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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



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,



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 18t and voted to accept the cut scores recommended by
the policy meeting.



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.



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



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



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 2rd 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:

o Examinees at Approaching Standard
¢ Examinees at Meets Standard
e 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

11



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.

12



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

13



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
5and 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 SE] 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 SE] 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 SE] values for
ratings during each round are provided in Table 14. SE] values are on the SAT scale score
metric which increments by 10. All the SE] values were below 10 indicating they were
relatively small and there was general agreement among panelists. The SE] values for ERW
in general decreased over the rounds. The SE]J 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 ] through M. Appendix
] 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

N

Survey Topic Response Categories (Total N = 25) %
Demographic Characteristics
Male 12 48.00
Gender Female 13 52.00
American Indian or Alaska Native 0 0
Asian, Asian American, or Pacific 1 4.00
Islander
Black or African American 1 4.00
Race/ethnicity Mexican or Mexican American 0 0
Puerto Rican 0 0
Other Hispanic, Latino, or Latin 1 4.00
American
White 22 88.00
Other 0 0
Multicultural 0 0
Undergraduate Degree 4 16.00
Master's Degree 21 84.00
Education Specialist's Degree 0 0
Doctoral Degree 0 0
Other Education Level 0 0
Teaching Experience
1-3 years 0 0
v (E ) Teachi 4-6 years 2 8.00
ears of Experience Teaching 7-12 years 4 16.00
12+ years 19 76.00
No Experience Teaching 0 0
High School 24 96.00
Current Teaching Level ) 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

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

Survey Topic Response Categories (To talAIIV _24) %
Demographic Characteristics
Male 5 20.83
Gender Female 19 79.17
American Indian or Alaska Native 0 0
Asian, Asian American, or Pacific 0 0
Islander
Black or African American 3 12.50
Race /ethnicity Mexican or Mexican Ameri.can 0 0
Puerto Rican 0 0
Other Hispanic, Latino, or Latin 0 0
American
White 19 79.17
Other 2 8.33
Multicultural 0 0
Undergraduate Degree 4 16.67
Master's Degree 17 70.83
Education Specialist's Degree 1 4.17
Doctoral Degree 2 8.33
Other Education Level 0 0
Teaching Experience
1-3 years 1 4.17
. . 4-6 years 2 8.33
Years of Experience Teaching 7-12 years 3 1250
12+ years 18 75.00
No Experience Teaching 0 0
High School 18 75.00
) College 0 0
Current Teaching Level 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 . Mean
Scale Questions Rating
1 | Iunderstand the purpose of the study. 3.7
The instructions and explanations provided by the facilitator were 3.6
Strongly 2 | clear.
Disagree The training in the standard setting method gave me the information I 3.6
(1) to 3 | needed to complete my assignment.
:;zgg(zy) 4 | The PLDs that were developed prior to the meeting were accurate. 3.1
5 | Tunderstand the concept of the borderline examinee. 3.6
6 | The PLDs helped me to determine how to rate each item. 3.3
Not Completing the test before beginning the task. 2.9
Influential | 8 My perception of the difficulty of the items 2.6
(1) to Very The PLDs 2.5
Influential 13
(3) 10 '
The consequences of the test for students
11 My experience with students in my classroom 2.7
E’;‘;ﬂi‘;‘; 12 Identify additional factors:

Responses were as follows:
e Thelayout 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.

o 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).

e  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.

e Group conversations was helpful

e The distractors that were presented. The number of “layers” needed to solve each problem.

e Iconsidered that the test would be taken AFTER the ELA and Reading tests, and the individual
placement of test items (in some circumstances).

e lalso considered the way the question was asked and the potential factors beyond the
mathematics that may impact a student's response.

e my misconceptions of test items

e amount of reading involved to answer question

e  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 . Mean
Scale Questions Rating
1 | Iunderstand the purpose of the study. 3.7
The instructions and explanations provided by the facilitator were 3.6
Strongly 2 | clear.
Disagree The training in the standard setting method gave me the information I 3.8
(1) to 3 | needed to complete my assignment.
:;zz%z 4 | The PLDs that were developed prior to the meeting were accurate. 3.5
5 | Tunderstand the concept of the borderline examinee. 3.8
6 | The PLDs helped me to determine how to rate each item. 3.5
Not 7 | Completing the test before beginning the task. 2.8
Influential | 8 My perception of the difficulty of the items 28
(1) to Very The PLDs 26
Influential 19
(3) 10 '
The consequences of the test for students
11 My experience with students in my classroom 2.7
Extended Identify additional factors:
Response 12

Responses were as follows:
e Previous work with the ACT, SAT, and AP tests.
Practice was helpful

discussion
text complexity

determination.
o Ithought of real kids of mine that were symbolic of the borderline examinees.

Style of question, reliance on student prior knowledge/exposure to content-specific material

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.
e The importance of the performance level descriptors and the crucial role they play in the cut score

Extended
Response 13 Additional Comments:

Responses were as follows:
information and exhausted.
completed.
have like to see a possible correct range from a previous test.
e This has been a very interesting day. Thank you for selecting me to be a part of it.

when choosing curriculum and best practices.

e lam fairly certain my brain feels like my students after their day of testing. It is so full of

e lam interested in knowing about the second group who will convene after this group's work is

e Idid 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. | know we practiced as a group, but [ would

e This session was extremely informative and beneficial to our schools and how we look at material

e 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.

[ 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 . Mean
Scale Questions Rating
1 | I'understood the purpose of the study. 3.8
The instructions and explanations provided by the facilitator were 3.6
2 | clear.
The training on the standard setting method gave me the information I 3.4
3 | needed to complete my assignment.
4 | The PLDs that were developed prior to the meeting were accurate. 2.6
5 | Iunderstood the concept of the borderline examinee. 3.4
6 | The PLDs helped me to determine how to rate each item. 2.7
It was beneficial to have an opportunity for table discussions between 3.8
7 | rounds.
St.rongly It was beneficial to have an opportunity to review feedback between 3.8
Disagree 8 | rounds.
(1) to The impact data showing the percent of students expected to place into 3.4
Strongly each category based on my table’s cut scores made a difference in how
Agree (4) | 9 | [rated theitems in round 3.
The impact data showing the percent of students expected to place into 3.5

each category based on all panelists in the room’s cut scores made a
10 | difference in how I rated the items in round 3.

