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2014 Exam Committee: 
Chair – Chris Egger; 3rd yr – Alex Valverde, Julie Smith, Peter Pascoe; Stephanie Berry 2nd yr - Gwen Touzot-Jourde, Rose McMurphy, Tanya Duke-Novakovski, John Hubbell; 1st yr – Dean Riedesel, Marlis Rezende, Sandy Perkowski; Ex-officio – Lesley Smith 

Written and Oral Examination Room Assignments: 
Group/Room A: 
Room members: Alex Valverde (Chair), Stephanie Berry, Gwenn Touzot-Jourde, Marliss Rezende
Written essay category and questions: Q3 Pain physiology, analgesia, locoregional techniques - locoregional analgesia of the head of the dog; Q4 Pharmacology  - pharmacokinetics; Q8 Core species – bull anesthetic management; Q10 – Case management: standing laparoscopy in a mare with a granulosa cell tumor
Topics for oral examination: Locoregional anesthetic techniques, pain management, case management of common domestic species, TIVA

Group/Room B: 
Room members: Julie Smith (Chair), Lesley Smith, Tanya Duke-Novakovski, Dean Riedesel
Written essay category and questions: Q1 Cardiovascular physiology – Wigger’s diagram; Q5 Monitoring – capnography; Q7 Equipment and Circuits – variable bypass vaporizer; Q12 – Other species – Capuchin monkey
Topics for oral examination: Monitoring – pulse oximetry, capnography, ECG, etc.; inhalant anesthesia; breathing circuits and systems; avian, zoo, laboratory, and wildlife anesthesia

Group/Room C: 
Room members: Peter Pascoe (chair), John Hubbell, Leigh Lamont, Rose McMurphy 
Written essay category and questions: Q2 Respiratory Physiology – equine blood gases; Q6 Fluids, electrolytes, and acid-base – blood products; Q9 – Complications – airway complications; Q11 Pathophysiology – dog with mitral insufficiency
Topics for oral examination: Radiographic and imaging interpretation; emergency therapy; interpretation and management of blood gases, acid base, electrolyte and metabolic disorders; fluid therapy

Essay Examination Development:
The essay subcommittee meeting took place in Chicago, January 10-12, 2014.  Members included the three room chairs for the essay and oral examination for 2014 (Valverde, Pascoe, and J. Smith), as well as Egger and L. Smith. At this meeting essay topics, domains, and question outlines, with weighting, were developed for the 12 essay questions (6 available/day of which 5 essays must be answered each day by the candidates for a total of 10 essays over two days). There were no core (must answer) essay questions again this year and the time allowed for the essay examinations was 5 hours each day. 
One essay question was assigned to each examiner on the exam committee (EC). Topics were allocated to complement assigned rooms for the oral examination. The essay topics and question outline were re-written, as necessary, and the weighting of the question was adjusted by the primary examiner in consultation with the all members of the room and the exam chair. Each room only viewed and marked exams assigned to their room to comply with the ACVAA Policies and Procedures.  
Discussion of each essay answer and the grading scheme took place via teleconference on at least two different occasions prior to marking.  Essay marking was performed independently using the 5-point holistic approach (see below). Each essay question was graded by two committee members: the person who wrote the question and one other person in the same examination group, and the two grades were averaged to attain the final grade for that question. If the mark between the 2 grades was > 1 point, the two original graders were asked to confirm their grade, and, if there was still > 1 point difference in the grades, a third person (from the same examination group) graded the question and this grade was used as the final grade. All data entry and calculations were rechecked for each candidate several times.
Because the exam committee did not know the passing grade for the essay examination the following 5-point scale was used in grading:
1 No or minimal relevant information
2 Some relevant information, overall inadequate answer
3 Marginally adequate answer
4 Adequate answer for an entry level diplomate
5 Strong answer, beyond expectation for an entry-level diplomate
No partial scores could be assigned.
Re-grading was required in 6/12 questions.  In total, out of 190 essays to be marked (19 candidates and 10 essays per candidate), 8 (4%) required a re-grade. For 7 of those essays a third person was not required to grade and the difference in grades was resolved by the original graders and to the candidates’ advantage. One essay required a third person to grade. The re-grade mark was equal to the mean of the marks given by the two original graders and did not change the candidate’s raw score.

