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Executive Summary 
 

On September 27-28, 2017, College Board Psychometrics facilitated a Standard 
Setting for the Math and Evidence-Based Reading and Writing (ERW) Sections of the SAT 
for the state of Illinois. The purpose was to obtain three recommended cut scores for each 
of these exam sections that can be used for accountability purposes. A panel of subject 
matter experts was convened for each subject area with 24 panelists on the ERW panel and 
25 panelists on the Math panel. Panelists received an overview of the exam, experienced 
the test by actually taking the exam under timed conditions, reviewed the Performance 
Level Descriptors (PLDs) that were provided, and received training on the Modified Angoff 
method used to make judgments. Following an opportunity to practice making ratings on a 
small sample of items, panelists completed a Ready to Proceed form indicating they 
understood the task and were ready to make operational ratings. All panelists in both 
groups indicated they understood and were ready to proceed. 

 
Each panel used the PLDs to guide them in making ratings for each test item at each 

of the three performance levels using a Google Docs spreadsheet to record their ratings. 
After their ratings were completed, panelists completed an evaluation form as a check on 
their understanding and comfort with the task. Panelists’ ratings indicated they agreed or 
strongly agreed with most statements and considered most materials or information 
provided to be influential in their decisions.  The next morning panelists received feedback 
on the ratings that had been provided by other panelists sitting at their tables and on the 
operational difficulty of the items. After a discussion of these results and comparison of 
their ratings with others at their table, panelists were given an opportunity to adjust their 
ratings based on any insight they may have gained during the feedback and discussion 
time. 

 
Following the Round 2 ratings, panelists received additional feedback on the ratings 

at their table and the ratings for the room as a whole. Discussions were held at the table 
level and then at the large group level before the final piece of feedback was shared. After 
the large group discussion, panelists were provided with the impact data at their table 
showing the percentage of examinees expected to be placed into each performance level if 
the results from their table were used to report scores. Simultaneously, the same type of 
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impact data based on the whole room was shared on the screen at the front of the room. 
Panelists were asked to discuss the results and any concerns they had at their tables.   

 
Following this discussion, a third and final round of adjustments could be made. 

These final adjustments result in the recommended cut scores that would be brought to the 
policy meeting on October 4, 2017. The final recommended cut scores for the respective 
content area were shared with each panel, and the panel had an opportunity for discussion 
and to share any reactions with Illinois State Board of Education (ISBE). The final activity 
for panelists was the completion of the final evaluation form as part of the procedural 
validity of the process and to give ISBE feedback on panelists’ impressions of the process 
and results for consideration at the policy meeting.  

 
Results from the final evaluations across ERW and Math indicated that panelists 

agreed or strongly agreed that they understood the purpose of the study (Q1), and the 
instructions, explanations (Q2), and training provided (Q3) were clear and sufficient for 
them to complete the rating task. The mean ratings for these questions are almost always 
above 3.5 (the scale is 1-4; 1 indicates strongly disagree and 4 indicates strongly agree). 
Also, panelists expressed that they understood the concept of borderline examinees (Q5), 
and agreed it was beneficial to review feedback and have table or room discussion between 
rounds (Q7, Q8, Q9, Q10). They liked the opportunity to make more than one round of 
ratings (Q11).  The mean ratings for these questions are mostly above 3.5.  Furthermore, 
the survey results showed that panelists were engaged throughout the process (Q12) and 
they were very comfortable to speak up and share their opinions during the discussion 
(Q13). The mean ratings for these questions are close to 4 in both subjects. Additionally, 
the results indicated that across the panels, panelists found the standard setting materials 
and activities to be influential and useful, and in general felt enough time was provided for 
all the activities, though some panelists did indicate they would have liked more time 
taking the ERW test.  

 
In Math, many panelists pointed out that the PLDs seemed to be too rigorous ---they 

might be appropriate for strong or average students in a performance level, but not an 
accurate description of borderline students. Therefore, the mean ratings for PLD-related 
questions (Q4 and Q6) are relatively low, i.e. around 2.6, and this might have influenced the 
panelists’ confidence for the final Math cut score recommendations (Q14).  In contrast, in 
the ERW meeting, panelists’ ratings for the PLDs-related questions are high, and their 
confidence for the final ERW cut score recommendations is high as well.  

 
Overall, panelists across both of the panels had very positive feedback about the 

meeting procedures, materials, and training, and they were very comfortable and engaged 
in the process. In the Math panel, PLDs seemed to be an issue and its impact may need to be 
considered in finalizing the cut scores.  

 
The recommended cut scores in ERW from Round 3 were 430 for Approaching 

Standards, 540 for Meets Standards, and 640 for Exceeds Standards which would result in 
the following distributions of students : 22.40% Partially Meets Standards, 37.31% 
Approaching Standards, 26.99% Meets Standards, and 13.31% Exceeds Standards. In Math, 
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the cut scores were 450 for Approaching Standards, 540 for Meets Standards, and 690 for 
Exceeds Standards which would result in the following distributions of students: 30.40% 
Partially Meets Standards, 32.75% Approaching Standards, 30.70% Meets Standards, and 
6.15% Exceeds Standards. Standard Error of Judgement values were very small (less than 
one scale score point) indicating a high degree of consensus within each panel. 

 
On October 4th, a policy meeting was held to review the cut score recommendations 

from Round 3. At this meeting, the Exceeds cut score for Math was lowered to 670 (mean 
rating) from 690 (median rating). As a result, 7.8% of students placed in the Exceeds 
Standards category, and 28.5% placed in the Meets Standards category in Math. Other than 
these changes, all the other cut scores and student distribution data remained unchanged. 
The State Board met on October 18th and voted to accept the cut scores recommended by 
the policy meeting.   
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Final Report on the 2017 SAT Standard Setting for Illinois 
 

In September 2017, College Board Psychometric and Assessment Design and 
Development staff conducted panel-based standard setting meetings for the new SAT. The 
meetings were held concurrently on September 27th – 28th, 2017 in Springfield, IL at the 
Wyndham Springfield City Center. The purpose of the standard setting meeting was to 
produce recommended cut scores on the SAT Math section and the SAT Evidence-Based 
Reading and Writing section (ERW) for classifying students into four performance levels to 
be used by Illinois for accountability purposes. This report summarizes the procedures 
used to collect recommended cut scores from the standard setting panelists, along with the 
results from the meetings. First, the instrument and participants are described. Then, 
procedures used during the standard setting meeting are presented, followed by a 
description of the results.  
 

The New SAT 
 

The new SAT consists of 3 sections: Math, ERW, and an optional essay. The essay 
was not part of the process being described in this report. The Math section has two parts: 
a No-Calculator part with 20 items where examinees are allotted 25 minutes and a 
Calculator part with 38 items and 55 minutes allotted. Both parts contain 4-option multiple 
choice (MC) items and student produced response (SPR) items. The ERW section also has 
two parts: a Reading part with 52 MC items where examinees are allotted 65 minutes, and 
a Writing and Language part with 44 MC items and 35 minutes. The Math and ERW 
sections are each on the 200-800 scale score metric. The new SAT is rights-scored meaning 
there is not penalty or correction for incorrect answers or guessing. 

 

Subject Matter Experts 
 
 Two standard setting panels of subject matter experts (SMEs) were convened, one 
for Math and one for ERW. The Illinois State Board of Education was responsible for 
recruiting participants in each content area. The primary requirements for participation 
were teaching experience of at least 3 years and content expertise in the subject area. In 
addition, guidance was provided in terms of other characteristics that should be taken into 
consideration to obtain a panel with as much diversity as possible, to bring multiple 
perspectives to the meeting, and to aid in the generalizability of the results. The panels 
convened for Math and ERW contained 25 and 24 SMEs, respectively.  The panels for ERW 
and Math were broken out in five tables, with five panelists at each table (one ERW table 
had four). A table lead was appointed for each table by the state. Table leads received a 
brief training on their responsibilities to take notes and keep the table discussion on track. 
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At the beginning of the meetings, following a brief introduction, the SMEs were 
asked to complete a biographical data form for use in summarizing panelist characteristics 
as evidence of procedural validity (Kane, 2001; Pitoniak and Morgan, 2012, 2017).  These 
self-report biographical data are summarized in Tables 1 and 2. In this report, the term 
SMEs is used interchangeably with panelists.  
 

Standard Setting Meeting Procedures 
 
 In this section, the procedures used to collect standard setting ratings from the 
SMEs are described.  The sequence of activities in this report matches that used in the 
September standard setting meeting. The agenda used to guide the meeting is presented in 
Appendix A. The agenda for only one meeting is provided but the activities were the same 
for both Math and ERW. 
 

Introduction to the Standard Setting Meeting 
 

The standard setting meeting began with a large group session led by Dr. Deanna 
Morgan, Senior Director of Psychometrics at the College Board, to welcome panelists and 
provide a short introduction to the work that would occur during the meeting. 
Representatives from the Illinois State Board of Education (ISBE) and College Board also 
made welcoming comments during this opening session. Following the opening session, 
panelists moved into the content specific breakout rooms. 