The opportunity to make more than 1 round of ratings (i.e., round 2) 3.6
11 | helped me to feel more confident about my final ratings.

12 | Ifelt engaged in the process. 3.8
I was comfortable sharing my ideas with the other panelists during the 3.8
13 | discussions.

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.

[ 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

[ 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.

[ 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.

[ 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."”

[ 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 [ 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 . Mean
Scale Questions Rating
1 | I'understood the purpose of the study. 3.8
The instructions and explanations provided by the facilitator were 3.8
2 | clear.
The training on the standard setting method gave me the information I 3.8
3 | needed to complete my assignment.
4 | The PLDs that were developed prior to the meeting were accurate. 3.5
5 | Iunderstood the concept of the borderline examinee. 3.8
6 | The PLDs helped me to determine how to rate each item. 3.5
It was beneficial to have an opportunity for table discussions between 3.8
7 | rounds.
St.rongly It was beneficial to have an opportunity to review feedback between 3.8
Disagree 8 | rounds.
(1) to The impact data showing the percent of students expected to place into 2.9
Strongly each category based on my table’s cut scores made a difference in how
Agree (4) | 9 | [rated theitems in round 3.
The impact data showing the percent of students expected to place into 3.0

each category based on all panelists in the room’s cut scores made a
10 | difference in how I rated the items in round 3.

The opportunity to make more than 1 round of ratings (i.e., round 2) 3.5
11 | helped me to feel more confident about my final ratings.

12 | Ifelt engaged in the process. 3.8

I was comfortable sharing my ideas with the other panelists during the 3.6
13 | discussions.

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:
confidence in those ratings. In some ways, it raised more questions than answers.

rating.
e 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.

score for "Meets" is more in line with that of SAT's

e [ made very few changes from Round 2-3 and those results didn't influence me because my Round 2
results were pretty consistent.

e  While [ understood the process and am appreciative that instructions were given multiple times, |
would feel more confident doing this a second time. Knowing what to expect and being more

on reaching a number, but on using the PDLs. Also, [ was so sleepy during the reading test. Not
over and over again with each round. It felt like having to take the test over and over again. [ wish I

had known that I would be taking the SAT test myself. That way, [ would have been focused on what
skills I was being assessed.

e [am not certain that providing more than one round to discuss and change my cut scores increased my

e [did not feel that it was beneficial to see and discuss the percentage breakdown, they did not affect my

e Our “Meets" cut score is much higher than that of the SAT "Meets" cut score. Although my personal cut

knowledgeable would have an effect on my confidence. Please reiterate again and again to NOT focus

finishing and not doing an item analysis of the questions presented a challenge that kept coming back

28



Table 7 Summary of Final Evaluation - Section 2 - Math

Rating Scale Questions RIZZ.‘:{;
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
NOt_ 21 | Table discussion after Round 1 2.8
Inﬂtl:)e‘r;(telal(l) 22 | Table discussion after Round 2 2.7
Inﬂuen?-:al 23 | Large group discussion after Round 2 2.7
(3) 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:
e lalso considered if the question was MC or grid in, if there were distractor choices.

e The college board's benchmarks for college readiness

e Readinglevel

e Iconsidered the ELL population and how many of them would be successful on the test items

e No, all considerations I used were listed above.

e Thelength 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.

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

e 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.




Table 8 Summary of Final Evaluation - Section 2 - Evidence-Based Reading and Writing

. . Mean
Rating Scale Questions Rating
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
Not ) 21 | Table discussion after Round 1 2.5
Influential 22 | Table discussion after Round 2 2.3
(1) to Very
Influential 23 | Large group discussion after Round 2 2.3
(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 . Mean
Scale Questions Rating
30 | Taking the exam prior to beginning the task 2.9
Practicing the procedure with real items prior to beginning the actual 2.6
31 | rating task
32 | Referencing the PLDs 2.6
Not 33 | Table discussion after round 1 2.9
Useful(1) 34 | Table discussion after round 2 2.8
to Very
Useful(3) | 35 | Testoverview 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:

e Current mean and standard deviation of scores.

e The percent of each question that was left blank.

e Item analysis to see how many omitted and how many chose certain answers.

e A possibility of changing tables to hear other opinions not only the large group discussion.

e item analysis - how many problems were omited

e Knowing the SAT cut scores would have helped keep things in perspective. Atleast 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.

e Ithought the three stage process worked extremely well for the task at hand.

e We wondered what percentage of students skipped answers and how that affected the item

difficulty.

e It may have been beneficial to know how many students actually answered (especially the grid-in)
questions, versus just left them blank.

e Iwould 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 . Mean
Scale Questions Rating
30 | Taking the exam prior to beginning the task 2.9
Practicing the procedure with real items prior to beginning the 2.8
31 | actual rating task
32 | Referencing the PLDs 2.8
Not 33 | Table discussion after round 1 2.8
Useful(1) 34 | Table discussion after round 2 2.6
to Very
Useful(3) | 35 | Testoverview 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:
e Possibly deliver feedback with my ratings side by side with group
o Iwould've liked to know the actual difficulty of the texts; for instance: the Lexile score
e SAT's national ratings. SAT has given this test for many years. That information is valuable.
e 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

RSit::lI:: g Questions RIZZ.‘:{;
40 Taking the test 1.9
41 Reviewing the PLDs 2.0
42 Training on the rating task before Round 1 2.0
Too Little | 43 Round 1 of the rating task 2.2
T:(r)n;o(;) 44 Table discussion after round 1 2.2
Much 45 Round 2 of the rating task 2.4
Time (3) 46 Table discussion after round 2 24
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:

e  Well organized activities overall.

e The process works well. [ am unsure of the PLD process. | would question that

e 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.

e 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. [ appreciate the opportunity to be a part of this process.

e Tam not comfortable with our results and do not stand behind the results reached here.

e Ibelieve 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 - 1
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 [ 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

