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MARSHALL UNIVERSITY 
College of Education and Professional Development 

Content Validity/Reliability Flowchart:  
Creating a New EPP-Created Assessment 

CAEP STANDARD ALIGNMENT: R5/RA5 Quality Assurance System & Continuous Improvement  
CAEP COMPONENT ALIGNMENT: R5.2: Data Quality &RA5.2: Data Quality 

 
 
Before beginning the process of validity or reliability, carefully read the following two 
documents available on the Content Validity/Reliability Procedures webpage. 
[https://www.marshall.edu/coepd-assessment/content-validity/content-validity-procedure/]  

• CAEP Criteria for Evaluation of EPP-Created Assessments & Surveys 

• CAEP Criteria for Evaluation of EPP-Created Surveys 
 
Introduction:  
The College of Education and Professional Development (COEPD) at Marshall University has 
established a procedure for content validity and reliability for all Education Preparation 
Provider (EPP) Created Assessments and Surveys, including key assessments, performance 
tasks, clinical evaluations, and national board-certified exams. The EPP adopted the procedure 
to evaluate its assessments in Spring 2022. The content validity and reliability procedures are 
used by both initial- and advanced-level programs. Procedures follow guidelines outlined in the 
CAEP Evaluation Frameworks for EPP-Created Assessments and Surveys to design, pilot, and 
judge the adequacy of the assessments created by the EPP.  
 
The purpose of the content validity and reliability procedures is to provide guidance on 
collecting evidence and to document the adequate technical quality of assessment instruments 
and rubrics used to evaluate candidates in the COEPD.  
 
What is Validity?  
Cronbach (1971) described validation as the process by which a test developer or test user 
collects evidence to support the types of inferences that are to be drawn from test scores. 
Crocker and Algina (2008) stated that the purpose of a content validation study is to “assess 
whether the items adequately represent a performance domain or construct of specific 
interest” (pg. 218). At minimum, content validation entails the following steps: 

1. Defining the performance domain of interest; 
2. Selecting a panel of qualified experts in the content domain; 
3. Providing a structured framework for the process of matching items to the performance 

domain; 
4. Collecting and summarizing the data from the matching process. 

 
 

  
 

https://www.marshall.edu/coepd-assessment/content-validity/content-validity-procedure/
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VALIDITY PROCEDURES 
Example: EPP-Created Rubric 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Form Working Group 
Small Group of 5-7 made of 
faculty, students, and an 
external representative if 
applicable. 

Identify Performance 
Domain 

Preferably, the Performance 
Domain will be taken from 
your specialized accreditation 
standards.  

Performance Domain should 
include an operational 
definition.  

Compile Initial Rubric Items 

Rubric items should align to 
and attempt to measure the 
Performance Domain. 

You cannot have too many 
initial items.  Think carefully 
at the realm of possibilities to 
determine items for possible 
use. 

2. Q-Sort Methodology 

Identify Expert Panel and 
Distribute Qualtrics Q-Sort 

Preferably, no less than 15 
individuals should serve on 
the expert panel.  

Qualtrics Q-Sort should ask 
Expert Panel to rank items 
either Essential, Useful but 
Not Essential, or Not 
Necessary.  

Example of a Pick, 
Group, and Rank 
Question Type in 
Qualtrics. Example 
provides Performance 
Domain (Commitment 
to Students), 
Operational Definition, 
and all items for 
grouping.  
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3. Lawshe’s Content 
Validity Ration (CVR) 

From the Qualtrics data 
report, conduct a CVR for 
each item.  

CVR = (ne-n/2)/(n/2) 
Ne= number of raters 
indicating item as essential 
N= total Q-sort members  

Example of Using 
Microsoft Excel to find 
the CVR. 

Identify Items Kept Using 
CVR and CVR Critical Value 

Locate the CVR Critical Value on 
the COEPD Assessment Content 
Validity Procedures Webpage. 
View your Panel Size and Obtain 
the required CVR Critical Value.   

In the Chart below, you will see the CVR for all 
items.  For the example, I used 30 participants 
as the N to get a CVR Critical Value of .333 in 
the chart to the left.  For the chart items, you 
would only retain the items that are .333 or 
greater (as indicated in green).  Those are the 
items we would keep in this example.    

https://www.marshall.edu/coepd-assessment/files/2021/11/Screen-Shot-2021-11-10-at-2.26.56-PM.png
https://www.marshall.edu/coepd-assessment/files/2021/11/Screen-Shot-2021-11-10-at-2.26.56-PM.png


4 

 

  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 

4. Create or Review Rubric  

Using the identified items, 
create your evaluation rubric. 

Using the same group of individuals as before, prepare an evaluation rubric while considering the 
following: 1) Basis for judging candidate performance is well defined, 2) performance levels are 
qualitatively defined by specific criteria aligned with indicators, 3) performance levels represent a 
developmental sequence, 4) feedback provided to candidates is actionable, and 5) performance 
levels are defined in actionable, performance-based, or observable behavior terms. 

