[bookmark: _GoBack]Minutes to the BOD- video teleconference meeting
Results of 2016 Written Certifying Exam
June 27, 5 PM EDT
				

In attendance: Drs. L. Smith, A. Weil, K. Grimm, E. Hofmeister, E. Martinez, L. Santos, C. Egger, L. Lamont, D. Wilson, L. Kushner
Meeting called to order at 5:04 PM
Dr Lamont provided the following documents for the BOD to review  
	1) 2016 Exam Committee Written Exam Results Report  
	2) Prometric Standard Setting Cut Score Report (prepared June 23, 2016)
	3) Prometric ACVAA Scaling memo (prepared June 24 2016) 
	4) Excel file of candidate scores  (names omitted) 

Background of the grading process as described in 2016 Written Exam Report – Dr Lamont 
Written essay exam planning meeting – Committee members : Drs Wendt-Hornickle, Doherty, Bidwell, Beazley, Burns, Love, Guerrero, Egger, Rezende, Perkowski, Riedesel, Wetmore;  EC members  were divided into 3 rooms; each room to prepare questions on  4 specific domain topics -  
1. Each room chair drafted question stems 
2.  One essay question stem assigned to each examiner who developed their own questions, weightings and answers – this was shared and collaborated on with all examiners in that room and the EC chair
3.  Each room viewed and graded exams assigned to their room
4.  Final discussions regarding question wording, weighting, details for each room occurred via email or teleconferences prior to the exam 
Grading of Essays- Day after the Exam – Essays distributed via email to examiners for grading and each essay was graded by the author of the question plus one other examiner from that same room-
1. Grading was done using 5 point holistic approach (details in written exam report) 
2.  The 2 grades for each question were averaged for a final grade for each question
 	a. If the grade differential was > 1 point, those examiners regraded the question 	and if same difference remained, a 3rd examiner graded the question – that grade was used as final grade 
 	b. This year the re-grade score of the 3rd examiner equaled the mean score of the 2		original examiners in all instances.  Very few essays required grading by a 3rd examiner.

3. 	Nineteen candidates sat the exam – each were required to answer 5 of 6 questions/day  
	a.  1 candidate answered only 4 on day 1 so total of 189 essay questions were 		graded 
	b. Ten essays involving 3 of the 12 questions required re-grading (5 %) 			and 6 of those essays were the same question
	c.  Re-grade rate of 5 % is comparable to previous years

Multiple choice exam development  - The MCEC worked independently from the overall EC –Committee members include Drs. Barletta (chair), Hay-Krause, Johnson, Killos, McKune,  Dyson (data base manager)
	MCEC met February 21-24th in Chicago for review and editing of questions pulled from the multiple choice question data bank by Dr. Dyson, as well as development of new multiple choice questions (50) to be included in this year’s exam. Compilation of the final questions for the exam were sent to Drs. Lamont and Kushner  in April for final review and printing.

Multiple choice exam grading- Computerized grading of scranton sheets was managed by Dr. Dyson with statistical analysis to give objective data for question evaluation or removal and were sent to the EC chair 
	1. Various scenerios were considered :
	a.  Incorporating all 300 questions or removing new questions
	b. Removing new questions that had performed poorly
	c.  Giving all candidates credit for 11 poorly performing new questions (Referred by 	Prometric as  “score all”) 	  	
  2.  Effect on final scores and pass/fail rates were evaluated 
	a. Scores were reported as raw scores and percentages after removing poorly 	performing questions and using the  ‘score all’  system
  3.  This information was provided to Prometric to aid in the cut score determination

 Standard Setting (Cut Score Study Panel determination) –conducted by Prometric via several teleconferences to evaluate the examination and set the cut score.  (this occurred while grading of the essays and MCQ was in progress)
1.  Nine cut score panel judges included Drs B. Simon, L Lee, A. Claude, J. Carter, J. Sarkar, 		R. 	Bennett, A.  Wiese, G. Touzot-Jourde, and T. Ferierra.
2.  The Angoff method was used for the MCQ; the Monoreg method for the essay portion	
	(detail of these methods is provided in the Prometric cut score report) 
3.  Summary of the study and results were sent to EC Chair (Lamont) and all EC members via email prior to teleconference with Prometric