RSi;ilI:e g Questions Mean Rating
40 Taking the test 1.5
41 Reviewing the PLDs 2.1
42 Training on the rating task before Round 1 2.2
Too Little | 43 Round 1 of the rating task 2.0
Ttl(r)n;()(:) 44 Table discussion after round 1 2.0
Much 45 Round 2 of the rating task 2.1
Time (3) 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:
e Iwould like to have been explained how you arrived at the data.
e This process has really opened my eyes into all of the work that goes into creating the SAT test
e Ashuttle bus from one location to the other may have been helpful. Rae and Pamela did a
fantastic job!!!
e This was a very enlightening process! Thank you for selecting me to be a part of it!
e  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
Approaching Standard Meets Standard Exceeds Standard
Round
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
Approaching Standard Meets Standard Exceeds Standard
Round
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
Approaching Standard Meets Standard Exceeds Standard
Round
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

Approaching Standard Meets Standard Exceeds Standard
Round
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
Approaching Standard Meets Standard Exceeds Standard
Round
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
Approaching Standard Meets Standard Exceeds Standard
Round
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




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 | 2041 | 639 640 580 | 700 | 31.75
*Values have been rounded to the closest reportable score
ERW Table 1
Approaching Standard Meets Standard Exceeds Standard
Round 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 | 1095 | 662 680 610 | 700 | 36.33
ERW Table 2
Approaching Standard Meets Standard Exceeds Standard
Round 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
Approaching Standard Meets Standard Exceeds Standard
Round 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 | 837 518 520 500 | 540 | 17.89 | 618 620 590 | 650 | 23.87
3 428 430 420 | 430 | 5.00 515 515 500 | 530 | 1291 | 615 615 600 | 630 | 1291
ERW Table 4
Approaching Standard Meets Standard Exceeds Standard
Round 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 | 3847 | 654 640 620 | 700 | 34.35
2 448 440 430 | 470 | 1643 | 550 550 530 | 570 | 1581 | 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
Approaching Standard Meets Standard Exceeds Standard
Round 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 AI;]:;E::?-Lng Meets Standard Sﬁﬁ;ﬁgﬁi
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 AI;]:;E::I;ilng Meets Standard Sﬁﬁfﬁl(:isd
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 | Approaching Meets Exceeds
Standard Standard Standard 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 | Approaching Meets Exceeds
Standard Standard Standard 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 Cut Perc.ent Of.
Examinees in
Level Score
Level
Exceeds
Standard 670 7.98
Meets
Standard 540 28.87
Approaching
Standard 450 32.75
Partially
Meets -- 30.40
Standard

Evidence-Based Reading and Writing

Performance Cut Perc.ent Of.
Examinees in
Level Score
Level
Exceeds
Standard 640 13.31
Meets
Standard 540 26.99
Approaching
Standard 430 37.31
Partially
Meets -- 22.40
Standard




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

Math (the number of items = 58)

Panelist | Approaching | Meets Exceeds
Standard Standard | 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 | Meets Exceeds
Standard Standard | 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

Partially =~ Approaching Meets Exceeds
Meets Standard Standard Standard
Standard (high)
200 800
Cut Scores

Figure 2 Borderline Examinees

Partially Meets Approaching Meets Exceeds
Standard Standard |[Standard Standard
A \ \ \
’ - _\
Borderline Borderline Borderline
Approaching Meets Exceeds

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

Day1

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

3k 3k 3k 3k 3k %k %k 3k %k %k %k %k %k %k %k >k >k 3k %k %k %k k

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
10:00 - 10:15am
10:15-11:45am
11:45-12:45pm
12:45 -1:30pm
1:30 - 2:00pm
2:00 - 2:30pm
2:30—-2:45pm
2:45 - 4:00pm
4:00 —4:15pm
4:15 - 4:45pm

4:45 - 5:00pm

Feedback and Table Discussion of Round 1 Ratings

Break (Outside meeting room)

Provide Round 2 Ratings

Lunch (Prairie Room)

Feedback and Table Discussion of Round 2 Ratings and Impact Data
Large Group Discussion of Round 2 Ratings

Presentation of Impact Data and Discussion at your tables
Break (Outside meeting room)

Provide Round 3 Ratings

Start Material Check In

Final Debrief

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

Asian, Asian American or Pacific
Islander

Black or African American
Mexican or Mexican American
Puerto Rican

mooOw

Other Hispanic, Latino, or Latin
American

White
Other
Multicultural

~Tom

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. 1-3years

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:

Undergraduate Degree
Master's Degree
Specialist Degree or ABD
Doctoral Degree

Other:

moOoOw2

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

Special Education
English Language Learners
Gifted and Talented
Community Member
Postsecondary

Other: (Please specify)

nmoow>»




Appendix C: Performance Level Descriptors

ILLINOIS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

Performance Level Descriptors

Grade 11: Evidence-Based Reading & Writing

Level 4
Exceeds Standards

Level 3
Meets Standards

Level 2
Approaching Standards

Level 1
Partially Meets
Standards

The student has
exceeded the
proficiency level &
demonstrates a
thiorough

understanding of the
knowledze & skills
needed relative to the
Common Core
ELA/Literacy content
standards. The student
canunderstand highly
complex texts, perform
complex analyses of and
across texts, and create
compositions that
demonstrate mastery of
all compositional
elemenis.

The student has met the
proficiency level &
demonstrates adeguate
understanding of the
knowledoe & skills
needed relative to the
Common Core
ELa/Literacy content
standards. The student
can perform analyses of
complex texts that
identify or infer abstract
themes and core
information and make
CONNections across
texts. The student can
create compositions
that include
sophisticated sentence
structure and
appropriate application
of all compositional
elements.

[The student is
approaching the
proficiency level &
demonstrates an

incom plete
understanding of the
knowledze & skills
needed relative to the
Common Core
ELA/SLiteracy content
standards. Students at
this level can understand
moderately complex
[texts, passages, & pairs
of passages & important
concepts withinin simplg
wvays. The student can
engage in writing tasks
eithisimple
organizational structures
of atleastone basic
paragraph.