 
At the start of the subject specific meeting, panelists completed a short biographical 

data form (see Appendix B), for the purpose of contributing to the documentation of the 
procedural validity (Kane, 2001; Hambleton, Pitoniak, & Copella, 2012; Pitoniak and 
Morgan, 2012, 2017) of the standard setting process. Findings are summarized in Tables 1 
and 2. Additionally, panelists were required to sign a confidentiality form, though the test 
form was a released form it was important to keep other information presented and results 
confidential since they were not final or released publicly yet.  

 
At the start of the meeting, the facilitators, Dr. Lei Wan, Psychometrician at the 

College Board, for Math and Dr. Pamela Kaliski, Psychometrician at the College Board, for 
ERW, provided an introduction to the concept of cut scores, which are values used to 
classify student exam performance into distinct categories. Three cut scores were used to 
assign examinees to one of four performance levels where Partially Meets Standard is low 
and Exceeds Standard is high (See Figure 1). 

 
After a brief introduction of the purpose of the meeting, panelists were given an 

overview of the exam format by College Board Assessment Design and Development staff 
who remained in the room during the meeting to address any content related questions 
that were raised. Jim Patterson, Executive Director for English Language Arts, presented to 
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the ERW panel and Bill Trapp, Executive Director for Math and Science, presented to the 
Math panel.  

 

Experiencing the Exam  
 
 In order to provide panelists with a frame of reference for considering student 
performance, the panelists took the relevant sections of the SAT in a timeframe that was 
reduced from that allowed operationally. Panelists did not have access to answer keys 
during the exam administration. Operationally, students are allotted approximately 100 
minutes to complete the ERW section with 65 minutes devoted to the Reading items and 35 
minutes devoted to the Writing and Language items; standard setting panelists took the 
ERW section in 70 minutes.  Operationally, students are allotted approximately 80 minutes 
for the Math section with 25 minutes for the No Calculator items and 55 minutes for the 
Calculator items; standard setting panelists took the Math section in 60 minutes. This 
activity was designed to familiarize panelists with the exam questions, as well as, the rigor 
and time constraints experienced by students who take the exam.  
 

 Following completion of the exam, an answer key was distributed to panelists so 
they could grade themselves on the items. No record of SME performance on the exam was 
kept, and panelists were free to share their performance with the other members of the 
panel at their own discretion.  

 

Review of items  
Panelists then had an opportunity to review and discuss items that they found 

especially difficult or confusing with an emphasis on characteristics of specific items. 
Panelists were reminded that the purpose of this activity was to discuss their perceived 
difficulty of items in the context of the entire experience, rather than to critique the items 
or the test. Any comments of a critical nature or editorial type beyond the scope of the 
standard setting task were to be collected and shared with College Board Assessment 
Design and Development staff.  In general, the group of standard setting panelists was 
positive about the exam.  

 

Performance Level Descriptors  
 

Following the exam experience and discussion, Assessment Design and 
Development staff reviewed the Performance Level Descriptors (PLDs) written in 
collaboration with the content experts in Illinois. PLDs describe the borderline knowledge, 
skills, and abilities that are required for a student to be placed into each performance level.  
Discussion of PLDs prior to assigning standard setting ratings helps to establish a common 
understanding across standard setting panelists of the meaning of the borderline of each 
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performance level in terms of what students at the borderline know and are able to do. In 
essence, the PLDs serve as anchors during the rating task.  The PLDs used for the standard 
setting are provided in Appendix C.  

Borderline Examinee  
Borderline examinees are students whose knowledge, skills, and abilities represent 

the minimal level of competence required for placement in each performance level. This 
concept is illustrated in Figure 2. The PLDs provided to the panelists were written with the 
Borderline Examinee in mind. The concept of the Borderline Examinee was reviewed 
thoroughly with the standard setting panelists because understanding this concept is 
integral to the standard setting task.  
 

Rating Task for Standard Setting 
 
A variety of methods have been proposed for setting performance standards on 

educational assessments. Despite procedural similarity across many standard setting 
techniques (Hambleton, Pitoniak, & Copella, 2012), Cizek (2012) describes at least ten 
separate standard setting processes with a host of modifications that yield even more 
methods that can be used to collect ratings from panelists. In spite of the numerous 
methods, various modifications described as Angoff standard setting procedures remain 
among the most widely used (Angoff, 1971; Plake & Cizek, 2012). It should be noted that 
the Angoff methods derive from a brief description and footnote in the 2nd Edition of 
Educational Measurement and is typically not implemented as originally described, thus 
most of the methods are more accurately referenced as Modified Angoff methods. The 
Angoff method and its variations are criterion-referenced standard setting methods that 
require panelists to estimate the probability that a “minimally acceptable person” (i.e., a 
borderline examinee) will answer an item correctly. These probabilities are then summed 
to produce recommended cut scores.  While it is typical of many state-wide standard 
setting meetings to use an item mapping procedure such as the Bookmark method to make 
cut score recommendations, the SAT uses classical test theory and therefore a method that 
aligned with that model was desirable. A Modified Angoff standard setting method (Plake & 
Cizek, 2012) was used to collect panelist ratings for this Standard Setting.  

 

Training on the Modified Angoff Method  
Panelists were trained to provide Modified Angoff ratings. The training was 

facilitated by the standard setting facilitators, and a variety of activities was used in order 
to train panelists, evaluate understanding, and provide feedback prior to the collection of 
actual standard setting ratings. Training materials were presented orally and visually, 
using PowerPoint displays and handouts.  

 
First, the concept of a borderline examinee was reviewed. Using PLDs to represent 

borderline examinees in each performance level, panelists were asked to provide expected 
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probabilities for correctly answering each item. In order to ease the cognitive demand 
during rating, panelists were asked to imagine a group of 100 borderline students at the 
threshold of each performance level, and estimate the number who could correctly answer 
each item given the knowledge, skills, and abilities required for a correct response and 
what the PLDs indicate about the knowledge, skills, and abilities of the borderline 
examinee at that level. Students in borderline groups were described in terms of “cuts” that 
distinguish between performance levels. These groups were described as follows: 

 
• Examinees at Approaching Standard 
• Examinees at Meets Standard 
• Examinees at Exceeds Standard 

 
Panelists were restricted to ratings between 10 and 95 in intervals of 5 for MC items 

and between 5 and 95 in intervals of 5 for SPR items. They were not allowed to provide 
ratings below 10 on MC items in order to prevent a cut score that could allow for a student 
to be placed into a performance level above Partially Meets Standards by random guessing. 
The MC items on both ERW and Math sections have four responses, so in theory the chance 
of guessing is 25% for MC items. However, it was later decided to allow panelists ratings to 
go to 10 for all MC items, since inspection of the operational item P-values indicated 
extremely low performance (e.g. p-values close to 0.10) on some items, thus it was a 
realistic expectation that the borderline examinee at the lower cut scores may do even 
worse than chance. Similarly, although the SPR items require examinees to write a 
response rather than select from a few options, and chance should not be a factor in the 
performance of these items, the inspection of operational student performance helped the 
state to decide that the lowest probability for SPR items should be 5.  
 

On the high end, panelists were not allowed to provide ratings greater than 95 in 
recognition that perfect performance is not common, nor a reasonable expectation of the 
borderline examinees. Additionally, this helped to control for examinees being required to 
earn a perfect score to be placed into the highest score category.  

 
Because three cut scores were needed to assign students to the four performance 

levels, panelists provided ratings for the three borderline groups simultaneously on each 
item. Specifically, panelists examined each item, and provided ratings for each of the three 
borderline groups using the following directions (e.g. MC items) to guide the judgmental 
process:  

 
For each item indicate the number of borderline examinees out of 100 at each cut 

score that would answer the item correctly. Use only numbers between 10 and 95 in  
5 point intervals. The following list provides the possible values that can be used: 

 
10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 
55 60 65 70 75 80 85 90 95 
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Emphasis was placed on providing estimates of what students in each group would do on 
an exam, rather than using the ratings to describe their opinions of what students should 
do. 
 

Next, instructions were provided for recording ratings. In order to facilitate data 
analyses and the provision of feedback between rounds of ratings, panelists entered ratings 
on individual provided laptops using customized Google Docs spreadsheets. Panelists were 
also asked to also complete a paper rating form for documentation, and to serve as backup 
in case of technology failure. An example of a Google Docs Excel file format is given in 
Appendix D. The Excel worksheet included a row for each item, with three columns used to 
enter ratings for each borderline examinee groups. Cells for ratings were restricted to the 
appropriate values for each item (e.g. 10-95 in intervals of 5 for MC). Panelists could either 
enter ratings manually, or select a value from a pull-down menu. Panelists were 
encouraged to use the entire range of values for the items. However, the worksheet was 
programmed to warn panelists of chance ratings on MC items (any value equal to or less 
than 25) using a yellow-colored cell. Rating cells were also programmed to prevent 
decreasing ratings across categories. In other words, ratings were required to either 
increase or remain the same as borderline examinee groups increased. As a result, 
panelists were prevented from providing cut scores that allowed higher achievement levels 
to be associated with lower performance.  