Multiple Choice Examination:
The Multiple Choice Examination Committee works independently from the overall EC.  The M/C exam committee members include Bonnie Hay Krause (chair), Turi Aarnes, Marie Killos, Becky Pipo, and Mike Barletta. Doris Dyson is the database manager.  The committee met in Chicago March 9-12, 2014 for a review session.  The M/C exam was compiled by this committee and then sent to the EC Chair (Egger) and the ACVAA Secretary (Donaldson) for review and printing. The M/C exam for Day 1 included 23 new test questions and the exam for Day 2 included 24 new questions. 
Marks from the data bank manager were given to the exam chair after computer grading of the scantron sheets.  Statistical analysis, with point bi-serial scores, was included in the report to give objective data for question evaluation or removal. Several scenarios were considered: including all 300 questions, removing all new questions, removing new questions that had performed poorly, and giving everyone credit for the 10 poorly performing new questions, and effects on final scores and pass/fail rates were evaluated. Previously used questions performing poorly this year were scrutinized for obvious errors or poor wording, and were found to be acceptable and not excluded from the final grading. This information was shared with Prometrics to aid in the cut score decision.

Standard Setting (cut score) Study Panel:
[bookmark: _GoBack]	While grading of the essays and the MC exam was in progress, a Standard Setting (Cut Score) study panel was convened to evaluate the examination and set the cut score. This process was conducted by Prometrics, via several teleconferences. A panel of 7 judges, recruited by the ACVAA, completed the standard setting study. Six judges scored the multiple-choice exam and 7 judges scored the essay exam. The judges were selected from a pool of practicing members of the college and were considered experts in their field. The Angoff method was used for the multiple-choice portion of the exam and the Monoreg method was used for the essay portion. A summation of the study and its results (titled ACVAA Cut Report and submitted to the BOD with this report) was sent to the EC Chair (Egger) and distributed to all the members of the EC via email prior to a teleconference with Prometrics staff. 

Teleconference to decide final cut score:
A teleconference to explain the cut score report and decide on a final cut score for the examination was held Wednesday, June 18, 2014 from 3 to 4 pm EST and conducted by Sheila List from Prometrics. The following members of the EC were present: Stephanie Berry, Dean Riedesel, Marliss Rezende, Alex Valverde, Leigh Lamont Tanya Duke-Novakovski, Peter Pascoe, John Hubbell, Rose McMurphy, Gwenn Touzot-Jorde, Julie Smith, Lesley Smith, and Chris Egger. The EC members were sent a copy of the ACVAA Cut Report from Prometrics to review the morning of the teleconference.
The teleconference included an explanation of the procedures employed to select the standard setting (cut score) study panel, the methods used in conducting the study, and the analyses performed for the study (see ACVAA Cut Report from Prometrics). Sheila List first explained that the Angoff and Monoreg techniques were used to evaluate the multiple choice and essay examinations, respectively. This was followed by a discussion of the demographics of the Cut Score Panel and the definition of what a minimally qualified candidate should know, as developed by the Cut Score Panel. The definition of a minimally qualified candidate was used to rate and grade both the M/C and essay examination questions. After this explanation, the EC was asked the following questions prior to deciding on the cut scores to accept:

1. Is the definition for the minimally qualified candidate appropriate (Appendix C of Prometrics report)? Does it represent the standard for the certification? 
The committee believed that the definition of the minimally qualified candidate was adequate for stating what a minimally qualified candidate will know and what they might find challenging and was a sufficient guideline for the Study Panel. This list was edited by the Cut Score Panel this year and should continue to undergo further development by the appropriate committees. 
2. Were the judges sufficiently knowledgeable of the subject matter? How the study panel participants were chosen was discussed and the EC agreed that the judges were sufficiently knowledgeable of the subject matter.
3. Did the judges have sufficient knowledge about the available study materials? The EC agreed that the judges had sufficient knowledge of available study materials.
4. Did the judges have sufficient knowledge about the candidate population to make appropriate judgments? After a brief discussion it was decided that the answer to this question was also yes, as many had trained residents and were familiar with residency requirements.
5. Is this instrument the only criterion for certification? Are other assessments or eligibility criteria part of the requirements? Other criteria are part of the requirements: at least one year of clinical practice, completion of a 3 year residency program, completion of a research project and acceptance of a scientific manuscript for publication, and the final oral examination.
6. How do the panel members’ views of the test-taking population compare with the decision-makers’ views of the test-taking population? The EC agreed that panel members’ views of the test-taking population were similar to those of the EC.
7. Which type of classification error is more serious, passing false qualified or failing false not qualified? This was discussed at length and many members of the EC thought that passing nonqualified candidates would be a more significant error than failing qualified candidates. 

Once the answers to these questions were discussed, Sheila then discussed the Venn diagram (page 21 of Prometrics report) and explained how the diagram showed an overlapping of qualified versus unqualified candidates, depending on which SEJ was chosen. The EC discussed the implications of passing unqualified candidates versus not passing qualified candidates, depending on which cut score was chosen. It was decided that it was worse to pass unqualified candidates and that that should be considered when deciding on which cut scores to accept.
Next the panel recommended passing scores and the possible adjustments were reviewed. The discussion began with an explanation of how the multiple-choice exam was rated by the Cut Score Panel and an explanation of reliability, standard deviation of judgment, and the standard error of judgment. Sheila explained that the second rating of the M/C questions by the Panel resulted in greater reliability and lower standard deviation and standard error of judgment (Tables 4-6 of Prometrics report); thus, the second ratings by the Panel were used in all calculations (Tables 7-14 of Prometrics Report). The EC was then asked to look at Tables 15-18 of the Prometrics report. For the multiple-choice exam four scenarios were presented to the EC: score out of 300 questions (no questions removed), score out of 300 questions with credit given to all test takers for the ten new questions that performed poorly, score out of 290 questions with the ten poorly performing new questions removed, and score out of 253 items with all 47 new questions removed (Tables 15-18). 
The first decision made was how many questions to score the exam out of. After some discussion it was decided to score the M/C exam out of 290 questions (Table 17 of Prometrics Report) with new questions that performed poorly removed, as this would benefit the candidates and would allow the EC to use new questions that performed well this year. This is a deviation from the Exam Policies and Procedures, but the EC voted for this change (13 voted yes) and the P & P were modified to allow for this option. 
The next decision was which cut score to accept. The options were to accept the Panel recommended cut score or 1-3 standard error of judgments above or below the cut score. After some discussion, the EC voted to accept the panel recommended cut score of 198/290 questions for the M/C exam, resulting in a passing score for that portion of the exam of 68% and a passing rate for the M/C exam of 47.4% (Table 17).
The process of analyzing and rating the essays was then explained (see Prometrics report). A similar discussion involved which cut score to accept for the essay section of the examination (Tables 19 and 20 of Prometrics Report). The EC noted that one judge recommended a cut score somewhat lower than the other judges and asked what would change if the ratings for that judge were removed. It was noted by Sheila List that this would change the cut score slightly, but would not affect the pass rate. After some discussion, all members of the EC voted to accept the panel recommended cut score for the essay section of 33 points out of a possible 50 points, resulting in a pass score for that portion of the exam of 66% and a passing rate for the essay exam of 63.2% (Table 20). Although there was some discussion of raising the cut score to 34 points (1 SEJ above the recommended cut score) and, although this would potentially be more discerning, it did not change the number of candidates passing the exam and the committee decided to choose the panel recommended cut score. 
	Finally, Sheila explained how the scores for the M/C and essay exams would be combined to provide a final score for the candidate (see ACVA Scaling memo attached). Briefly, the essay score was multiplied by 5.8 so that the M/C and Essay scores could be weighted equally (SMC + SE * 5.8 = raw score) and the raw scores were converted to scaled scores using a linear transformation method (ScoreScaled = 1.3116 * ScoreRaw + 139.2630). This resulted in a final cut score of 650. The final raw and converted scores were received by the Exam Chair late Friday June 20, 2014. All data entry and calculations were rechecked for each candidate and one error was found in the essay scores. When the new score was used in the calculations provided by Prometrics, it increased this candidate’s score by 4 points, resulting in a passing grade. 