[The student has only
partially metstandards &
gemonstrates a minimal
understanding of the
knowledge & skills
needed relative to the
Commaon Core
EL&/Literacy content
standards. Students at
this level can read low-
complexity & moderately
complex texts to identify
basicfacts orideas,
showing shallow
comprehension of
passages and/or pairs of
passages. The student
canwrite & edit basic
ideas cbserving some
standard English
conventions, such as
appropriate grammar,
punctuation,
capitalization, & spelling,
but few organizational or

compositional elements.

The primary differences between the performance levels are the complexity of the text(s) and
complexity of the task in interaction with each other, as well as overall mastery. Students at lower
levels may be able to successfully perform some higher-level tasks if the text complexity is low
enough or may be able to successfully interact with higher-complexity texts if the task is simple
enough. At the higher levels, in addition to the interaction between text and task complexity, mastery
of the breadth of literacy knowledge and skills is also a consideration.
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Lewel of Text

Description

Low-Complexity Text

These are texts whose information & ideas as well as structure, purpose, &
language are relatively simple & direct & reguire relatively little analysis.
They use common, simple vocabulary and have shorter sentences that can
be read and understood even by slow readers.

Moderately Complex Text

These are texts whose information & ideas as well as structure, purpose, &
language require some analysis. They use relatively common but more
advanced vocabulary and have longer and more sophisticated sentences.
A slow reader can understand moderately complex texts but may need to
reread or use other strategies to fully comprehend.

Complex Text

These are texts that can be difficult to understand at first because the
information, ideas, structure, purpose, & language may be advanced or
unfamiliar. Complex texts use advanced and unfamiliarvocabulary,
including regular use of technical or academicvocabulary. The sentence
and passage structures are complex, and slow readers would struggle to
comprehend complex text even with significant use of support strategies.

Highly Complex Text

These are texts that can be challenging even for skilled readers. Often, the
information, ideas, structure, purpose, & language are highly advanced or
unfamiliar.

Table 1a: Text Complexity Definition

The redesigned SAT's passages/ passage pair represent a specified range of text com plexity from grades
9-101to postsecondary entry. Text complexity is defined as:

1. Quantitative measures — readability & other scores of CCSS TEXT COMPLEXITY MODEL

text difficulty; often best measured by com puter

software.

2. Qualitative measures — levels of meaning, structure, &
language conventionality & clarity, & knowledge
demands; often best measured by an attentive human

reader.

3. Reader & task considerations — background knowledge
of reader, motivation, interests, & complexity
generated by tasks assigned; often best assessed by
educators employing their professional judgment.

&
&
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PERFORMAMNCE LEVEL 1

Students at this level can read low-complexity & moderately complex texts to identify basic facts or
ideas, showing shallow comprehension of passages &/or pairs of passages. The student can write &
edit basic ideas ohserving some standard English conventions, such as appropriate grammar,
punctuation, capitalization, & spelling, but few organizational or compositional elements.

Students at this level can

LUl

oM,

11
12
13.
14
15
16
17.

18.
15

20
21

Read a low-complexity or moderately complex passage closely toidentify explicitly stated
information & ideas or draw a simple reasonable inference

Determine the best textual evidence for a simple inference

|dentify or infer the central idea or theme of a passage or that has a single, clear purpose
|dentify an accurate summary of a passage or of key information & ideas ina passage
Determine a simple relationship between information, ideas, or people depictedina
passage (e.g., recoEnizing a basic comparison, Contrast, or segquence)

Determine the meaning of relatively commaon words or phrases using clear context clues
Determine the main purpose of a low-complexity or moderately complex passage
ldentify evidence to support a claim or counterclaim ina low-complexity passage
ldentifya similarity or difference ina pair of low-complexity or moderately complex
passages (e.g., recognizing thata particular detail appears in one passage but not the other)

. Recognize a straightforward similarity or difference in a pair of low-complexity to

moderately complex passages (e.g., inreading passages on the same topic, recognizing basic
similarities & differences in how an event is depicted)

Locate data or make a simple accurate interpretation of data inaninformational graphic,
such as a table, graph, or chart

Delete information or ideas that are obviously irrelevant to the main focus of a paragraphor
passage

Order the sentences ina paragraph to achieve a simple purpose (e.g., grouping related
information together; establishing a basic chromology)

Use a transitional word or phrase to establish a simple logical relationship between
sentences

MMake an effective word or phrase choice ina straightforward situation

Eliminate cbvious wordiness or redundancy within a portion of a sentence

Combine sentences ina relatively simple way (e.g., making a second sentence into a relative
Clause of the first) or to achieve a relatively simple purpose

Recognize & correct an obviously inappropriate shiftinverb tense

Recognize & maintain or correct subject-verb or pronoun-antecedent agreementina
straightforward situation

Use conventional expressionina straightforward situation

Use standard English conventions (e.g., distinguish between singular & plural possessive
nouns & between plural & possessive nouns, appropriately punctuate items ina series,
eliminate cbviously unnecessary & disruptive punctuation)
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PERFORMAMCE LEVEL 2

Students at this level can understand moderately complex texts, passages, & pairs of passages &
important concepts within in simple ways. The student can engage in writing tasks with simple
organizational structures of at least one basic paragraph.

Students at this level can (in addition to level 1)

1

2

Bow

10.
11.

12

13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.

20.
21.