 
Instructions for completing the rating form were given and the SMEs were asked to 

practice the method using four items from the SAT exam they experienced earlier. The four 
items were selected to represent different types of items (e.g., MC or SPR) and different 
content or testing conditions (e.g., Calculator and No Calculator, Reading and Writing). 
When the training round of ratings was complete, selected panelists were asked to 
volunteer their ratings. Then a brief discussion was held to discuss any discrepancies in 
ratings with emphasis in relating the discussion to the PLDs. Panelists were reminded that 
the standard setting panel was designed to represent a variety of perspectives that were 
needed to inform decisions about cut scores and that consensus was not a goal.  

 
Following this discussion, panelists were asked to complete the Training Evaluation 

Form (Appendix E) which required them to indicate whether they were ready to proceed to 
the operational task. Ratings on the evaluation form were reviewed and all SMEs indicated 
that they understood the task and were ready to proceed. After receiving confirmation that 
the panelists were ready to proceed, the operational standard setting task began. 
 

Ratings and Discussion 
  
 Next, three rounds of ratings were collected. Discussion was facilitated and feedback 
was provided between rounds. A description of the procedures used to collect ratings is 
provided below, followed by a summary of the results from the three rounds of ratings. 
Results from panelist evaluations of the procedures are provided in the next section. 
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Round 1 
Round 1 ratings were provided for the entire set of items in the same fashion as was 

used to assign the practice ratings. When the panelists were completing their ratings, 
Google Docs saved data every few seconds allowing the progress to be monitored in real 
time by the data specialist. At the end of Round 1 ratings, panelists completed a Round 1 
Evaluation Form (See Appendix F) to describe their level of understanding and comfort 
with the standard setting task, and to identify any areas where additional discussion or 
training may be necessary prior to Round 2.  

 

Feedback and Discussion for Round 1  
Files from all the panelists were saved in real time allowing for immediate analysis 

when the last panelists finished rating. Using prepared SAS code, the ratings were 
summarized at the individual and group level for each item and across items to provide 
feedback data for Round 1. All results received an independent QC before being released. 
Appendix H displays an example of the individual feedback forms provided to each 
panelist, and Appendix I shows the item-level feedback form, which includes median 
ratings from each table along with observed difficulty values (p-values) from the 
operational administration for each item.  

 
 Discussion following Round 1 judgments utilized the observed p-value (see 

Appendix I) for each item to describe item difficulty for the exam-taking population in April 
2017. Items were chosen for discussion based on those which were most discrepant across 
panelists, as well as any additional items that panelists wished to discuss. The Round 1 
discussion was held at table level.  

 

Round 2   
During Round 2, panelists were instructed to review each item to confirm their 

rating provided in Round 1 or to provide new ratings as they deemed appropriate based on 
the information that was presented during the discussion. Panelists were asked to change 
any ratings they desired from those assigned during Round 1 in their Google Docs 
Spreadsheet for Round 2. Data from Round 1 of ratings were saved to a master file for each 
panelist before Round 2 ratings began so that the results from Round 1 were available for 
documentation. 

 

Feedback and Discussion for Round 2  
Feedback for Round 2 was presented to the panelists in a table discussion first and 

then large-group discussion. The feedback included again, the median cut scores from the 
table and entire group of panelists, and the median ratings for each item from the table, 
along with the operational item p-values. Panelists discussed these results at their table 
and then shared opinions in the large group. Next, impact data, which describes the 
distribution of students for each performance level, was presented at the table level using 
recommended cut scores within the table from Round 2. In the meantime, the impact data 
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based on recommended cut scores by the entire group of panelists was projected on 
screen. Panelists were given time to discuss the impact data at their tables, but large Group 
discussion of the impact data was kept at a minimum and discouraged.  

 

Round 3  
Following the Round 2 discussion, a third and final round of ratings was conducted. 

Again, panelists reviewed each item, and they could either confirm or modify the ratings 
provided in Round 2 in their Google Docs Spreadsheet.  

 

Feedback and Discussion for Round 3  
Feedback for Round 3 was presented to the panelists in a large-group setting. The 

feedback only included the median (i.e. recommended) cut scores from the entire group of 
panelists and the associated impact data. The panelists were encouraged to share their 
thoughts about the impact data. It was reminded that the results from Round 3 would serve 
as the recommendations submitted to the state, but the cut scores were not final yet --- the 
policy meeting to follow or the state board meeting could modify the cut scores after 
considering other pieces of information.  

 
Following Round 3, panelists were asked to complete a final evaluation form (see 

Appendix G) to provide additional evidence of the procedural validity of the standard 
setting meeting. All meeting materials were then collected, and this was the end of the 
standard setting meetings. 
 

Evaluating the Standard Setting Procedures 
  
 Panelists were asked to complete a rating form after Round 1 and a final evaluation 
form at the end of the standard setting meeting.  Evaluation forms are shown in Appendices 
E-G, and results are summarized in Tables 3 and 4 for Round 1 and Tables 5 – 12 for the 
final evaluation. 
 

Round 1 Evaluation  
The Round 1 Evaluation Form (Appendix F) was completed by panelists 

immediately following Round 1 ratings and prior to any discussion of the ratings or results. 
The primary purpose of this evaluation was to gather evidence about panelist confidence 
and comfort with the rating task. In addition, panelists were asked to indicate what factors 
they were finding influential in making their ratings and provided an opportunity to ask for 
additional information about the process. The completed Round 1 Evaluation Forms were 
examined prior to the Round 1 discussion in order to determine if any retraining was 
needed.  
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Findings from the Round 1 Evaluation are provided in Tables 3 and 4. The first set of 
evaluation questions asked panelists to respond on a scale from Strongly Disagree (1) to 
Strongly Agree (4). The mean ratings for these six questions were generally high, and 
ranged from 3.1 to 3.7 for Math and 3.5 to 3.8 for ERW. The two relatively low rating 
questions in Math were related to PLDs (Q4 and Q6). The second set of Round 1 evaluation 
questions asked panelists to describe influences on their Round 1 ratings using a scale from 
Not Influential (1) to Very Influential (3). Relatively high average ratings at or above 2.5 
were received in this section, though a lower mean rating was observed related to the 
influence of test consequences for students (Q10, mean =1.8 for Math and 1.9 for ERW).   

 
Panelists were also asked to provide comments about additional factors that they 

considered when making the Round 1 ratings (Q12). The comments given were mostly 
related to item layout, style of questions, text complexity, time constraint, and distractors. 
The last question on the Round 1 Evaluation asked panelists to leave any other comment 
that they would like to share at the time (Q13). Most comments provided showed that 
panelists thought the standard setting process was informative, interesting and beneficial. 
In the Math panel, one comment raised some concern about the PLDs. Detailed comments 
for Q12 and Q13 are recorded at the bottom of Tables 3 and 4. 
 

Final Evaluation  
 
Following Round 3, panelists completed a Final Evaluation Form, which was 

comprised of 4 sections. Summaries of findings from the final evaluation (see Appendix G) 
are presented in Tables 5 - 12.  

 

Section 1.  
First, panelists were asked to indicate the extent to which they agree or disagree 

with a series of statements about the standard setting process. The rating scale is from 
Strongly Disagree (1) to Strongly Agree (4). Findings for Section 1 are summarized in Tables 
5 and 6.  

 

Results across ERW and Math indicated that panelists agreed or strongly agreed 
that they understood the purpose of the study (Q1), and the instructions, explanations 
(Q2), and training provided (Q3) were clear and sufficient for them to complete the rating 
task. The mean ratings for these questions were almost always above 3.5. Also, panelists 
expressed that they understood the concept of borderline examinees (Q5), and agreed it 
was beneficial to review feedback and have table or room discussion between rounds (Q7, 
Q8, Q9, Q10). They liked the opportunity to make more than one round of ratings (Q11).  
The mean ratings for Q7-Q11 were mostly above 3.5.  Furthermore, the survey results 
showed that panelists were engaged throughout the process (Q12) and they were very 
comfortable to speak up and share their opinions during the discussion (Q13). The mean 
ratings for Q12-Q13 were close to 4 in both subjects. Ratings for Q14 and Q15 in Math were 
relatively lower (2.9 for Q14 and 3.2 for Q15) than ratings for other questions, which might 
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be explained by the comments given by panelists for this part (see below). Nevertheless, 
ratings for Q14-Q15 in ERW were not lower than others.   

 
Q16 asked panelists to leave comments if they answered Disagree or Strongly 

Disagree for any previous question. In Math, the comments primarily focused on the rigor 
and use of the PLDs ---- many panelists commented that the math PLDs set the 
performance expectations too high, thus the cut scores recommended were too high. In 
ERW, the comments cover various topics. Specific comments are recorded at the bottom of 
Tables 5 and 6.  
 

