graph of a quadratic function 
will intersect the x-axis in zero, one, or two 
points  

Geometry (the standards below were determined by Achieve reviewers to map to the augmentation items) 

8.0 Students know, derive, and solve problems 
involving the perimeter, circumference, 
area, volume, lateral area, and surface area 
of common geometric figure.  

0 0 4 4 

10.0 Students compute areas of polygons, 
including rectangles, scalene triangles, 
equilateral triangles, rhombi, parallelograms, 
and trapezoids  

0 0 3 3 

11.0 Students determine how changes in 
dimensions affect the perimeter, area, and 
volume of common geometric figures and 
solids.  

0 0 1 1 

17.0 Students prove theorems by using 
coordinate geometry, including the midpoint 
of a line segment, the distance formula, and 
various forms of equations of lines and 
circles.  

0 0 1 1 

22.0 Students know the effect of rigid motions on 
figures in the coordinate plane and space, 
including rotations, translations, and 
reflections.  

0 0 1 1 

*Defined by the California Department of Education as a Key Standard. Key standards must make up a minimum of 
70% of the CST.  
a
 CSU EAP Test Committee is able to select from the full range of standards assessed on the CST  

b 
Blueprint reflects items re-mapped during the analysis 

c
 Achieve reviewers mapped the augmentation items to the California Content Standards. Some items address 
several standards.  
d
 The final column includes the CST subset and the augmentation items.  

e 
Fractional values indicate rotated standards (e.g., 1/2 = rotated every two years) 
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Appendix B: Standards Assessed on the Summative Mathematics Early Assessment Program  
**as defined by the representative form provided to Achieve for this analysis** 

This Appendix indicates the California Content Standards included in the entire Summative Mathematics 
CST blueprint. Also included are the number of items aligned to the California Content Standards in the 

CST Subset, the augmentation item set, and the total reviewed Summative Mathematics EAP.    

California Content Standards 
CDE CST 

Blueprinta 

Reviewed 
CST 

Subsetb 

Reviewed 
Augment. 

Setc 

Total 
Reviewed 

EAPd 

Algebra I 

2.0 Students understand and use such 
operations as taking the opposite, finding 
the reciprocal, taking a root, and raising to a 
fractional power. They understand and use 
the rules of exponents. 

0 0 2 2 

3.0 Students solve equations and inequalities 
involving absolute values. 

0 0 1 1 

4.0* Students simplify expressions prior to 
solving linear equations and inequalities in 
one variable, such as  3(2x-5) + 4(x-2) = 12.  

1 1 0 1 

5.0* Students solve multistep problems, including 
word problems, involving linear equations 
and linear inequalities in one variable and 
provide justification for each step. 

3 3 0 3 

6.0* Students graph a linear equation and 
compute the x- and y- intercepts (e.g., graph 
2x + 6y = 4). They are also able to sketch the 
region defined by linear inequality (e.g., they 
sketch the region defined by 2x + 6y < 4).  

2 2 0 2 

7.0* Students verify that a point lies on a line, 
given an equation of the line. Students are 
able to derive linear equations using the 
point-slope formula.  

1 1 0 1 

8.0 Students understand the concepts of parallel 
lines and perpendicular lines and how those 
slopes are related. Students are able to find 
the equation of a line perpendicular to a 
given line that passes through a given point.  

1 1 0 1 

10.0* Students add, subtract, multiply, and divide 
monomials and polynomials. Students solve 
multistep problems, including word 
problems, by using these techniques. 

3 3 0 3 

11.0 Students apply basic factoring techniques to 
second-and simple third-degree 
polynomials. These techniques include 
finding a common factor for all terms in a 
polynomial, recognizing the difference of 
two squares, and recognizing perfect 

1 1 0 1 
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California Content Standards 
CDE CST 

Blueprinta 

Reviewed 
CST 

Subsetb 

Reviewed 
Augment. 

Setc 

Total 
Reviewed 

EAPd 

squares of binomials.  

12.0* Students simplify fractions with polynomials 
in the numerator and denominator by 
factoring both and reducing them to the 
lowest terms. 

1 1 0 1 

14.0* Students solve a quadratic equation by 
factoring or completing the square. 

