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Scoring Guide for a Quasi-OPI with Recorded Sound and Written Evaluation

Rule of thumb for 4/satisfactory: The project evaluator who is competent in the target language can confirm the sufficiency of the sample and the accuracy of the examiner’s rating to ACTFL sub-level reliability using either the written evaluation or the recorded interview, or a combination of evidence from the two, though there are some problems that have to do with sound fidelity, language sampling in limited areas, inefficient interviewing, and/or description of the subject’s performance.

Note: Factors 1 & 2 have a “gateway” or “filter” function. If the sound quality of the interview is unacceptable, the evaluator cannot proceed to evaluate the rest of the project independently of the written documentation. If the sound quality is satisfactory, but the sample is not adequate, it is impossible for the interviewer to produce an accurate rating or the evaluator of the quasi-OPI to judge the rest of the project. If that is the case, the project should be redone. The better way to judge adequacy of the sample is to have a satisfactory sound recording, although excellent documentation could offset poor sound quality. A truly exemplary project must have excellent sound, along with exemplary strength in the other indicators of quality, because that is the mark of a project that can be used for years as an example to other language teachers as they are being trained.
	
	Factor 1 Sound quality
	Factor 2 Adequacy of the sample
	Factor 3 Efficiency of the interview
	Factor 4 Written documentation of the rating

	6
	
	Nothing significant missing, no significant redundancies.
	The interview is conducted without wasted words or time.
	The rating is correct to the exact sub-level. Text type, function, context and accuracy appear in that order. 10 separate examples are cited, they cover what the inter​viewee can do and can NOT do, and clearly distinguish the “plateau” from “peaks” and “valleys.”

	5
	
	The sample has several redundancies.
	Almost 6
	As above, except for either: error of one sub-level in rating OR slight weakness in documentation

	4
	
	Most chief features of the level are checked, and most of these more than once; text type is clearly demonstrated; question types, functions and contexts are consistently suitable.
	There are a few excessive or pointless prompts. The interview is no more than 150% as long as it could have been
	Error of one sub-level in rating AND slight weakness in documentation.

	3
	For 3-6, add factors from list below
	A few missing features that can plausibly be established by inference, for example if the examiner/ auditor know the learner or the program.
	Almost 3
	Almost 3

	2
	Auditor experiences slight hindrances due to poor sound.
	
	The interview is much too long and contains several clearly excessive or pointless prompts.
	Rating is off by more than one ACTFL sub-level, in either direction OR the documentation is wrongly structured and evidence is weak

	1
	High-level speaker of the language must listen several times to catch even simple words.
	
	
	Rating is off by more than one ACTFL sub-level, in either direction AND the documentation is wrongly structured and evidence is weak


4 sound quality factors to add on to the basic level of 2 on the grid: volume strong enough for clearly audible replay at mid-volume on a boombox for a group of 10 in a quiet seminar room; no recurrent odd background noise; interviewEE’s voice is miked louder than that of interviewer; the two voices are clearly different in pitch, timbre, etc.