Reada moderately complex passage closely to identify explicitly stated information or ideas
or draw a simple reascnable inference

Determine the best textual evidence for an inference when the evidence requires some
interpretation or analysis

Determine the central idea or theme of a moderately complex or complex passage
Determine the meaning of a relatively common high-utility academic word or phrase in
context; determine the meaning of a straightforward figurative expressicn

Determine the main purpose or effect of anauthor's word choice ina complex passage orin
g simpler passage whenthe purpose or effectis somewhat subtle (e.g., anauthor using
words to convey a particularemaotion)

Determine a clear relationship between a particular part of a passage (e.g., a sentence) &
the whole passage

Draw a straightforward reasonable inference about point of view or perspectiveina
moderately complex passage (e.g., identifying the impact of a technigue the author uses to
shape point of view in a literary passage; distinguishing among the multiple perspectives in
aninformational passage)

Determine the main purpose of a moderately complex passage or of one of its paragraphs
Determine a claim or counterclaim ina moderately complex argument

Synthesize information & ideas from a pair of moderately complex passages

Locate data or make an accurate interpretation of data in aninformational graphic, suchas
a table, graph, or chart [e.g., drawing a valid conclusion based on an understanding of a bar
graph's overall purpose; summarizing a clear trend from several data points)

Draw a straightforward supportable connection between a graphic & its accompanying
passage (e.g., determining a graphic’s clear main purpose & finding a matching assertionin
the passage)

Compose a paragraphthat has a clear, well-defined focus

Use supporting information to achieve a straightforward purpose

Use a moderately complexinformationalgraphic, such as a table, graph, or chart, torevise a
low-complexity or moderately complex passage

COrder the sentences ina paragraph to achieve a straightforward purpose (e.g., repositioning
@ supporting detail immediately after a sentence that makesa claim)

Introduce or conclude a paragraph or passage based ona general understanding of its
content & purpose

Make an effective word or phrase choice based on vocabulary knowledoe & an
understanding of the context

Eliminate wordiness or redundancy within sentences & moderately complex passages
Maintain a basic consistency instyle & tone withina passage

Form comeentional, complete sentences, recognizing & correcting a disruption instructure
(e.g., eliminating an obvious comma spliceor fragment; correcting or maintain a lack of
parallelism ina simple series or series of phrases; replacing nonstandard terms with standard
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PERFORMAMCE LEVEL 3

Students at this level can perform analyses of complex texts that identify or infer abstract themes,
core information and make connections across texts. The student can create com positions that
include complex sentence structures and appropriate application of all compositional elements.

Students at this level can (in addition to level 2)

1L

2

10.
11
12.

13.
14

15
16

17.
18.
15
20.

21
22

Extrapoclate ina reasonable way from the information & ideas ima complex passage or apply
information & ideas insuch a passage toa new, analogous situation

Determine the best textual evidence for aninference when the evidence reguires some
interpretation or analysis & the inference reguires close reading

Determine the central idea or theme of a complex passage that features several important
ideas

|dentify an accurate summary of a complex passage or of key information & ideas ina
complex passage

Determine a relationship between information, ideas, or people depicted in a complex
passage

Determine the meaning of a relatively uncommeon high-utility academic word or phrasein
context; determine the meaning of a moderately challenging figurative expression
Determine the main purpose or effect of an author's word choice ina complex passage orin
a simpler passage when the purpose or effectis fairly subtle or complex (e.g., amauthor
using wordplay or parody)

Determine the main purpose of a particular part of a passage (e.g., a detail or a metaphor)
in relation to the passage as a whole

Draw a reasonable inference about point of view or perspective in a complex passage (e.g.,
identifying where point of view switches ina literary passage; distinguishing among
conflicting perspectives inaninformational passage)

Determinge the main purpose of a complex passage or of one of its paragraphs

Determine a claim or counterclaim ina com plex argument

Analyze a subtle argumentative technigue or flaw (e.g. anauthor using weak reasoning in
support of a claim)

Synthesize information & ideas from a pair of complex passages

MMake anaccurate, somewhat subtle or complexinterpretation of data inan informational
graphic, such as a table, graph, or chart (e.g., comparing results imterms of twovariables;
recognizing animplication of the values represented on a table)

Draw a supportable connection between a graphic & its accompanying passage

Interpret, paraphrase, or summarize data inaninformational graphic, suchas a table, graph,
or chart, & incorporate them in a passage inamaccurate, relevant way (e.g., encompassing
multiple data points ina single relevant general statement)

Compose a passage based on an understanding of its content & purpose

Establish & clarify the structure of a paragraph or passage

Use supporting information to develop a point or claim logically

Sharpen the focus of a paragraph or passage by making a thoughtful decision about adding,
revising, or deleting information or ideas

Revise a paragraphto address a critical issueof logic or cohesion

Make a nuanced word or phrase choice based on well-developed vocabulary knowledee & an
understanding of the context
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23.

24

26.

Draw logical comparisons using appropriate terms (2.2, using allusions, analogies,
metaphors, similes).

Eliminate relatively subtle wordiness or redundancy within a sentence or between sentences
(e.g., recognizing wheninformation over explains a concept & correcting accordingly;
deleting repetition involving fairly sophisticated language)

. Make a thoughtful decision about style & tone in a passage based onanunderstanding of the

context (e.g., revising language that is too informal or formal ina fairly challenging context;
achieving a particular rhetorical aim, such as establishing a particular sentence patternor
choosing language that sets a contextually appropriate mood)
Observe standard English and rhetorical and compositional conventions when composing or
correcting complex texts and passages in complex ways, for example:
a. eliminating a rhetorically inappropriate fragment or eliminating a conjunction based
on anunderstanding of the syntax of a relatively sophisticated or long sentence
b. making careful distinctions among the possessive determiners its & their, the
contractions it's & they're, & the adverb there
. maintaining subject-verb or pronoun-antecedent agreementina challenging
situation
d. making careful distinctions among singular, singular possessive, plural, & plural
POSSESSIVE MOUNS
e. making informed decisions onwhether to use punctuation based cnan
understanding of context
f. eliminate unnecessary punctuationina challenging situation)
Using conventional expressicnina challenging situation (e.g., seleding appropriately
between relatively uncommon words that are frequently confused, such as discrete
& discreet)
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PERFORMAMCE LEVEL 4

Students at this level can understand highly complex texts, perform complex analyses of and across
texts, and create compositions that demonstrate mastery of all compositional and conventional
expression elements.

Students at this level can (in addition to level 3)

L

2.

10.
11
12
13.

14

16

17.