1 1 0 1 

15.0 Students apply algebraic techniques to solve 
rate problems, work problems, and percent 
mixture problems. 

2 2 1 3 

20.0* Students use the quadratic formula to find 
the roots of a second-degree polynomial and 
to solve quadratic equations.  

1 1 0 1 

22.0 Students use the quadratic formula or 
factoring techniques or both to determine 
whether the graph of a quadratic function 
will intersect the x-axis in zero, one, or two 
points 

0 0 1 1 

23.0* Students apply quadratic equations to 
physical problems, such as the motion of an 
object under the force of gravity. 

1 1 0 1 

Geometry 

3.0*  Students construct and judge the validity of 
a logical argument and give 
counterexamples to disprove a statement.  

1 0 0 0 

4.0* Students prove basic theorems involving 
congruence and similarity. 

3 0 0 0 

5.0 Students prove that triangles are congruent 
or similar, and they are able to use the 
concept of corresponding parts of congruent 
triangles. 

2 1 0 2 

7.0* Students prove and use theorems involving 
the properties of parallel lines cut by a 
transversal, the properties of quadrilaterals, 
and the properties of circles.  

2 2 0 2 

8.0 Students know, derive, and solve problems 
involving the perimeter, circumference, 
area, volume, lateral area, and surface area 
of common geometric figure.  

1 1 4 5 

9.0 Students compute the volumes and surface 
areas of prisms, pyramids, cylinders, cones, 
and spheres; and students commit to 
memory the formulas for prisms, pyramids, 
and cylinders.  

1 1 0 1 
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CDE CST 

Blueprinta 

Reviewed 
CST 

Subsetb 

Reviewed 
Augment. 

Setc 

Total 
Reviewed 

EAPd 

10.0 Students compute areas of polygons, 
including rectangles, scalene triangles, 
equilateral triangles, rhombi, parallelograms, 
and trapezoids  

1 1 3 4 

11.0 Students determine how changes in 
dimensions affect the perimeter, area, and 
volume of common geometric figures and 
solids.  

1 1 1 2 

15.0 Students use the Pythagorean theorem to 
determine distance and find missing lengths 
of sides of right triangles. 

2 2 0 2 

17.0 Students prove theorems by using 
coordinate geometry, including the midpoint 
of a line segment, the distance formula, and 
various forms of equations of lines and 
circles. 

0 0 1 1 

18.0* Students know the definitions of the basic 
trigonometric functions defined by the 
angles of a right triangle. They also know and 
are able to use elementary relationships 
between them. For example, tan(x) = 
sin(x)/cos(x), (sin (x))2 + (cos (x))2 = 1. 

2 0 0 0 

19.0* Students use trigonometric functions to 
solve for an unknown length of a side of a 
right triangle, given an angle and a length of 
a side. 

1 0 0 0 

21.0* Students prove and solve problems 
regarding relationships among chords, 
secants, tangents, inscribed angles, and 
inscribed and circumscribed polygons of 
circles. 

2 2 0 2 

22.0 Students know the effect of rigid motions on 
figures in the coordinate plane and space, 
including rotations, translations, and 
reflections.  

0 0 1 1 

Algebra II 

1.0* Students solve equations and inequalities 
involving absolute value.  

1 1 1 2 

2.0* Students solve systems of linear equations 
and inequalities (in two or three variables) 
by substitution, with graphs, or with 
matrices.  

3 3 1 4 

3.0* Students are adept at operations on 
polynomials, including long division.  

1 1 0 1 
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CDE CST 

Blueprinta 

Reviewed 
CST 

Subsetb 

Reviewed 
Augment. 

Setc 

Total 
Reviewed 

EAPd 

4.0* Students factor polynomials representing 
the difference of squares, perfect square 
trinomials, and the sum and difference of 
two cubes.  

1 1 0 1 

6.0* Students add, subtract, multiply, and divide 
complex numbers.  

1 1 0 1 

7.0* Students add, subtract, multiply, divide, 
reduce, and evaluate rational expressions 
with monomial and polynomial 
denominators and simplify complicated 
rational expressions, including those with 
negative exponents in the denominator.  

