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Section 1:  The Scoring Process
During the scoring process the raters evaluate the work product package based on the quality of the actual work product sample and the responses to questions grouped across four Core Component areas: Project Relationships, Planning, Output and Outcomes (see Form B for the listing of the selected AOE core component questions). 
When reviewing a candidate’s work the raters will look for certain indicators, called Essential Elements, which provide evidence of Key Action performance. (The Essential Elements correspond with the Key Actions but are often more specific.) At the conclusion of their evaluation raters then assign the score that best depicts the level of performance demonstrated by the work provided. Ratings are as follows:

	Rating
	Performance Level

	3
	Outstanding

	2
	Successful

	1
	Limited

	0
	Blank; Absence of Evidence or Off Topic


To aid in the evaluative process the raters use scoring guidelines, which contain examples of behavioral evidence that are tied to the different performance levels (see individual AOE overview for AOE specific scoring guideline information). The scoring guidelines were created by subject matter experts in advance of the scoring sessions. They are designed to address the full range of a given situation or circumstance; therefore, if the question has several components, a candidate must answer the question completely in order to receive full credit.

Section 2:  Rater Selection and Training 
Rating teams are made up of CPLP® Designates with subject matter expertise in each of the areas of expertise being evaluated. A minimum of two raters independently rate each part of a work product. A single score is derived based on the combination of both raters’ scores. 

On the first day of the scoring process, team leaders pick work products they feel are representative of the range of scores to use as benchmarks and training resources. On subsequent days of the scoring process, team leaders train the other raters using the benchmark submissions and the AOE scoring guidelines. At the conclusion of this exercise raters are evaluated and confirmed for scoring. 

During the scoring session, submissions are presented to raters in random order. Each submission is scored at least twice. If rater scores are more than one point apart or if there are two scores of 0, the submission is adjudicated (reviewed again by another rater). The tables that follow provide the rules for score approvals and adjudications. 

Table 1 – Approved Score Results 

	Category
	Score 1
	Score 2
	Requiring Adjudication?

	Project Relationships
	3
	3
	No

	Planning 
	2
	3
	No

	Output
	3
	3
	No

	Outcomes
	0
	1
	No


Table 2 – Score Results Requiring Adjudication

	Category
	Score 1
	Score 2
	Requiring Adjudication?

	Project Relationships
	3
	1
	Yes

	Planning 
	3
	3
	No

	Output
	3
	2
	No

	Outcomes
	3
	3
	No


Rater scores for each category are averaged. Half points are rounded up in the total score.  The maximum possible score is 12 which is a perfect score of 3 across all four categories. The passing score is 8
. A compensatory model will be used, meaning it will not be necessary to obtain a minimum score in any one category. However, a score of 0 in any category will result in a failing final score.

Section 2:  Rater Nondisclosure Agreement 
ASTD CI recognizes that Work Product may include information proprietary to a company. Prior to participation, the Work Product Scoring Committee Members will sign and are bound by the non-disclosure document that follows. 

ASTD CI CPLP® 

Work Product Scoring Committee Member 
Nondisclosure Agreement

As a member of the ASTD Certification Institute (CI) Work Product Scoring Committee (the “Committee”), you will be exposed to materials related to and submitted by applicants for the work product component for CPLP® certification, referenced as ASTD CI (the “Applicant Materials”). The ASTD CI cannot emphasize too strongly the importance of keeping this information confidential and undisclosed at all times and under any circumstances, other than as directed by the Committee as a whole.

Therefore, as a condition of your being selected and participating on the Committee and in recognition of the importance of the Certified Professional in Learning and Performance certification program to the industry, you are required to agree to the following:

You will not disclose or cause to be disclosed to anyone outside of the Committee, affected ASTD CI employees, or its testing consultant(s) any Applicant Materials including, but not limited to, application information, materials submitted, and other related information.

You will keep all such Applicant Materials in a safe and secure place, such as a locked or password-protected file, and will take all reasonable steps to protect against inadvertent disclosure or theft of the information.

Upon expiration of your term on the Committee:

You will promptly return to ASTD CI staff by courier or registered mail Applicant Materials that you have been sent or acquired in relation to the Committee. 

You will not use any of the Applicant Materials described above, or any other information derived from your service on the Committee, in any way to the competitive harm or other detriment of the ASTD CI and/or for personal or commercial use. 

I hereby execute this Nondisclosure Agreement as of the date and year first below written.

Agreed and accepted by:

	Signature:
	
	Date:
	

	Print Name:
	__________________________________
	


Section 4:  Work Product Critical Flaws and Pitfalls
This section provides examples of incidents that can result in a work product submission being disqualified, failed or receiving a low score. This list is not exhaustive. 
Table 1 – Critical Flaws, Pitfalls and Tips

	Critical Flaws/ Pitfalls
	Description
	Candidate Tips
	Rater Instructions
	Candidate
Impact

	1. Disregarding font size, word, or time limits
	Candidate disregards font size, word or time limits.
	Follow font, word, and time limitation instructions.
	Stop reading/viewing work product after it has exceeded space, word or time limits.
	Increased risk of lower scores / failure 

	2. Insufficient evidence
	Lack of sufficient evidence to meet scoring guidelines.
	Provide thorough responses when responding to work product questions. Make sure your response is supported by evidence in your work product sample.
	Base rating on the evidence provided in the work product sample.  Do not make ‘leaps of faith’ from Form B narrative responses or other materials when sufficient evidence is lacking. 
	Increased risk of lower scores / failure 

	3. Poor grammar or sloppy submission
	Poor grammar, spelling, and diction. Work product is sloppy or poorly copied.
	Use proper grammar, spelling and diction.

Ensure work product is presentable and can be scored.
	Take off ½ point for each area affected. 