Section 2.  
Section 2 of the Final Evaluation Form is summarized in Tables 7 and 8. This set of 

questions asked panelists to indicate how influential they found specific activities or pieces 
of information using a rating scale that ranged from Not Influential (1) to Very Influential 
(3). Mean ratings ranged from 2.2 to 2.9 for Math and 1.9 to 2.9 for ERW indicating the 
majority of examinees rated the tasks/materials as Influential or Very Influential. “Taking 
the test” (Q17, mean = 2.9) received the highest ratings on both Math and ERW and 
“Consequences of the exam” (Q27, mean = 2.2 for Math and 1.9 for ERW) received the 
lowest, though it was still in the Influential to Very Influential range. Lower mean ratings 
were also seen in ERW for “the average ratings of all panelists in the room” (Q25, 
mean=2.2) and “Distributions of students” (Q20, mean=2.2). Panelists were asked to 
provide feedback about additional influential factors; responses are listed at the end of 
each table and are varied with no consistent primary focus. 

 

Section 3.  
Section 3 asked panelists about the usefulness of specific activities or pieces of 

information that were provided with a rating scale that ranges from Not Useful (1) to Very 
Useful (3).  Findings are summarized in Tables 9 and 10. Mean ratings of usefulness ranged 
from 2.6 to 2.9 for Math and 2.3 to 2.9 for ERW. The ratings were generally high, indicating 
that panelists agreed that most standard setting materials and activities were helpful. 
“Taking the exam” (Q30, Mean = 2.9) received the highest ratings for Math and ERW and 
“Test Overview” (Q35, Mean = 2.3) received the highest rating for ERW. An opportunity to 
provide feedback on other information that would have been useful to the panelists was 
given on the evaluation form and those comments are summarized at the end of each table. 
The comments for ERW did not have a consistent theme, yet a few comments in Math 
mentioned the omitted response data at item level. 

 

Section 4.  
The final section of the Final Evaluation Form asked panelists to describe the 

amount of time devoted to each activity using a scale ranging from Too Little Time (1) to 
Too Much Time (3). Findings are summarized in Tables 11 and 12. Mean ratings ranged 
from 1.9 to 2.4 for Math and 1.5 to 2.1 for ERW. Most mean ratings centered around 2.0 
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indicating that the timing was generally about right for most panelists. In ERW, some 
panelists seemed to feel the testing time was a bit too short (Q40). 

 
Finally, panelists were asked to provide additional comments about the standard 

setting process and logistics; these comments are provided at the end of Tables 11 and 12. 
Again the PLD theme emerged in the comments for Math. Other than that, lots of positive 
feedback was provided to this last open-ended question.   

 

Setting the Final Cuts 
 

Ratings from all 3 rounds were provided to the state, along with the Standard Error 
of Judgment (SEJ) from each round as an indicator of the variability in panelist ratings. The 
Standard Error of Measurement (SEM), 30.00, was also provided as another measure of 
variation. The SEJ should get smaller across rounds as the agreement among panelists 
increases. The SEJ and the SEM may be used to make adjustments to the recommended cut 
scores when there is a clear rationale for doing so. Generally, adjustments to the cut scores 
should stay within +/- 1.5 SEJ or SEM to maintain the integrity of the panel.   

 
Table 13 provides a summary of the cut scores (mean, median, min, and max) based 

on the three rounds of standard setting ratings.  In addition to the room-level statistics, 
table level summary of the cut scores are also reported in this table. The SEJ values for 
ratings during each round are provided in Table 14. SEJ values are on the SAT scale score 
metric which increments by 10. All the SEJ values were below 10 indicating they were 
relatively small and there was general agreement among panelists. The SEJ values for ERW 
in general decreased over the rounds. The SEJ values for Math had slight increases in 
Round 2 and Round 3 from Round 1, but they remained very small. This trend is consistent 
with feedback from Math panelists that they were having difficulty in using PLDs to guide 
their ratings, hence lack of consensus about expectations for borderline students.  

 
Table 15 summarizes the expected student impact based on the recommended cut 

scores from Round 3. Table 16 provides the final cut scores agreed upon by the IL Policy 
meeting and the expected impact. The Exceed Standard cut score for Math decreased from 
690 to 670 in the policy meeting, and all other cut score recommendations remained 
unchanged from Round 3. Finally, Table 17 reports the ratings on the raw score scale from 
each individual panelist in Round 3, which provides another way to show how close the 
agreement was between the panelists in the final round.  

 
More procedural validity evidence is provided in appendices J through M. Appendix 

J presents the slides for the opening session. Appendix K and Appendix L, respectively 
present the slides used to facilitate the Math and ERW meeting. Appendix M is a memo 
requesting the State Board to adopt the cut scores from the Policy meeting.  
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Concluding Comments 
Overall, the standard setting meeting went very well. Procedurally, everything went 

as scheduled and expected. It was shown in the evaluation surveys that the panelists were 
in general satisfied with the procedures, activities, materials and training, and many of 
them felt the standard setting meeting was an interesting, educational, and beneficial 
professional development opportunity. The cut scores recommended by the panel during 
the third round of ratings were provided to the state departments of education staff for 
consideration along with other information they considered relevant. On Oct 4th, 2017, the 
state had the policy meeting and came to agreement on the set of cut scores as listed in 
Table 16, which accepts the panelists recommendations with the exception of the Exceeds 
Standards cut score for Math which was lowered slightly in response to panelists concerns 
about the very high level of expectations presented in the PLDs at that cut score.  Though it 
should be noted the change from 690 to 670 was a change from using the Median panelists’ 
recommendation at the Exceeds Cut for Math to using the Mean panelists’ rating and 
therefore, still in line with the recommendation from the panel. The results from the Policy 
meeting were moved forward to be shared with the State Board of Education on October 
18, and the Board approved the cut score recommendations.   
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Table 1 Biographical Information for SAT Math Standard Setting Panel 
 

Survey Topic Response Categories N 
(Total N = 25) % 

Demographic Characteristics   

Gender 
Male 12 48.00 

Female 13 52.00 

Race/ethnicity 

American Indian or Alaska Native 0 0 
Asian, Asian American, or Pacific 

Islander 
1 4.00 

Black or African American 1 4.00 
Mexican or Mexican American 0 0 

Puerto Rican 0 0 
Other Hispanic, Latino, or Latin 

American 
1 4.00 

White 22 88.00 
Other 0 0 

 Multicultural 0 0 

Education 

Undergraduate Degree 4 16.00 
Master's Degree 21 84.00 

Specialist's Degree 0 0 
Doctoral Degree 0 0 

Other Education Level 0 0 
Teaching Experience 

Years of Experience Teaching  

1-3 years 0 0 
4-6 years 2 8.00 

7-12 years 4 16.00 
12+ years 19 76.00 

 No Experience Teaching 0 0 

Current Teaching Level 

High School 24 96.00 
College 0 0 

Both College & High School 1 4.00 
Other 0 0 

Special Interest Groups* 

 

Special Education 11 44.00 
English Language Learners 5 20.00 

Gifted and talented 6 24.00 
Community member 4 16.00 

Postsecondary 2 8.00 
Other 2 8.00 

 
*Categories are not necessarily mutually exclusive.  
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Table 2 Biographical Information for SAT Math Standard Setting Panel 
 

Survey Topic Response Categories N 
(Total N =24) % 

Demographic Characteristics   

Gender 
Male 5 20.83 

Female 19 79.17 

Race/ethnicity 

American Indian or Alaska Native 0 0 
Asian, Asian American, or Pacific 

Islander 0 0 

Black or African American 3 12.50 
Mexican or Mexican American 0 0 

Puerto Rican 0 0 
Other Hispanic, Latino, or Latin 

American 0 0 

White 19 79.17 
Other 2 8.33 

 Multicultural 0 0 

Education 

Undergraduate Degree 4 16.67 
Master's Degree 17 70.83 

Specialist's Degree 1 4.17 
Doctoral Degree 2 8.33 

Other Education Level 0 0 
Teaching Experience 

Years of Experience Teaching  

1-3 years 1 4.17 
4-6 years 2 8.33 

7-12 years 3 12.50 
12+ years 18 75.00 

 No Experience Teaching 0 0 

Current Teaching Level 

High School 18 75.00 
College 0 0 

Both College & High School 5 20.83 
Other 1 4.17 

Special Interest Groups* 

 

Special Education 6 25.00 
English Language Learners 3 12.50 

Gifted and talented 5 20.83 
Community member 0 0 

Postsecondary 2 8.33 
Other 0 0 

 
*Categories are not necessarily mutually exclusive. 
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Table 3 Summary of Round 1 Evaluation – Math 
 

Rating 
Scale Questions  Mean 

Rating 

Strongly 
Disagree 

(1) to 
Strongly 

Agree (4) 

1 I understand the purpose of the study. 3.7 

2 
The instructions and explanations provided by the facilitator were 
clear. 

3.6 

3 
The training in the standard setting method gave me the information I 
needed to complete my assignment. 

3.6 

4 The PLDs that were developed prior to the meeting were accurate.  3.1 

5 I understand the concept of the borderline examinee. 3.6 

6 The PLDs helped me to determine how to rate each item. 3.3 

Not 
Influential 
(1) to Very 
Influential 

(3) 

 
7 Completing the test before beginning the task. 2.9 

8 My perception of the difficulty of the items 2.6 

9 The PLDs 2.5 

10 The consequences of the test for students 
1.8 

11 My experience with students in my classroom 2.7 
Extended 
Response 12 

Identify additional factors: 

Responses were as follows:  
• The layout of the test, time of test 
• experience with student responses to similar questions 
• Test fatigue, distractor items, past student success/failures on similar items 
• Reading level 
• Distracting choices, heavily worded problems, using the initial solution to answer a different 

question.   
• Communication and ideas with the group. 
• There were two statistics questions that were printed on two pages.  This formatting of the test 

made answering the second question more challenging (whether or not the question itself was 
challenging). 