2 2 0 2 

8.0* Students solve and graph quadratic 
equations by factoring, completing the 
square, or using the quadratic formula. 
Students apply these techniques in solving 
word problems. They also solve quadratic 
equations in the complex number system.  

3 3 3 6 

9.0* Students demonstrate and explain the effect 
that changing a coefficient has on the graph 
of quadratic functions; that is, students can 
determine how the graph of a parabola 
changes as a, b, and c vary in the equation y 
= a(x-b)2 + c.  

0 0 1 1 

10.0* Students graph quadratic functions and 
determine the maxima, minima, and zeros 
of the function.  

2 2 0 2 

Standard Set 11.0*  Students prove simple laws of 
logarithms. 

 

11.1* Students understand the inverse 
relationship between exponents and 
logarithms, and use this relationship to solve 
problems involving logarithms and 
exponents. 

1 0 0 0 

12.0* Students know the laws of fractional 
exponents, understand exponential 
functions, and use these functions in 
problems involving exponential growth and 
decay. 

2 2 2 4 

14.0 Students understand and use the properties 
of logarithms to simplify logarithmic 
numeric expressions and to identify their 
approximate values. 

1 0 0 0 

15.0* Students determine whether a specific 
algebraic statement involving rational 

1 0 0 0 
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Blueprinta 

Reviewed 
CST 

Subsetb 

Reviewed 
Augment. 

Setc 

Total 
Reviewed 

EAPd 

expressions, radical expressions, or 
logarithmic or exponential functions is 
sometimes true, always true, or never true. 

17.0 Given a quadratic equation of the form ax2 + 
by2 + cx + dy + e = 0, students can use the 
method for completing the square to put 
the equation into standard form and can 
recognize whether the graph of the equation 
is a circle, ellipse, parabola, or hyperbola. 
Students can then graph the equation. 

0 0 1 1 

18.0* Students use fundamental counting 
principles to compute combinations and 
permutations. 

1 1 0 1 

19.0* Students use combinations and 
permutations to compute probabilities. 

1 0 0 0 

22.0 Students find the general term and the sums 
of arithmetic series and of both finite and 
infinite geometric series.  

1/2e 1 0 1 

23.0* Students derive the summation formulas for 
arithmetic series and for both finite and 
infinite geometric series. 

1/2e 0 0 0 

24.0 Students solve problems involving functional 
concepts, such as composition, defining the 
inverse function and performing arithmetic 
operations on functions. 

1 1 2 3 

Probability and Statistics 

1.0 Students know the definition of the notion 
of independent events and can use the rules 
for addition, multiplication, and 
complementation to solve for probabilities 
of particular events in finite sample spaces. 

2 0 0 0 

2.0 Students know the definition of conditional 
probability and use it to solve for 
probabilities in finite sample spaces. 

2 0 0 0 

7.0 Students compute the variance and the 
standard deviation of a distribution of data. 

1 0 0 0 

*Defined by the California Department of Education as a Key Standard. Key standards must make up a minimum of 
70% of the CST.  
a
 CSU EAP Test Committee is able to select from the full range of standards assessed on the CST  

b 
Blueprint reflects items re-mapped during the analysis 

c
 Achieve reviewers mapped the augmentation items to the California Content Standards. Some items address 
several standards.  
d
 The final column includes the CST subset and the augmentation items.  

e 
Fractional values indicate rotated standards (e.g., 1/2 = rotated every two years) 
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Appendix C: Standards Assessed on the English Early Assessment Program 
**as defined by the representative form provided to Achieve for this analysis** 

This Appendix indicates the California Content Standards included in the entire English CST blueprint. 
Also included are the number of items aligned to the California Content Standards in the CST Subset, the 

augmentation item set, and the total reviewed English EAP.    

California Content Standards 
CST 

Blueprinta 

Reviewed 
CST 

Subset 

Reviewed 
Augment. 