5. Expert Panel Distribution  

Distribute the Assignment, 
Assignment Instructions, and the 
Evaluation Rubric to the Expert 
Panel used with the Q-Sort. 
Looking for Construct Validity, 
the panel members will rate the 
representativeness and clarity of 
each item and item descriptor as 
it relates to the overall construct. 
Provide each expert with either a 
paper copy response form or a 
form created in Qualtrics.  The 
example below is using Qualtrics 
to collect responses. A template 
for paper copies can be found 
the COEPD Resources Microsoft 
Team under Assessment.    

Please note that the rubric performance levels and performance descriptors are above each item question for easy 
viewing by the panel members.    

If you are reviewing an existing 
rubric, please begin with Step 1 
above to review and modify 
rubric items. 
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VALIDITY PROCEDURES 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

RELIABILITY PROCEDURES 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 

6. Content Validity Index 
From the data obtained from 
the Expert Panel distribution, 
complete the Content 
Validity Index (CVI).   

CVI = No. of Experts who rated the item 
(representative/clear) a 3 or 4 divided by 
the number of total experts.  
 
CVI = Number of experts who rated the item as 3 or 4 
                           Number of total experts 

 

CVI of .80 or above is acceptable 

7. Obtain Cronbach’s Alpha 

Number of Experts who rated 
item as 3 or 4   

Total Number of Experts   

 The COEPD will assess the reliability of an assessment, or the 
confidence that a test score earned is a good representation of 
actual knowledge of the content. 

 To determine if an assessment item is reliable, the EPP will use 
Cronbach’s Alpha, the most common measure of reliability. 

 Cronbach’s Alpha is a measure used to assess the reliability, or 
internal consistency, of a set of scale or test items and indicates 
whether an item measures the same construct. 
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Use SPSS Software to determine 
Cronbach’s Alpha 

1. Download your data from Qualtrics by going selecting the Data & 
Analysis Tab > Export & Input > Export Data > SPSS > Download 

2. Open the data set in SPSS 
You may delete all columns except the questions responses (below image) 
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3. Select Analyze > Scale > Reliability Analysis (below image) 

4. Move question items to the Items box and then select Statistics (below 
image) 
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5. Select Item, Scale, Scale if Item Deleted, and Correlations (below image) 
6. Select Continue, then Submit 

7. View Cronbach’s Alpha.  A score near 1.00 shows high reliability.  A score 
closer to 0 shows low reliability.  As a rule of thumb, if the reliability of 
items is .80 or above, the assessment has very good reliability.  If the 
reliability of items is .50 or below, the assessment would not be considered 
reliable.  View image on next page to view Cronbach’s Alpha under 
Reliability Statistics.   
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8. Pilot Your Rubric 

9. Calibrate “Norm” the 
Rubric 

Distribute Assessment and Use 
Rubric to Score Submissions 

 Calibrating the rubric simply means that the rubric items and scales are clear enough to lead to a 
consensus among faculty who are grading students work. 

 This is important when various faculty members are evaluating assessments among 
multiple course sections. 

 Calibrating helps to ensure that the rubric uses is consistent, and for the most part, free from bias. 
 Helps to ensure that assessment data reflects the expectations of the program, not an individual 

faculty member or instructor.   
 

 Steps for Norming Rubric 

1. A facilitator prepares materials for scorers to begin calibrating the assessment rubric. Materials 
include the assessment instructions, the grading rubric, and a student artifact. 

2. Using the rubric, scorers read the assignment instructions, view the student artifact, and score 
the artifact using the assessment rubric. Scorers should note words and phrases in the 
performance descriptors that best describe the quality of work. 

3. One at a time, scorers share scores for each rubric category while a recorder completes a group 
score sheet. Do not provide an explanation for the score at this point. Once all scores are 
shared and recorded by the facilitator, the scorers will discuss differences in the scores, where 
the differences occurred, and why scorers may have evaluated the artifact differently.   

4. Scorers justify their evaluation by pointing to specific language in the rubric and evidence in the 
student artifact. Discuss each piece of student work and resolve issues that may be present 
because of rubric language, or the evidence provided in the student artifact. Scorer consensus 
should be reached. 

 



11 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 Examples 
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10. Cohen’s Kappa 

 Cohen’s Kappa assess the extent to which two raters agree. 
 Range from -1 to +1 
 Cohen suggested the Kappa result be interpreted as follows:  

 values ≤ 0 as indicating no agreement  
 0.01–0.20 as none to slight 
 0.21–0.40 as fair 
 0.41– 0.60 as moderate 
 0.61–0.80 as substantial 
 and 0.81–1.00 as almost perfect agreement 

 Steps for Cohen’s Kappa 
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You’ve now established that your EPP-Created Assessments 
are Valid and Reliable! 