• Multiple levels of complexity of the problem.  For example a problem may contain 3 different 
PLDs from level 2.  This would be a more challenging problem for level 3 students. 

• Group conversations was helpful 
• The distractors that were presented.  The number of “layers” needed to solve  each problem. 
• I considered that the test would be taken AFTER the ELA and Reading tests, and the individual 

placement of test items (in some circumstances). 
• I also considered the way the question was asked and the potential factors beyond the 

mathematics that may impact a student's response. 
• my misconceptions of test items 
• amount of reading involved to answer question 
• Where the questions was in terms of the overall test (was it at the beginning or end for example).  

Were there distractors in the MC section.  Could students plug in numbers to find solutions. 
 

Extended 
Response 13 Additional Comments: 
Responses were as follows:  
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• When the comparison that the PLD described the student and the rating described the question, 
that was very helpful 

• It seems like 2 days might be too short but I appreciate being a part of this and am interested to 
see how it works.  The calibration is interesting to me. 

• I thought some of the practice and preliminary information was repetitive.  
• I think the way the PLDs are designed around content is really flawed and can be harmful to the 

most marginalized groups that we teach. I would appreciate a conversation around the 
assumption that the borderline examinee is someone who can do all the content in each of the 
performance levels. That does not match up with the contexts I have taught in and so to dismiss 
that is to dismiss the experiences of entire populations of marginalized people. I do not like using 
this theoretical student as a baseline for defining approaching, meeting, or exceeding the 
standards. I think there are healthier ways to define those that incorporate the diversity of our 
contexts. 

• I liked taking the test before rating it 
• I really found today informational. All presenters were able to articulate and convey the necessary 

information. Thank you all! 
• I would like to see specific examples of questions that would accompany the PLD's so I would 

have a more concrete understanding of what they are asking for. 
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Table 4 Summary of Round 1 Evaluation – Evidence-Based Reading and Writing 
 

Rating 
Scale Questions  Mean 

Rating 

Strongly 
Disagree 

(1) to 
Strongly 

Agree (4) 

1 I understand the purpose of the study. 3.7 

2 
The instructions and explanations provided by the facilitator were 
clear. 

3.6 

3 
The training in the standard setting method gave me the information I 
needed to complete my assignment. 

3.8 

4 The PLDs that were developed prior to the meeting were accurate.  3.5 

5 I understand the concept of the borderline examinee. 3.8 

6 The PLDs helped me to determine how to rate each item. 3.5 

Not 
Influential 
(1) to Very 
Influential 

(3) 

 
7 Completing the test before beginning the task. 2.8 

8 My perception of the difficulty of the items 2.8 

9 The PLDs 2.6 

10 The consequences of the test for students 
1.9 

11 My experience with students in my classroom 2.7 
Extended 
Response 12 

Identify additional factors: 

Responses were as follows:  
• Previous work with the ACT, SAT, and AP tests. 
• Practice was helpful  
• Style of question, reliance on student prior knowledge/exposure to content-specific material 
• discussion 
• text complexity 
• The presentation of the PLDs was high to low; the presentation of the Angoff ratings were from 

low to high.  This was an additional translation step in considering test items and ratings. 
• The importance of the performance level descriptors and the crucial role they play in the cut score 

determination. 
• I thought of real kids of mine that were symbolic of the borderline examinees. 

Extended 
Response 13 Additional Comments: 
Responses were as follows:  

• I am fairly certain my brain feels like my students after their day of testing. It is so full of 
information and exhausted. 

• I am interested in knowing about the second group who will convene after this group's work is 
completed. 

• I did my best with the information I had. I would like to have had the presenter model the 
percentages and how they relate to the test exactly. I know we practiced as a group, but I would 
have like to see a possible correct range from a previous test. 

• This has been a very interesting day. Thank you for selecting me to be a part of it.  
• This session was extremely informative and beneficial to our schools and how we look at material 

when choosing curriculum and best practices.  
• This process really makes me examine how I teach and what scaffolding I need to include such 

that even if my students cannot get the answer correct, they have the tools to THINK at the level 4 
type of questioning. This is an eye opener regarding the quality of thinking they must do and how 
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low my (and others) expectations of our students have been.  My students will have a new teacher 
when I get back. 

• I would like to have had time to completely finish the test.  The questions I did not finish--where I 
just used the answer to determine difficulty--I don't believe I had the full experience the students 
would have in answering.  Just a minor adjustment--overall, everything was very well explained. 
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Table 5 Summary of Final Evaluation – Section 1 - Math 
 
 

Rating 
Scale Questions  Mean 

Rating 

Strongly 
Disagree 

(1) to 
Strongly 

Agree (4) 

1 I understood the purpose of the study. 3.8 

2 
The instructions and explanations provided by the facilitator were 
clear. 

3.6 

3 
The training on the standard setting method gave me the information I 
needed to complete my assignment. 

3.4 

4 The PLDs that were developed prior to the meeting were accurate.  2.6 

5 I understood the concept of the borderline examinee. 3.4 

6 The PLDs helped me to determine how to rate each item. 2.7 

7 
It was beneficial to have an opportunity for table discussions between 
rounds. 

3.8 

8 
It was beneficial to have an opportunity to review feedback between 
rounds. 

3.8 

9 

The impact data showing the percent of students expected to place into 
each category based on my table’s cut scores made a difference in how 
I rated the items in round 3. 

3.4 

10 

The impact data showing the percent of students expected to place into 
each category based on all panelists in the room’s cut scores made a 
difference in how I rated the items in round 3. 

3.5 

11 
The opportunity to make more than 1 round of ratings (i.e., round 2) 
helped me to feel more confident about my final ratings. 

3.6 

12 I felt engaged in the process. 3.8 

13 
I was comfortable sharing my ideas with the other panelists during the 
discussions. 

3.8 

14 I am confident this standard setting process will produce fair cut scores. 2.9 

15 I would be comfortable defending this process to my peers. 3.2 
Extended 
Response 16 Comments if Disagree or Strongly Disagree 
Responses were as follows:  
• Please see my comments (panelist 6) on my issues with the PLDs. That is where my discomfort with 

the process comes from. 
• I perceive the level 3 descriptors to be too in depth and heavy.  I think some of the level 3 should be in 

the level 4 descriptors.   
• It was difficult overall because I feel that the test was written for a purpose other than what we were 

attempting to measure.  We were using the PLDs but the PLDs were confounded with other aspects of 
the test and how it math is at the end of a 3-hour test.  We as content experts were expected to know 
this impact but I still feel it was a difficult task overall.  It would be nice to have the complete item 
analysis to see which wrong answers students selected. 

• I am not sure the PLDs were clearly written.  It would have been helpful is they had been organized by 
CCSS area. Also, we were given conflicting information by different individuals about  “who” they 
described 

• I feel that the PLDs did not correctly represent the borderline student.  I think the process of creating 
the cut points was appropriate, but the baseline provided by the PLDs skewed our scoring of individual 
items. 

• I felt that the score cut offs were way to large.  Also the PDL's are not accurate to represent a boarder 
line student.  It skewed the cut off making them higher than I feel they should be. 

• The PLD is tricky.  High expectations are VERY important.  The reality is not always college bound.  The 
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world is an advancing place where technical and advanced skills are important.  Education can make 
those skills accessible to the population of all students 

• In my professional opinion, the PLD's are much closer to the average student in each category than the 
borderline student.   

• The PLD's were not an accurate measure of what an borderline student is in the Junior Year.  
• I believe the PLDs are written for an average student not a borderline student. 
• I think our cut score for “meets” is still too high.  I don't think our cut score should be higher than what 

the College Board deems as college readiness.  The PLDs were written with a mathematics curriculum 
in mind as to what we think is important for further math and did not align to the SAT (nor should 
they) - but they did influence us and caused concern when we couldn't match questions to levels." 

• I feel that the PLDs do not paint an accurate picture of what the borderline student would know when 
taking the SAT in April of their junior year.  I think that  the PLDs mostly reflect what a strong student 
would be able to demonstrate on the SAT in each of the levels. 