Setb 

Total 
Reviewed 

EAPc 

Reading  

1.0 Word Analysis, Fluency, and Systematic 
Vocabulary Development 

 

1.1 Vocabulary and Concept Development:  
trace the etymology of significant terms 
used in political science and history 

2 2 0 2 

1.2 Vocabulary and Concept Development:  
apply knowledge of Greek, Latin, and Anglo-
Saxon roots and affixes to draw inferences 
concerning the meaning of scientific and 
mathematical terminology 

2 0 0 0 

1.3 Vocabulary and Concept Development:  
discern the meaning of analogies 
encountered, analyzing specific comparisons 
as well as relationships and inferences 

4 3 4 7 

2.0 Reading Comprehension (Focus on 
Informational Materials) 

 

2.1 Structural Features of Informational 
Materials:  analyze both the features and 
the rhetorical devices of different types of 
public documents (e.g., policy statements, 
speeches, debates, platforms) and the way 
in which authors use those features and 
devices 

4 4 0 4 

2.2 Comprehension and Analysis of Grade-Level-
Appropriate Text:  analyze the way in which 
clarity of meaning is affected by the patterns 
of organization, hierarchical structures, 
repetition of the main ideas, syntax, and 
word choice in the text  

3 1 3 
4 

+essay 
rubric 

2.3 Comprehension and Analysis of Grade-Level-
Appropriate Text:  verify and clarify facts 
presented in other types of expository texts 
by using a variety of consumer, workplace, 
and public documents  

2 0 0 0 

2.4 Comprehension and Analysis of Grade-Level-
Appropriate Text:  make warranted and 
reasonable ŀǎǎŜǊǘƛƻƴǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊΩǎ 
argument by using elements of the text to 

2 0 0 
0 

+essay 
rubric 
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Blueprinta 

Reviewed 
CST 

Subset 

Reviewed 
Augment. 

Setb 

Total 
Reviewed 

EAPc 

defend and clarify interpretations 

2.5 Comprehension and Analysis of Grade-Level-
Appropriate Text:  ŀƴŀƭȅȊŜ ŀƴ ŀǳǘƘƻǊΩǎ 
implicit and explicit philosophical 
assumptions and beliefs about a subject 

2 2 0 
2 

+essay 
rubric 

2.6 Expository Critique:  critique the power, 
validity, and truthfulness of arguments set 
forth in public documents; their appeal to 
both friendly and hostile audiences; and the 
extent to which the arguments anticipate 
and address reader concerns and 
counterclaims (e.g., appeal to reason, to 
authority, to pathos and emotion) 

6 3 0 3 

3.0 Literary Response and Analysis   

3.1 Structural Features of Literature:  analyze 
characteristics of sub-genres (e.g., satire, 
parody, allegory, pastoral) that are used in 
poetry, prose, plays, novels, short stories, 
essays, and other basic genres 

3 3 0 3 

3.2 Narrative Analysis of Grade-Level-
Appropriate Text:  analyze the way in which 
the theme or meaning of a selection 
represents a view or comment on life, using 
textual evidence to support the claim 

1 0 0 0 

3.3 Narrative Analysis of Grade-Level-
Appropriate Text:  analyze the way in which 
ƛǊƻƴȅΣ ǘƻƴŜΣ ƳƻƻŘΣ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊΩǎ ǎǘȅƭŜΣ ŀƴŘ 
ǘƘŜ άǎƻǳƴŘέ ƻŦ ƭŀƴƎǳŀƎŜ ŀŎƘƛŜǾe specific 
rhetorical or aesthetic purposes or both 

2 2 0 2 

3.4 Narrative Analysis of Grade-Level-
Appropriate Text:  analyze ways in which 
poets use imagery, personification, figures 
ƻŦ ǎǇŜŜŎƘΣ ŀƴŘ ǎƻǳƴŘǎ ǘƻ ŜǾƻƪŜ ǊŜŀŘŜǊΩǎ 
emotions 

1 0 0 0 

3.5 Narrative Analysis of Grade-Level-
Appropriate Text:  analyze recognized works 
of American literature representing a variety 
of genres and traditions: 

3  
(rotating 
annually) 

 

 1) trace the development of American 
literature from the Colonial period forward 

0-3 1 0 1 

 2) contrast the major periods, themes, 
styles, and trends and describe how works 
by members of different cultures relate to 
one another in each period 

0-3 0 0 0 

 3) evaluate the philosophical, political, 0-3 0 0 0 
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California Content Standards 
CST 

Blueprinta 

Reviewed 
CST 

Subset 

Reviewed 
Augment. 