15,

Reada complex or highly complex passage toidentify explicitly stated information & ideas
or draw a reascnable inference

Extrapolateina reasonable way from the information & ideas ina complex or highly
complex passage or apply information & ideas insuch a passage toa new, analogous
situation

Determine the best textual evidence for aninference when the evidence is subtle, abstract,
or figurative & the inference requires multiple steps

Determine the central idea or theme of a highly complex passage, or identify an accurate
summary of key information & ideas

Determine a relationship between information, ideas, or people depicted in a highly
complex passage

Determine the meaning of an uncommon high-utility academic word or phrase in context,
including an archaic usage found ina passage from an earlier time peried; determine the
meaning of a subtle or complex figurative expression

Determine the main purpose or effect of anauwthor's word choice ina highly complex
passage orina simpler passage when the purpose or effect is subtle or complex

Determine the main purpose of a particular part of a passage inrelationto the passageasa
whole when the purpose is subtle or complex (e.g., the author using rhetorical guestions to
indicate self- evident truths)

Draw a nuanced inference about point of view or perspective ina complex or highly
complex passage (e.g., tracing a subtle shiftin point of view in a literary passage; associating
particular opinicns with the individuals who hold them in aninformational passage)
Determine the main purpose of a highly complex passage or of one of its paragraphs
Determine a claim or counterclaim ina highly complex argument

Synthesize information & ideas from a pair of highly complex passages

Make anaccurate subtle or complexinterpretation of data in aninformational graphic, such
as a table, graph, or chart

Craw a subtle or complex supportable connection between a graphic & its accom panying
passage

. Make a sophisticated decision relating to the structure of a paragraph or passage (e.g., using

a clause to set up information when the content is complex, the language is challenging, &
the linkage is subtle)

Use supporting information to develop a point or claim logically on the basis of a thorough
understanding of a challenging context (e.g., indicating the last step ina complex seguence;
including an example thatis similarincontent toone or more other examples ina
paragraph)

Sharpenthe focus of a paragraph or passage by making a sophisticated decision about
adding, revising, or deleting information orideas (e.g., adding or retaining optional but
relevant material because it enhances meaning £ clarity)

. Interpret, paraphrase, or summarize data ina complex informational graphic, suchasa

table, graph, or chart, & incorporate them in a passage inanaccurate, relevant way
Make a sophisticated word or phrase choice based on highly developed vocabulary
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20.

21.

22

23.

24.

knowledge & a thorough understanding of a challenging context (e.g., distinguishing among
uncommaon words that have similar denotations but differing connotations or uses when the
distinctions are subtle)
Make a sophisticated decision about style & tone ina passage based ona thorough
understanding of the context (e.g., achieving a subtle rhetorical aim, such as closely
matching a sentence pattern already establishedina passage)
Combine sentences to accomplish a subtle or complex purpose (e.g., drawing onan
understanding of the context to place a blended sentence’'s emphasis onits mostimportant
idea)
Draw logical comparisons using complex terms (e.2. using complex allusions, analogies,
metaphors, similes).
Use conventional expression ina highly challenging situation (e.g., selecting appropriately
between uncommaon words that are frequently confused, such as defuse & diffuse)
Compose or correct highly complex sentences, paragraphs, passagesand texts using
conventional English and rhetorical and composition elements including but not limited to:
a. Using complex sentence structure
b. Maintaining subject-verb or pronoun-antecedent agreementina highly challenging
situations
€. Using a semicolon and colon effectively
d. Ordering sentencesina paragraph to convey or address a subtle or complexissue of
logic and cohesion
e. Using a transitional word, phrase, clause, or sentence effectively to establisha
subtle or complex logical relationship between sentences or paragraphs
f.  Minimizing wordiness or redundancy within a sentence or between sentences &
paragraphs
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ILLINOIS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
PERFORMAMCE LEVEL DESCRIPTORS
Introduction to the Performance Level Descriptors for Mathematics

The Mathematics portion of the SAT focuseson a range of knowledge and skills needed to formulate
and solve problems with and without context. The 5AT Math Test measures students’ range of ability
in the areas of fluency, conceptual understanding, and application. Fluency requires students to solve
problems accurately, efficiently, and strategically. Conceptual understanding requiresstudentsto
demonstrate their understanding of mathematics concepts, operations, and relations. Application
requires students to analyze situations and to representand solve problems mathematically.

The Mathematics Performance Level Descriptors (PLDs) are aligned to the Commaon Core State
Standards (CCS5) and are therefore based on the progression of those standards. The PLDs are text

descriptions of the fundamental skills and knowledge demonstrated by students in each category of
achievement.
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PERFORMAMNCE LEVEL DESCRIPTORS

GRADE 11: Mathematics

Level 4

Exceeds Standards

Level 3

Meets Standards

Lewvel 2

Approaching Standards

Level 1

Partially Meets Standards

The student has
exceeded the proficiency
leveland demonstrates
@ thorough
understanding of and
ability to apply the
mathematics knowledge
and ckills relative to the
CCS5 Mathematics
contentstandards. The
student can solve
problemsthat call for a
range of strategies,
accurate and insightful
reasoning, and
connecting different
areas of mathematics.

The student has met the
proficiency leveland
demaonstrates an
adequate understanding
of and ability to apply the
mathematics knowledge
and skills needed relative
to the CCSS Mathematics
contentstandards. The
student can solve
problems that call for use
of strategies and
accurate reasoning
accurately applied in
different areas of
mathematics.

The student is
approachingthe
proficiency leveland
demonstrates an
incomplete
understanding of and
ahility to apply the
mathematics
knowledge and skills
relative to the CCSS
Mathernatics content
standards. The student
can solve problems that
call for simple
strategies and
reazoning applied to
basic areas of
mathematics.

The student has partially
met standards and
demaonstrates a minimal
understanding of and
ahility to apply the
mathematics knowledge
and skills needed
relative to the CCSS
Mathematics content
standards. The student
can solve some
problems that require
applying simple
strategies to basic areas
of mathematics but
without an
understanding of the
reasoning behind the
strategies.
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PERFORMAMNCE LEVEL 1

Students at this level demonstrate knowledge of simple linear equations, mostly in one-step problems
in context, and solve problemswith given data displayed in graphs or tables. They can solve problems
arising from familiar contexts, identify important quantities, and begin developing models. They can
solve problems that involve simple logical reasoning with basic abstract concepts.

Studentsin this that levelcan:

10.