• My Round 2 cut scores were lower than what the entire group ended up coming around to, there for 
there was not much need for me to make adjustments.  I still think the last round of cut scores are too 
high and will not accurately represent the students of Illinois.  I believe they should be closer to 400, 
500 and 600 as the breaks.  The exceeds score of 690 is way to high.  I believe the when these proposed 
scores are presented to the next committee, adjustments will need to be made. I initially used the PLD 
to guide my decision, but after round 1 they became very insignificant as I was concentrating on the 
layers and distractors provided in each problem as solely the topic that was presented in the problem 
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Table 6 Summary of Final Evaluation – Section 1 – Evidence-Based Reading and Writing 
 

Rating 
Scale Questions  Mean 

Rating 

Strongly 
Disagree 

(1) to 
Strongly 

Agree (4) 

1 I understood the purpose of the study. 3.8 

2 
The instructions and explanations provided by the facilitator were 
clear. 

3.8 

3 
The training on the standard setting method gave me the information I 
needed to complete my assignment. 

3.8 

4 The PLDs that were developed prior to the meeting were accurate.  3.5 

5 I understood the concept of the borderline examinee. 3.8 

6 The PLDs helped me to determine how to rate each item. 3.5 

7 
It was beneficial to have an opportunity for table discussions between 
rounds. 

3.8 

8 
It was beneficial to have an opportunity to review feedback between 
rounds. 

3.8 

9 

The impact data showing the percent of students expected to place into 
each category based on my table’s cut scores made a difference in how 
I rated the items in round 3. 

2.9 

10 

The impact data showing the percent of students expected to place into 
each category based on all panelists in the room’s cut scores made a 
difference in how I rated the items in round 3. 

3.0 

11 
The opportunity to make more than 1 round of ratings (i.e., round 2) 
helped me to feel more confident about my final ratings. 

3.5 

12 I felt engaged in the process. 3.8 

13 
I was comfortable sharing my ideas with the other panelists during the 
discussions. 

3.6 

14 I am confident this standard setting process will produce fair cut scores. 3.2 

15 I would be comfortable defending this process to my peers. 3.4 
Extended 
Response 16 Comments if Disagree or Strongly Disagree 
Responses were as follows:  
• I am not certain that providing more than one round to discuss and change my cut scores increased my 

confidence in those ratings. In some ways, it raised more questions than answers. 
• I did not feel that it was beneficial to see and discuss the percentage breakdown, they did not affect my 

rating.  
• Given the national benchmark for ELA is 480, I don't believe that all members of the ELA panel were 

cognizant of the implications of this process nor did they understand a marginal student. 
• Our “Meets" cut score is much higher than that of the SAT "Meets" cut score.  Although my personal cut 

score for "Meets" is more in line with that of SAT's 
• I made very few changes from Round 2-3 and those results didn't influence me because my Round 2 

results were pretty consistent.  
• While I understood the process and am appreciative that instructions were given multiple times, I 

would feel more confident doing this a second time.  Knowing what to expect and being more 
knowledgeable would have an effect on my confidence.  Please reiterate again and again to NOT focus 
on reaching a number, but on using the PDLs.  Also, I was so sleepy during the reading test.  Not 
finishing and not doing an item analysis of the questions presented a challenge that kept coming back 
over and over again with each round.  It felt like having to take the test over and over again.  I wish I 
had known that I would be taking the SAT test myself.  That way, I would have been focused on what 
skills I was being assessed. 
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Table 7 Summary of Final Evaluation – Section 2 – Math 
 

Rating Scale Questions  Mean 
Rating 

Not 
Influential(1) 

to Very 
Influential 

(3)  

17 Completing the test before beginning the task. 2.9 
18 My perception of the difficulty of the items 2.8 
19 The actual item difficulty provided for each item 2.6 
20 Distributions of students expected to earn each performance level 2.3 
21 Table discussion after Round 1 2.8 
22 Table discussion after Round 2 2.7 
23 Large group discussion after Round 2 2.7 
24 The average ratings of other panelists at my table 2.4 
25 The average ratings of all panelists in the room 2.3 
26 The PLDs 2.4 
27 The consequences of the exam for students 2.2 
28 My experience with students in my classroom 2.8 

Extended 
Response 29 Other factors that influenced decisions: 

Responses were as follows:  
• I also considered if the question was MC or grid in, if there were distractor choices. 
• The college board's benchmarks for college readiness 
• Reading level 
• I considered the ELL population and how many of them would be successful on the test items 
• No, all considerations I used were listed above. 
• The length of the test and when it is given in relation to the rest of the test.  Also the grid in 

questions and non-calculator questions gave students extra challenges that didn't really 
measure whether or not they met standards. 

• My ratings were also influenced by my experience in the classroom, specifically with student 
motivation, perseverance, and outside influences. 

• The questions that provided multiple layers were a struggle to rate.  I ended up thinking of this 
as “partial" credit thinking what my borderline students would be able to get out of 5 points. 
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Table 8 Summary of Final Evaluation – Section 2 – Evidence-Based Reading and Writing 
 

Rating Scale Questions  Mean 
Rating 

Not 
Influential 
(1) to Very 
Influential 

(3)  

17 Completing the test before beginning the task. 2.9 
18 My perception of the difficulty of the items 2.8 
19 The actual item difficulty provided for each item 2.8 
20 Distributions of students expected to earn each performance level 2.2 
21 Table discussion after Round 1 2.5 
22 Table discussion after Round 2 2.3 
23 Large group discussion after Round 2 2.3 
24 The average ratings of other panelists at my table 2.4 
25 The average ratings of all panelists in the room 2.2 
26 The PLDs 2.8 
27 The consequences of the exam for students 1.9 
28 My experience with students in my classroom 2.8 

Extended 
Response 29 Other factors that influenced decisions: 

Responses were as follows:  
• As you asked, I kept picturing the borderline student for that PLD. 
• I think slightly our test fatigue from the morning could have altered Round 1 ratings a bit. It 

seemed like we were very exhausted at the end of Day 1 with the first round of ratings. So, it is 
probably a good idea to do ratings 2 and 3. 

• My perception of question validity--some questions seemed to be worded with a high degree of 
difficulty or relied on unclear graphs and charts. 
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Table 9 Summary of Final Evaluation – Section 3 – Math 
 

Rating 
Scale Questions  Mean 

Rating 

 
Not 

Useful(1) 
to Very 

Useful(3) 

30 Taking the exam prior to beginning the task 2.9 

31 
Practicing the procedure with real items prior to beginning the actual 
rating task 

2.6 

32 Referencing the PLDs 2.6 
33 Table discussion after round 1  2.9 
34 Table discussion after round 2 2.8 
35 Test overview 2.6 
36 Actual item difficulty values 2.8 
37 Distribution of students earning each performance level 2.6 
38 Large group discussion after round 2 2.8 

Extended 
Response 39 Other information that would have been useful during ratings: 
Responses were as follows:  
 

• Current mean and standard deviation of scores. 
• The percent of each question that was left blank.   
• Item analysis to see how many omitted and how many chose certain answers. 
• A possibility of changing tables to hear other opinions not only the large group discussion.   
• item analysis - how many problems were omited 
• Knowing the SAT cut scores would have helped keep things in perspective.  At least on the 3rd 

round.  Our borderline students are supposed to be above the College's Board readiness standard.  
That shows that we are too high for the borderline scores.    

• I thought the three stage process worked extremely well for the task at hand.  
• We wondered what percentage of students skipped answers and how that affected the item 

difficulty. 
• It may have been beneficial to know how many students actually answered (especially the grid-in) 

questions, versus just left them blank.   
• I would have liked to see the number of students who left questions blank be removed from the 

level of difficulty, just to see how the kids who answered the question did. 
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Table 10 Summary of Final Evaluation – Section 3 – Evidence-Based Reading and Writing 
 

Rating 
Scale Questions  Mean 

Rating 

 
Not 

Useful(1) 
to Very 

Useful(3) 

30 Taking the exam prior to beginning the task 2.9 

31 
Practicing the procedure with real items prior to beginning the 
actual rating task 

2.8 

32 Referencing the PLDs 2.8 
33 Table discussion after round 1  2.8 
34 Table discussion after round 2 2.6 
35 Test overview 2.3 
36 Actual item difficulty values 2.7 
37 Distribution of students earning each performance level 2.4 
38 Large group discussion after round 2 2.4 

Extended 
Response 39 Other information that would have been useful during ratings: 
Responses were as follows:  

• Possibly deliver feedback with my ratings side by side with group 
• I would've liked to know the actual difficulty of the texts; for instance: the Lexile score 
• SAT's national ratings.  SAT has given this test for many years.  That information is valuable. 
• Knowing ahead of time that I would be taking the exam myself. 
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Table 11 Summary of Final Evaluation – Section 4 – Math 
 

Rating 
Scale Questions  Mean 

Rating 

Too Little  
Time (1) 

to Too 
Much 

Time (3) 

40 Taking the test  1.9 
41 Reviewing the PLDs 2.0 
42 Training on the rating task before Round 1 2.0 
43 Round 1 of the rating task 2.2 
44 Table discussion after round 1 2.2 
45 Round 2 of the rating task 2.4 
46 Table discussion after round 2 2.4 
47 Large group discussion after round 2 2.1 
48 Review of impact data for the total group 2.1 
49 Review of impact data for my table 2.2 

Extended 
Response 50 Any additional comments: 
Responses were as follows:  
 

• Well organized activities overall.   
• I think the cut scores probably better represent an average student in each category rather than 

a borderline student. I think the final cut scores should be lower. I think the PLD's better 
represent an average student in each category. 