Take off 1.0 point or higher in each area when issues interfere with ability to substantively understand material.
	Increased risk of lower scores / failure

	4. Insufficient reference to project evidence (includes insufficient reference markers)

	1. Cannot locate project evidence referenced on Form A: Work Product Map.

2. Missing important reference markers for evidence.


	Be specific, thorough and as clear as possible when documenting location of work product evidence on Form A- Part 3: Work Product Map. 

Use specific page numbers to reference materials.
  

Evidence referenced must be in the actual work product sample and not in other sources (such as Parts 1 or 2 of Form A or Form B narratives).
	1. Incorrect information on Form A: search for content for maximum of 5 minutes. Recommend disqualification if information cannot be found
2. If the majority of evidence cannot be located or is wholly insufficient after search recommend disqualification of the work product.
	Risk of disqualification

Risk of disqualification



	5. CD, DVD, or VHS problems
	1. Designing Learning - Candidate submits a CD or DVD for his/her work product.
2. Delivering Training - Candidate submits a CD, DVD or VHS that is inoperable.
	Follow instructions regarding acceptable work product formats. 

DT - Test CD, DVD, or VHS to ensure functionality before sending.
	1. DL - No action from Raters.  Testing Vendor will disqualify any Designing Learning submissions that are not paper-based. 


2. DT – No action from Raters.  Testing Vendor will test inoperable media on two additional systems and disqualify if it fails to work.
	Disqualification

	6. Learners not visible in Delivering Training work product sample
	Candidate submits a CD, DVD, VHS or E-Learning work product that does not show six or more learners.
	Make sure to have visible evidence of six or more learners.
	Look for visible evidence of six or more learners.  If not found, then recommend disqualification of the work product.
	Risk of disqualification

	7. One or more recording issues with the Delivering Training recording
	Candidate submits a CD, DVD or VHS that contains recording violations such as:: 
1) non-continuous content;
2) excessive pauses (more than three) or pauses that are done during facilitated segments; and/or

3) editing/splicing
	Candidates should make sure to adhere to the recording instructions outlined in Chapter 5 of the Candidate Bulletin.
	Recommend disqualification if one or more recording violations are noted.
	Risk of disqualification

	8. Inappropriate AOE selection
	The submission fits the requirements of a different AOE.
	Thoroughly review the Candidate Bulletin AOE-specific chapter(s) to determine the best fit for your project.
	If there is significant concern that the submission is a force fit and the work product really belongs in a different AOE, stop scoring and recommend that the work product be disqualified.
	Risk of disqualification

	9. Invalid AOE change
	AOE of work product submitted was different than AOE confirmation. AOE change procedures were not followed.
	Do not change AOE selection after confirmation deadline.
	No action by Raters.  Testing Vendor will disqualify work products submitted using a different AOE then confirmed.  
	Disqualification

	10. Using modified forms
	Modified work product template/forms (e.g., format of forms have been altered, content of form appears in wrong place; mislabeled forms). 
	Do not alter work product template and forms. Type content directly into the provided template/ forms.
	Recommend disqualification of work product if one or more of the work product forms has been revised or substituted. 
	Disqualification

	11. Insufficient Role
	There is evidence or strong concerns that the candidate’s role in producing the work product is too limited.
	Make sure that the submission reflects work that you had primary responsibility for producing and is not an off-the-shelf program.
	Place the work product on hold pending further review by ASTD CI. The work product will be disqualified if the candidate has not produced required sample.
	Risk of disqualification

	12. Plagiarism
	There is evidence or strong concerns of plagiarism.
	With the exception of supporting documents, all materials should reflect work the candidate had primary or sole responsibility for producing. Submit your own work.
	Place the work product on hold pending additional information from the candidate. The work product will be automatically failed if there is sufficient evidence of plagiarism.  
	Risk of automatic failure. Candidate will not be allowed to resubmit work product under any circumstances.

	13. Unsuitable content
	Wholly off-topic; complete disregard for content requirements.

	Carefully read and follow work product content requirements.
	Recommend automatic fail when:

· Candidate Bulletin instructions are wholly disregarded.

· Work product rubrics do not apply or cannot be consistently applied.
	Risk of automatic failure

	14. Dated content
	Work product is more than three years old.

	Ensure work product is no more than three years old.
	Recommend automatic fail when there is evidence that the entire work product is more than three years old. 
	Risk of automatic failure

	15. Incomplete work product 
	Work product is missing mandatory form(s).
	Ensure all completed templates, forms, and materials are submitted as part of the submission package. 
	No action from Raters.  Testing Vendor will disqualify work product when mandatory forms or materials are missing.
	Disqualification

	16. Incorrect packaging 
	Work product has major packaging issues such as: presenting materials in the wrong format (e.g., on poster board or in spiral bound notebook), failing to use required folders, or failing to label folders or pages appropriately.
	Follow packaging instructions carefully.
	No action from Raters.  Testing Vendor will disqualify work products when incorrect packaging seriously impedes the ability to process or evaluate the submission fairly or effectively.
	Disqualification

	17. Failure to obtain required signatures
	Failure to obtain the organization’s permission and/or participant release signatures.
	Confirm permissions can be obtained before starting project. 


Start early in the process in order to obtain the necessary signatures.
	No action from Raters.  Testing Vendor will disqualify work product if the required signatures are absent.
	Disqualification


� Total scores are rounded up; therefore, it is possible to pass with a score of 7.5.


� Note that candidates must have an unexpired knowledge exam score to be eligible to resubmit their work products. Work products will not be scored off cycle.





� The three year rule for IHP and MLF applies only to outputs and outcomes. See the Candidate Bulletin AOE-specific chapters for further details.
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