11.
12

13

14

Solve problems involving proportional relationships, ratios, rates, and units ina variety of
contexts

Understand and use the fact that when two quantities are in a proportional relationship, if one
changes by a scale factor, then the other also changes by the same scale factor

Solve problems involving unit conversion within measurement systems

Solve problems involving derived units or unit conversion between different measurement
systems

Solve problems involving percentagesin a variety of contexts. Examples include, but are not
limited to, discounts, interest, taxes, tips, and percentincreases and decreases for many
different quantities

Analyze and solve systems two of linear equations given algebraically and graphically

Solve problems involving a system of two linear equations in a familiar context

Create and solve simple linear equations in one variable, but make only limited strategic use of
algebraic structure, including writing equivalentequations

Solve problems involving a figure or an objectthat can be modeled by a geometric figure using
given information such as length, area, surface area, or volume

Fluently selectthe correctarea or volume formula for a given figure and calculate a specified
value

Read and use information presented in simple tables or simple graphs

Understand and recognize linear and nonlinear functions but cannot differentiate between
quadratic and exponential functions

Use the relationship between variables shown in a graph or a scenario to make predictions and
conclusions given a simple context

Given an appropriate data set, determine the measures of center (mean, median) and spread
{range, standard deviation) to summarize one set of data
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PERFORMAMNCE LEVEL 2

Students at this level demonstrate some knowledge linear relationships in one and two variables, and systems of
linear equations in two variables. They can apply, inconsistently, their knowledge of multiple representations of these
relationships and the interpretation of these representations. They have some difficulty with multistep problems that
require the use of several skills and concepts. Overall, studentsuse a limited range of strategies needed to solve
different types of problems. They can solve problems that require identifying key guantities as well as recognizing the
need to supply and developing missing information. They can begin to identify logical assumptions within a model
and produce partial justifications and explanations with the model.

Students in this level can (in addition to level 1):

W@ s

10.

11.

12

13
14.
15.

16.
17.

18

22
23

Understand and use the relationship between percentchange and growth factor (e.g., 5% and 1.05); include
percentages greater than or equal to 100%

Solve multistep problems using percentages
Analyze data to make predictionsand calculate probability concepts with context

Create and use linear equations in one and two variables to model and solve problemsin a context

Interpreta termin a linear equation in one variable

Solve a linear equation in onewvariable, making strategic use of algebraic structure

Usze structure and reasoning to solve simple rational, radical polynomial, and absolute value equations
Interpretthe meaning of a term in a linear function in two variables that represents a contextand/or explain
how the variables are related

Write an equation for a line given different conditions (e.g., two points on the line or one point and the slope of
the ling)

Make connections between tabular, algebraic, or graphical representations of a linear equation in two variables,
deriving one representation from the others

Create and use a system of two linear equations in two variablesto solve problems in a context

. Apply knowledge that changing by a geometric figure by a =cale factor of (x) changes all lengths by a factor of (x)

but does not change angle measures

Add, subtract, multiply, and factor polynomials

Use some concepts related to congruence and similarity of triangles to solve familiar problems

Apply knowledge of the relationship of angles (complementary, supplementary, corresponding, vertical, etc.)
formed when a transversal cuts parallel lines

Interpretslope (rate of change) and intercepticonstant term) of a linear model inthe context of the data
Make strategic use of algebraic structure and the properties of operations to identify and create equivalent
expressions (linear, quadratic, and exponential)

. Read and interpret contextual information presentedina graph or table
19.

20.
21.

Choose an appropriate graphical representation for a given data set

Interpretthe effect of outlierson measures of centerand spread

Interpretone- and two-way tables, tree diagrams, area models, and other representations to find relative
frequency, probabilities, and conditional probabilities

Identify when sample data can be used to make inferences aboutthe corresponding population
Construct chains of reasoningto justify a model used
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PERFORMAMCE LEVEL 3

Students at this level demonstrate some mastery of linear and nonlinear relationships and can apply linear and
nonlinear relationships in different contexts. They can solve problems that require them to construct, justify, and
reason with mathematical models in a variety of settings. They can compare the strengths and weaknesses of
different models for the same setting, and they can support their reasoning in constructing and using mathematical
models. They solve problems that require the use of strong problem solving methods (standard algorithms,
mathematical reasoning) as well as questions that can be answered with weaker problem solving methods (trial and

error).

Studentsin this level can (in addition to level 2):

I

10.

11.

12

13

14.

15.

16.
17.

18.
19.

20

Use properties of the number system to solve equations with rational exponentsand make sense of the
algebraic structure to solve theze problemsin multiple representations
Construct and use linear equations and inequalities in one or two variables to solve problems and interpretthe
solutions in a variety of cantexts
Solve problems utilizing systems of linear equations and inequalitiezin a variety of contexts
Given a figure and a transformation, identify a transformed figure
Solve problems involving properties of right triangles
Use given geometric theoremsand properties of rigid motions, lines, angles, triangles, and parallelograms to
zolve routine problems and to prove statements about angle measurement, triangles, distance, line properties,
and congruence
Make strategic use of algebraic structure, the properties of operations, and reasoning to solve quadratic
equations in one variable prezented in a variety of forms (e.g., standard form, completing the square)
Derive, create, and solve equations or functions to model problems in a variety of contexts with multiple
variables
Fluently solve quadratic equations in one variable, either written as a quadratic expression in standard form
equal to zero or by completingthe square
Determine the conditions under which a quadratic equation has no solution, one real solution, or two real
solutions
Use structure and reasoning to solve rational, radical, quadratic, exponential, polynomial, and absolute value
equations in one variable
Use function notation to representand interpretinputf/output pairsin terms of a contextand points on the
graph
Interpretthe meaning of an input/output pair, constant, variable, factor, or term of both linear and non-linear
relationships based on a context
Solve problems involving quadratic or exponential relationzhips by identifying the equation or function, or by
creatingand using the function
Make connections between tabular, algebraic, and graphical representations of equations, functions and
inequalities by:

o when given one representation, selecting another representation

o identifying features of one representation given another representation, including maximum and

minimum values of the function
o determining how a graph is affected by a change to its equation, including a vertical shift or scaling of
the graph

Solve multi-step problems that require factoringa polynomial or simple rational function
Representand interpretinput/output pairs of a linear or non-linear function in terms of a context and points an
a graph; and prezentthe zolutions, intercepts, and keyfeaturesin terms of a context
Uze the mean and standard deviation of a data =et to fit the set to a normal distribution
Representdata ontwo quantitative variables in graphs, tables, and scatterplots, and describe how the variahles
are related
Construct and interpretone- and two-way tables, tree diagrams, area models, and other reprezentations to find
relative frequency, probabilities, and conditional probabilities
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21.