• The process works well.  I am unsure of the PLD process. I would question that 
• This was an interesting experience.  Education is so interesting and the changes happening 

continually are somewhat frustrating.  I do think change is the only way improvement can 
happen.  I appreciate the opportunity to be a part of this process. 

• I am not comfortable with our results and do not stand behind the results reached here.   
• I believe the PLD's for meeting standards (level 3) covers way too much information, which is 

reflected in our high cut score for meeting standards.  Overall, I believe a student should be able 
to meet standards and not be able to do everything included on that list. 

• We were curious about who developed the PDL's and set the levels for the skills.  
• The PLDs are not written for that borderline student but an average student - I think this 

influenced our group greatly.  The percent of partially and approaching are still very high - I 
think we did a good job for the average student but is it overall a good representation of the 
borderline student 

• I consider the PLDs to be too rigorous for the borderline student at each level. I rated our cut 
scores as appropriate for the PLD descriptors, but I would not say they are appropriate for the 
borderline student in my own description.  

• More space would have been helpful.  Otherwise, everything went very smoothly! 
• I thought the entire process was very interesting and I feel honored to have been able to be a 

participant!  Thank you for your time and I feel that you facilitated the process WONDERFULLY!   
• I think some of the tables relied too much on the PLD's instead of taking in the other factors of 

the test. The PLD's were a guideline of where students should be as a average or above average. 
The PLD's in my opinion was not representative of the borderline student. I do believe that the 
cut off for Meets is still too high in the spectrum. I did enjoy being part of this process. I feel very 
honored. 
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• This process was very interesting. I think we, as educators of the students tested, have high 
expectations for our students and we tend to forget the many factors that effect their scores on 
the SAT. I had trouble coming down from the expectation of high percentages for my “borderline 
exceeds” students. After much deliberation with my team 

• I think more discussion should have happened before round 3.  The impact data was shocking 
and demonstrated how far apart each table was from what SAT suggests as college ready. 
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Table 12 Summary of Final Evaluation – Section 4 – Evidence-Based Reading and Writing 
 

Rating 
Scale Questions  Mean Rating 

Too Little  
Time (1) 

to Too 
Much 

Time (3) 

40 Taking the test  1.5 
41 Reviewing the PLDs 2.1 
42 Training on the rating task before Round 1 2.2 
43 Round 1 of the rating task 2.0 
44 Table discussion after round 1 2.0 
45 Round 2 of the rating task 2.1 
46 Table discussion after round 2 2.1 
47 Large group discussion after round 2 2.0 
48 Review of impact data for the total group 2.0 
49 Review of impact data for my table 2.0 

Extended 
Response 50 Any additional comments: 
Responses were as follows:  

• I would like to have been explained how you arrived at the data.  
• This process has really opened my eyes into all of the work that goes into creating the SAT test 
• A shuttle bus from one location to the other may have been helpful.  Rae and Pamela did a 

fantastic job!!! 
• This was a very enlightening process! Thank you for selecting me to be a part of it! 
• Wonderful to see this side of the process, would be great to pull in teachers and students when 

selecting texts for the exam. 
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Table 13 Cut Score Summary by Round 
 

Math Overall 

Round 
Approaching Standard Meets Standard Exceeds Standard 

Mean Median Min Max SD Mean Median Min Max SD Mean Median Min Max SD 

1 502 500 460 540 26.30 610 610 550 650 26.22 714 720 650 770 28.27 

2 466 480 400 530 32.64 568 580 490 630 35.24 691 700 590 740 40.34 

3 445 450 350 520 36.53 542 540 480 600 31.13 676 690 590 730 39.57 

    
 

Math Table 1 

Round 
Approaching Standard Meets Standard Exceeds Standard 

Mean Median Min Max SD Mean Median Min Max SD Mean Median Min Max SD 

1 498 510 470 520 21.68 598 590 580 640 24.90 696 690 650 750 37.15 

2 432 430 400 480 34.21 528 540 490 570 32.71 628 620 590 680 37.01 

3 428 430 390 480 35.64 516 510 490 560 29.66 620 610 590 660 33.17 

 
 

Math Table 2 

Round 
Approaching Standard Meets Standard Exceeds Standard 

Mean Median Min Max SD Mean Median Min Max SD Mean Median Min Max SD 

1 514 520 470 540 29.66 620 620 600 640 20.00 730 730 710 740 12.25 

2 486 480 460 530 27.02 580 580 540 630 36.74 724 730 710 730 8.94 

3 476 470 450 520 27.02 568 568 540 600 26.83 712 710 700 730 13.04 
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Math Table 3 

Round 
Approaching Standard Meets Standard Exceeds Standard 

Mean Median Min Max SD Mean Median Min Max SD Mean Median Min Max SD 

1 496 490 470 540 27.02 612 610 580 650 28.64 708 700 650 770 43.24 

2 486 480 480 500 8.94 594 590 590 610 8.94 708 700 690 740 21.68 

3 462 460 450 480 13.04 566 560 550 590 15.17 694 700 660 730 28.81 

 
 

Math Table 4 

Round 
Approaching Standard Meets Standard Exceeds Standard 

Mean Median Min Max SD Mean Median Min Max SD Mean Median Min Max SD 

1 494 500 460 530 32.86 606 610 550 640 35.07 712 710 690 750 22.80 

2 440 440 420 460 15.81 554 560 530 580 19.49 686 690 650 720 25.10 

3 404 400 350 450 38.47 520 530 480 540 25.50 682 690 660 690 13.04 

    
 

Math Table 5 

Round 
Approaching Standard Meets Standard Exceeds Standard 

Mean Median Min Max SD Mean Median Min Max SD Mean Median Min Max SD 

1 508 510 470 530 24.90 612 630 570 630 26.83 722 720 720 730 4.47 

2 488 480 470 510 16.43 584 590 530 610 31.30 710 710 700 720 7.07 

3 454 450 440 470 15.17 542 540 520 560 17.89 674 680 620 710 33.62 
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  ERW Overall 
Round Approaching Standard Meets Standard Exceeds Standard 

Mean Median Min Max SD Mean Median Min Max SD Mean Median Min Max SD 

1 449 440 400 540 39.49 554 555 480 620 39.32 653 655 560 710 36.05 

2 432 430 400 480 22.65 536 540 500 570 21.23 641 640 590 700 32.34 

3 430 430 390 480 23.93 534 540 500 570 20.41 639 640 580 700 31.75 

   *Values have been rounded to the closest reportable score 
 

 

ERW Table 1 

Round 
Approaching Standard Meets Standard Exceeds Standard 

Mean Median Min Max SD Mean Median Min Max SD Mean Median Min Max SD 

1 454 430 410 520 48.27 578 570 550 620 31.14 674 670 630 710 32.09 

2 444 450 420 480 25.10 556 560 540 570 11.40 664 670 610 700 39.12 

3 446 440 420 480 21.91 552 560 540 560 10.95 662 680 610 700 36.33 

    
 

ERW Table 2 

Round 
Approaching Standard Meets Standard Exceeds Standard 

Mean Median Min Max SD Mean Median Min Max SD Mean Median Min Max SD 

1 464 460 400 540 51.77 566 540 530 620 40.99 658 660 600 710 39.62 

2 426 420 400 460 27.93 522 530 500 540 16.43 624 640 590 650 27.02 

3 422 420 390 460 32.71 518 510 500 540 16.43 622 640 580 650 30.33 
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ERW Table 3 

Round 
Approaching Standard Meets Standard Exceeds Standard 

Mean Median Min Max SD Mean Median Min Max SD Mean Median Min Max SD 

1 434 430 420 450 15.17 526 520 490 560 32.86 628 640 560 660 39.62 

2 428 430 420 440 8.37 518 520 500 540 17.89 618 620 590 650 23.87 

3 428 430 420 430 5.00 515 515 500 530 12.91 615 615 600 630 12.91 

    
 

ERW Table 4 

Round 
Approaching Standard Meets Standard Exceeds Standard 

Mean Median Min Max SD Mean Median Min Max SD Mean Median Min Max SD 

1 472 480 440 510 31.14 564 560 510 610 38.47 654 640 620 700 34.35 

2 448 440 430 470 16.43 550 550 530 570 15.81 642 640 610 690 29.50 

3 442 440 410 460 20.49 546 550 520 570 18.17 636 640 590 680 32.09 

 
 

ERW Table 5 

Round 
Approaching Standard Meets Standard Exceeds Standard 

Mean Median Min Max SD Mean Median Min Max SD Mean Median Min Max SD 

1 413 410 400 430 15.00 530 540 480 560 38.30 650 655 610 680 31.62 

2 410 405 400 430 14.14 535 535 520 550 17.32 663 660 650 680 15.00 

3 408 405 400 420 9.57 538 540 520 550 15.00 660 660 650 670 11.55 
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Table 14 Standard Error of Judgment by Round (SAT Scale Score Metric) 
 
 Math 

Standard Error of Judgment Approaching 
Standard Meets Standard Exceeds 

Standard 

Round 1 5.26 5.24 5.65 

Round 2 6.53 7.05 8.07 

Round 3 7.31 6.23 7.91 

 
 