Teleconference to determine final cut score- held June 24th and led by Katheryn Hill from Prometric 
1. The following members of the EC were present : Drs Marlis Rezende, Dean Riedesel, Sandra Perkowski, Tom Doherty, Lydia Love, Erin Wendt-Hornickle, Natalia Guerrero, Shannon Beazley, Chris Egger, and Leigh Lamont
2.  Discussions as done in past years included the following:  
 	a. Explanation of the cut score study panel, methods used to conduct the    			study,	the analyses performed for the study (details in Prometric’s Cut Score 		Report prepared June 23)  
	b.  The definition of a minimally qualified candidate (which was determined in 		previous year) that was used to rate and grade the MCQ and essays 
	c.  How the MC Exam was rated with explanation  of the reliability, 			Standard deviation of judgement; Standard error of judgement 
	d. Discussion of differences of ratings in light of large variations in panel 			judgements that led to re-evaluation and change of ratings
		i.  Second rating of the multiple choice questions by the Cut Score Panel 			resulted in greater reliability and lower standard deviation and standard error of 			judgment (Tables 4-6 in the Prometric’s Cut Score Report); thus, the second ratings 		by the panel were used in all calculations  (Tables 7-10).
	e. The EC agreed to use  a “score all” approach: MCQ  scored out of 300 questions so credit 	given for all  11 new questions that performed poorly
3.  Decision of what cut score to accept for the MCQ
	a. The Panel Recommended Cut Score for the 300 MCQ  (Table 10 Prometric 			report):  Raw score of 221, which equates to a passing score of 74% and 47% pass 			rate  
	b. EC thought 74% was high and after some discussion, the EC voted to accept a cut 		score of 1 SEJ below the Panel Recommended Cut Score:  Score of 215 or 72%, which is 58% 	pass rate		 
4. The cut score data for the ten essays of the examination were analyzed using a proprietary computer program to determine each judge’s recommended cut score and the panel’s average cut score.  ( see Prometric report for details)
	a. The Panel Recommended Cut Score for the essays:  (Tables 11 &12 Prometric report)
	 Raw score  of 33/50 = 66%  with a potential pass rate of  about 50% 
	b. A similar discussion followed concerning which cut score to accept   
 	c.  The EC voted to accept a cut score of 1 SEJ below the Panel cut score:  passing cut score of 	32 /50   or 64% 
5.  Prometric explained how the scores for the multiple choice and essay exams would be combined to provide a final score for the candidate (see ACVAA scaling memo) 
	a. In order for the essay and MCQ to be weighted equally, essay score was 			multiplied by 6 and the raw scores were converted to scaled scores using a linear 			transformation method:  scaled cut score of 650
	b. The final raw and converted scores were received by the Exam Committee Chair 		on Friday June 24, 2016.
2016 Written Exam results –summary of candidates
1. 19 candidates took the exam 
	 a. 12 for the first time; 4 for the second time; 2 for the third time; 1 for the third 			time within a 2nd cycle 
	b.  2 candidates took exam in Great Britain; 1 wrote in Australia 
2.  The passing scaled score of 650 resulted in 12/19 (63.2%) candidates passing and 7/19 (36.8%) candidates failing this year’s exam
3. One candidate had raw score of 405 (passing is 407) and a scaled score of 647.4  ( 650 passing) (the EC did not have this information at the time of their teleconference)

Discussion ensued about this last candidate:  Dr Lamont   
a. This candidate passed the MCQ with MCQ raw score of 216 (215 MCQ passing cut score); the essay raw score was 31.5 (over all essay cut score 32). The candidate’s overall raw score was 405 (overall passing raw score 407) (see excel file of candidates) 
	a. This candidate would pass if essay cut score adjustment is moved from 1 to 2 SEJ (Table 12 of Prometric report)
	 b. Dr Smith made a motion to change the essay cut adjustment from 1 to 2 SEJ below panel 	recommend cut score ; Dr Wilson seconded. 
	c. Dr Grimm questioned the validity of different cut adjustments for MCQ and essay – and 	felt the process would be more robust and valid if the SEJ was -2 for both exams.
		i. This would change the overall raw cut score from 407 to 396  
		ii. this change would not affect outcome for any other candidate 
	d. .Dr Grimm amended Dr. Smith’s motion to change both MCQ and essay cut adjustments to 2 SEJ below Prometric recommendation. Dr Smith seconded. All voted in favor. This motion resulted in 13/19 (68.4%) candidates passing the written exam. 

Discussion about exam venue in Minneapolis; Dr Lamont 
1. Hotel was chosen because of its close proximity to the airport;  also an EC member lives in the area  ( Dr Wendt-Hornickle)
2.  Day 1 of the exam there was excessive noise/activity from adjacent meeting room lasting about 1 hr 
 		a. The issue was resolved by intervention of hotel staff  
		b. The candidates (15) were given a 1 hr extension of time to complete the MC 			section
		c. Only one candidate used any of the extra time provided (approximately 20 			minutes).
    3.   Three candidates later submitted letters of grievance to the ACVAA Executive Secretary 	alleging that the noise distraction negatively impacted their 	performance.
		 a. All three candidates were first time test takers and none of them took advantage 		of the extra time that was provided  
		b.    2 of the 3 candidates who submitted letters failed the exam

 Dr Smith - Motion to adjourn at 5:49 PM – all in favor.
Respectfully submitted July 6, 2016

Lynne Kushner DVM, DACVAA
ACVAA Executive Secretary



	

	