Timeline for 2014:
· Exam was May 8 & 9; exams scanned in and sent to examiners by May 12
· Final grades (including re-grades) due June 5 – < 4 weeks
· June 6-13 Cut Score Setting Committee rating exam
· June 14-16 Cut Scores with SEJs calculated by Prometrics
· June 17 Exam Committee teleconference with prometrics to decide which cut score to use
· June 18-23 Review borderline pass/fail candidates and all candidates for accuracy of scores
· June 24 EC Chair (Egger) met with BOD via teleconference
· June 24 candidates informed of results

2014 ACVA Written Examination Results 
A total of 19 people took the ACVAA written examination in 2014. Eleven candidates were taking the examination for the first time, six candidates were taking the examination for the second time, one candidate was taking the examination for the third time, and one candidate was taking the examination for the seventh time. Two candidates took the examination off site, under the supervision of an ACVAA diplomate or other board certified specialist, or a testing center employee. The alternate sites were Australia and St. Kitts. Dr. Egger was available for questions via telephone or email.
	The passing score of 650 points resulted in 7/19 (37%) candidates failing and 12/19 (63%) candidates passing this year’s written examination. Eight of eleven candidates (72%) taking the exam for the first time passed, four of six candidates (67%) taking the exam for the second time passed, Neither candidate taking the exam for the 3rd and 7th time passed. All seven individuals failing the exam failed both the M/C and essay sections. Two individuals, scoring below passing on the M/C exam, scored high enough on the essay to result in a passing grade overall. Ten individuals passed both the M/C and essay sections of the exam. The following table shows the results for the panel recommended cut score (33 for essay and 198 for M/C) and 1-3 SEJs above and below it.

	Cut or Adjustment
	Essay Score
	Essay score X 5.8
	M/C Score
	Raw Total
	Scaled Score
	Number Passing

	+3 SEJ
	36
	208.8
	203
	411.8
	679.38
	8

	+2 SEJ
	35
	203
	201
	404
	669.15
	10

	+1 SEJ
	34
	197.2
	200
	397.2
	660.23
	10

	Panel Rec Cut
	33
	191.4
	198
	389.4
	650
	12

	-1 SEJ
	32
	185.6
	196
	381.6
	639.64
	12

	-2 SEJ
	31
	179.8
	194
	373.8
	628.54
	12

	-3 SEJ
	30
	174
	192
	363
	615.37
	13



Results of oral examination:
The 2014 oral examination was held in Indianapolis September 7-10, 2014. Exam development and discussion occurred September 7, 2014. The exam was administered September 8 and 9, 2014, and post examination discussion and final grade assignment and presentation of the final results to the BOD occurred on September 10, 2014. Fifteen candidates took the exam. Twelve candidates were taking the exam for the first time and two candidates were taking the exam for the second time, and one candidate was taking the exam for the third time. Nine of the fifteen candidates passed the exam for an overall pass rate of 60%. Six candidates taking the exam for the first time, 2 candidates taking the exam for the second time and one candidate taking the exam for the third time passed. Six candidates taking the oral exam for the first time failed. Three candidates failed in Room A, four candidates failed in Room B, and nine candidates failed in Room C. The results of the 2014 oral examination were reviewed by the EC and then presented to the BOD. The BOD voted to accept the results September 10, 2014. Written feedback, both positive and negative, was provided to all oral examination candidates by the EC chair.

Respectfully submitted,


CM Egger, DVM, MVSc, DACVAA
ACVAA Examination Chair, 2013 and 2014
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