Setb 

Total 
Reviewed 

EAPc 

religious, ethical, and social influences of the 
historical period that shaped the characters, 
plots, and settings 

3.6 Narrative Analysis of Grade-Level-
Appropriate Text:  analyze the way in which 
authors through the centuries have used 
archetypes drawn from myth and tradition 
in literature, film, political speeches, and 
religious writings (e.g., how the archetypes 
of banishment from an ideal world may be 
used to interpret SƘŀƪŜǎǇŜŀǊŜΩǎ ǘǊŀƎŜŘȅ 
Macbeth) 

1 0 0 0 

3.8 Literary Criticism:  analyze the clarity and 
consistency of political assumptions in a 
selection of literary works or essays on a 
ǘƻǇƛŎ όŜΦƎΦΣ ǎǳŦŦǊŀƎŜΣ ǿƻƳŜƴΩs role in 
organized labor) (Political Approach) 

3 1 0 1 

3.9 Literary Criticism:  analyze the philosophical 
arguments presented in literary works to 
ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ positions 
have contributed to the quality of each work 
and the credibility of its characters 
(Philosophical Approach) 

3 1 0 1 

Writing 

1.0  Written and Oral English Language 
Conventions  

 

1.1 demonstrate control of grammar, diction, 
paragraph and sentence structure, and an 
understanding of English 

7 6 3 
9 

+essay 
rubric 

1.2 produce legible work that shows accurate 
spelling and correct punctuation and 
capitalization 

2 0 0 2 

1.0 Writing Strategies   

1.1 Organization and Focus:  demonstrate an 
understanding of the elements of discourse 
(e.g., purpose, speaker, audience, form) 
when completing narrative, expository, 
persuasive, or descriptive writing 
assignments 

4 5 0 
5 

+essay 
rubric 

1.2 Organization and Focus:  use point of view, 
characterization, style (e.g., use of irony), 
and related elements for specific rhetorical 
and aesthetic purposes 

2 0 0 
0 

+essay 
rubric 

1.3 Organization and Focus:  structure ideas and 4 4 0 4 



Achieve     www.achieve.org  page 69 of 70 

California Content Standards 
CST 

Blueprinta 

Reviewed 
CST 

Subset 

Reviewed 
Augment. 

Setb 

Total 
Reviewed 

EAPc 

arguments in a sustained, persuasive, and 
sophisticated way and support them with 
precise and relevant examples 

+essay 
rubric 

1.4 Organization and Focus:  enhance meaning 
by employing rhetorical devices, including 
the extended use of parallelism, repetition, 
and analogy; the incorporation of visual aids 
(e.g., graphs, tables, pictures); and the 
issuance of a call for action 

4 2 0 
2 

+essay 
rubric 

1.5 Organization and Focus:  use language in 
natural, fresh, and vivid ways to establish a 
specific tone 

2 0 0 
0 

+essay 
rubric  

1.7 Research and Technology:  use systematic 
strategies to organize and record 
information (e.g., anecdotal scripting, 
annotated bibliographies) 

2 0 0 0 

1.9 Evaluation and Revision:  revise text to 
highlight individual voice, improve sentence 
variety and style, and enhance subtlety of 
meaning and tone in ways that are 
consistent with the purpose, audience, and 
genre 

4 3 0 
3  

+essay 
rubric 

Grades 9-10 1.0 Written and Oral English Language 
Conventions 

 

1.2 Written and Oral English Language 
Convention: Understanding sentence 
construction(e.g., parallel structure, 
subordination, proper placement of 
modifiers) and proper English usage (e.g., 
consistency of verb tenses) 

0 0 3 3 

Grade 8 1.0 Word Analysis, Fluency, and Systematic 
Vocabulary Development 

 

1.3 Vocabulary and Concept Development: use 
word meanings within the appropriate 
context and show ability to verify those 
meanings by definition, restatement, 
example, comparison, or contrast. 

0 0 3 3 

a
 CSU EAP Test Committee is able to select from the full range of standards assessed on the CST  

b
 Achieve reviewers mapped the augmentation items to the California Content Standards. Some items address 

several standards. 
c 
The final column includes the CST subset, the augmentation items, and the EAP Essay rubric.  
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