 Evidence-Based Reading and Writing 

Standard Error of Judgment Approaching 
Standard Meets Standard Exceeds 

Standard 

Round 1 8.06 8.03 7.36 

Round 2 4.62 4.33 6.60 

Round 3 4.99 4.26 6.62 
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Table 15 Impact data for Round 3 – Percent in Category Using Median Cut Scores 
  
 
 Math 

Group Partially Meets 
Standard 

Approaching 
Standard 

Meets 
Standard 

Exceeds 
Standard 

Overall 30.40 32.75 30.70 6.15 
Table 1 23.12 28.20 31.55 17.13 
Table 2 37.57 37.65 20.18 4.60 
Table 3 33.98 36.80 23.88 5.34 
Table 4 15.93 44.48 33.44 6.15 
Table 5 30.40 32.75 29.79 7.06 

 
 
 

Evidence-Based Reading and Writing 
Group Partially Meets 

Standard 
Approaching 

Standard 
Meets 

Standard 
Exceeds 

Standard 
Overall 22.40 37.31 26.99 13.31 
Table 1 25.45 40.70 27.08 6.76 
Table 2 18.82 31.00 36.88 13.31 
Table 3 22.40 30.83 29.30 17.47 
Table 4 25.45 37.57 23.67 13.31 
Table 5 15.92 43.79 30.56 9.74 
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Table 16 Final Cut Scores from Policy Meeting and Impact Data 
 
 

Math 

Performance 
Level 

Cut 
Score 

Percent of 
Examinees in 

Level 

Exceeds 
Standard 670 7.98 

Meets 
Standard 540 28.87 

Approaching 
Standard 450 32.75 

Partially 
Meets 

Standard 
-- 30.40 

  
   

Evidence-Based Reading and Writing 

Performance 
Level 

Cut 
Score 

Percent of 
Examinees in 

Level 

Exceeds 
Standard 640 13.31 

Meets 
Standard 540 26.99 

Approaching 
Standard 430 37.31 

Partially 
Meets 

Standard 
-- 22.40 
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Table 17 Individual Panelist Ratings (on the raw score scale) from Round 3 
 
 

Math (the number of items = 58) 
 

Panelist Approaching 
Standard 

Meets 
Standard 

Exceeds 
Standard 

1 18.00 24.85 44.25 
2 15.20 23.00 35.60 
3 22.40 32.30 42.00 
4 16.65 27.70 37.60 
5 13.90 22.55 36.15 
6 21.90 33.80 50.90 
7 25.65 36.90 47.95 
8 19.15 30.20 49.95 
9 20.05 29.35 48.50 

10 21.00 34.00 48.05 
11 19.50 32.05 43.55 
12 21.90 34.90 48.80 
13 19.05 33.35 47.55 
14 20.65 31.30 50.90 
15 18.60 31.75 45.05 
16 10.50 22.00 47.10 
17 18.60 29.70 44.40 
18 17.05 27.50 46.55 
19 14.40 25.10 46.50 
20 15.30 28.70 46.25 
21 19.25 26.35 47.45 
22 17.65 27.70 45.95 
23 18.00 28.60 45.40 
24 20.70 31.75 48.50 
25 20.60 31.60 39.10 
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ERW (the number of items = 96) 

 
Panelist Approaching 

Standard 
Meets 
Standard 

Exceeds 
Standard 

1 42.70 57.45 67.40 
2 33.75 54.65 73.10 
3 35.55 55.05 78.90 
4 37.65 57.85 79.45 
5 36.95 56.40 81.70 
6 29.90 48.65 72.05 
7 29.95 46.20 73.10 
8 40.90 52.45 65.05 
9 39.55 53.20 73.80 

10 33.20 47.90 62.10 
  11* - - - 
12 33.85 48.15 69.20 
13 34.95 50.15 71.40 
14 35.40 48.80 65.55 
15 36.70 51.90 66.50 
16 40.45 52.75 63.85 
17 33.65 55.85 72.70 
18 38.00 55.65 73.05 
19 38.00 50.40 69.80 
20 39.60 58.25 79.10 
21 30.95 50.95 78.30 
22 31.80 50.35 73.60 
23 34.00 55.50 77.30 
24 32.25 55.00 74.35 

*Panelist 11 completed the first two rounds of rating, but did 
not participate in the third round due to a family emergency.  
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Figure 1 Diagram of Performance Levels 
 

 
 
 
Figure 2 Borderline Examinees 
 

 
Note. This figure depicts the concept of a borderline examinee, and was used during training for the standard 
setting described in this report. The proportions of examinees shown in each category are not intended to 
reflect the distribution of examinees within the four categories, actual or expected. 
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Appendix A: Illinois SAT ERW Standard Setting Agenda 
September 27-28, 2017 

 
Wyndham Springfield City Center 

700 E. Adams Street 
Springfield, IL 62701 

Day 1 

7:15 – 8:25am  Breakfast and Check in (Prairie Room on the Mezzanine Level) 

8:25 – 9:00am  Welcome, Introductions, Announcements, Overview (Prairie Room) 

9:00 – 9:05am  Proceed to Break Out Room (Conference Center #4) 

9:05 – 9:45am Welcome and Introduction, Overview of SAT ERW Section  
 
9:45 – 11:15am Experience the ERW Section of the SAT 

11:15 – 11:20  Break (Outside the meeting room) 

11:20 – 12:00pm Review of MCQ items 

12:00 – 12:45pm Lunch (Prairie Room) 
 
12:45 – 2:00pm Review of Performance Level Descriptors (PLDs) 

2:00 – 2:10pm  Break (Outside the meeting room) 

2:10 – 3:15pm  Training and Practice on Modified Angoff method 

3:15 – 6:00pm  Provide Round 1 Ratings, Evaluation Form 

********************** 

6:30 – 8:00pm  Dinner on your own 

Day 2  

7:15 – 8:25am  Breakfast (Prairie Room) 

8:25 – 8:30am  Check In – Conference Center #4 
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8:30 – 10:00am Feedback and Table Discussion of Round 1 Ratings  
 
10:00 – 10:15am Break (Outside meeting room) 
 
10:15 – 11:45am  Provide Round 2 Ratings 

11:45 – 12:45pm  Lunch (Prairie Room) 

12:45 – 1:30pm Feedback and Table Discussion of Round 2 Ratings and Impact Data 
 
1:30 – 2:00pm Large Group Discussion of Round 2 Ratings 
 
2:00 – 2:30pm Presentation of Impact Data and Discussion at your tables 
 
2:30 – 2:45pm  Break (Outside meeting room) 

2:45 – 4:00pm  Provide Round 3 Ratings 

4:00 – 4:15pm  Start Material Check In 
 
4:15 – 4:45pm  Final Debrief 

4:45 – 5:00pm  Final Evaluation Form, Check in Materials, Dismiss  
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Appendix B: Biographical Data Form 
 

Biographical Data Form 

         
Please circle the letter of the answer choice that most represents you. This information is for the 
reporting of panel member diversity as a measure of the generalizability and validity of the results 
and will be reported in aggregate form only. Data will be used for research purposes only. 

         1. Gender: 
        

         A. Female 
       B. Male 
       

         2. How do you describe yourself? (please choose ONE option, if more than 1 apply then 
please choose Multicultural) 

 
         A. American Indian or Alaska Native 

    
B. 

Asian, Asian American or Pacific 
Islander 

   C. Black or African American 
     D. Mexican or Mexican American 

    E. Puerto Rican 
      

F. 
Other Hispanic, Latino, or Latin 
American 

   G. White 
       H. Other 
       I. Multicultural 

      
         3. Years of experience teaching Reading and/or Writing at the high school level or a 

corresponding course at the college level (including this year): 

         A. 1 - 3 years 
      B. 4 - 6 years 
      C. 7 - 12 years 
      D. More than 12 years 
       

 
        4. Levels of Classes You Teach: 

     
         A. High School 

      B. College 
      C. Both College & High School 
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D. Other:________________       
5. Please list the name of the institution where you teach and the city, state where 

the institution is located: 

         Name of Institution: 
        

         City, State of Institution: 
        

         
         6. My highest level of education completed is: 

     
         A. Undergraduate Degree 

     B. Master's Degree 
      C. Specialist Degree or ABD 
      D. Doctoral Degree 
      E. Other:_______________________ 

    
         7. Do you represent any of the following special interest groups? 

  
A. Special Education  
B. English Language Learners  
C. Gifted and Talented  
D. Community Member  
E. Postsecondary  
F. Other: (Please specify)____________________________  
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Appendix C: Performance Level Descriptors 
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Appendix D: Operational Rating Sheet 
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Appendix E: Training Evaluation Form 
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Appendix F: Round 1 Evaluation 
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Appendix G: Final Evaluation Form 
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Appendix H: Example Individual-Panelist Feedback Form  
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Appendix I: Item-Level Feedback Round 1 - ERW 

 



75 
 

 



76 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



77 
 

Appendix J: Opening Session Slides 
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Appendix K: Math Slides 
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Appendix L: ERW Slides 
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Appendix M: ISBE Standard Setting Information for Board Approval 
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