22.
23.

24,

25.
26.

27.

When given a linear, exponential, or quadratic relationship between two variables, fit a function to the data in
order to solve multistep contextual problems
Determine whether a sample survey, experiment, or observational study is most appropriate
Determine appropriate representations of categorical and quantitative data, summarizing and interpretingthe
data and characteristics of the reprezentations
Describe and interpret possible associations and trendsin given data
Recognize and determine conditional probability and independence in contextual problems
Know, apply, and prove relevanttheoremssuch as
o the vertical angle theorem
o triangle similarity and congruence criteria
o triangle angle sum theorem
o the relationship of angles formed when a transversal cuts parallel lines
Determine which staterments may be required to prove certain relationships or to satisfy a giventheorem
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PERFORMAMCE LEVEL 4

students at this level demonstrate a strong command of reasoning and of the previous mathematics relationships and
skills described in the first three performance levels. Students can fluently solve multistep contextualized problems
that integrate more than one standard. Overall, students effectively use a range of strategies and reasoning to solve a
variety of problem types. They can solve unfamiliar problems by insightful, creative use of models. They can identify
the logical assumptions in models; theycan analyze, apply, interpret, and justify models with accurate, careful
reasoning; and theycan compare multiple plausible approaches to modeling in a setting and thoughtfully choose the
most appropriate model.

students at this level can (in addition to level 3):

10.
11.

12.

13.

14.

15.
16.

Solve problems involving the Pythagorean theorem, right triangle trigonometry, trigonometric ratios, and
properties of special righttriangles in a variety of contexts

Solve problems involving definitions, properties, and theorems relating to circles and parts of circles, such as radii,
diameters, tangents, angles, arcs, arc lengths, and sector areas

Create an equation of the form (x — h)* + (¥ —k)* = F to reprezentacircle in the xy-plane, and describe how the
change to the equation representingacircle in the xy-plane affectsthe graph of the circle or vice versa
Complete the square in an equation representingacircle or a parabolato determine properties of the circle when
graphedin the xy-plane

Uze the distance formulain problems related to circles and related to focus and directrix in parabolas
Understand geometric constructions: copying a segment, copyingan angle, bisecting an angle, bisecting a
cegment, and includingthe perpendicular bisector of aline segment

Specify a sequence of transformations that will carry a geometric figure onto another figure

Given a trigonometric value and quadrant for an angle, utilize the structure and relationships of trigonometry,
including relationshipsin the unit circle, to identify other trigonometric values for the given angle

Apply knowledge and understanding of the complex number system to add, subtract, multiply, and divide with
complex numberzand solve problems

Estimate and interpretthe slope and intercepts of the line of best fit for a given scatterplot in a context
Fluently apply linear and nonlinear relationships (quadratic and exponential) to model and solve problems, and
make estimates that do not involve an exact number for either growth or decay

Create, solve, and interpret nonlinear functionz and demonstrate how changesin parameters can affecttheir
models, both algebraically and graphically

Make strategic use of algebraic structure and the properties of operations to identify and create equivalent
expressions (rational, radicals and rational expressions)

Identify, construct, and use logarithmic and trigonometric functions to model a relationship between quantities
and zolve problems

Solve systems of nonlinear equationsin two variables

Identify the effects of transformations on graphs of linear and non-linear functionsand determine the end
behavior of polynomials

Apply the addition rule of probahility
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Appendix D: Operational Rating Sheet
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Appendix E: Training Evaluation Form

&

Panelist's ID#:

Training /Ready to Proceed Evaluation

SAT Evidence-Based Reading and Writing

The purpose of this form is to verify whether you understand the general purpose of the standard

setting study and believe thatyou have received sufficient information and explanation to make your

standard setting judgments.

Yes

No

I understand the purpose of the standard setting study.

| understand the steps|am to follow to make my standard setting judgments.

I understand the concept of the borderline examinee.

I am ready to complete my standard setting judgments.

If you responded "No" to any of these statements, please indicate what additional information or
explanations you need.

(Date) (Signature)

(Print Name)
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Appendix F: Round 1 Evaluation

Round 1 Evaluation — SAT Evidence-Based Reading and Writing Standard Setting

For questions 1-6, please indicate below the degree to which you agree with each of the
following statements.

Strongly Strongly
Disagree | Disagree | Agree | Agree

1. lunderstand the purpose of the study.

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

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

4. The ALDs that were developed prior to the
meeting were accurate.

5. lunderstand the concept of the borderline
examinee,

6. The ALDs helped me to determine how to
rate each item.

For questions 7-11, indicate how influential each of the following factors was in completing the

4item ratings.

MNot Very
Influential | Influential | Influential

7. Completing the test before beginning the task.
8. My perception of the difficulty of the items

5. The ALDs

10. The consequences of the testfor students

11. My experience with students in my classroom

12. Please identify any additional factors you considered in making your Round 1 ratings that were not

included above.

13. Do you have other comments that you would like to share at this time (use back of paperif
needed)?




Appendix G: Final Evaluation Form

Final Evaluation Form for SAT Evidence-Based Reading and Writing

s
For questions 1-15, please indicate below the degree towhich you agree with each of the following
statements.
Strongly Strongly
Disagree | Disagree | Agree | Agree
1. lunderstood the purpose of the study.
2. The instructions and explanations provided by
the facilitator were clear.
3. The training on the standard setting method gave
me the information | needed to complete my
assignment.
4. The PLDs that were developed prior to the
meeting were accurate,
5. lunderstood the concept of the borderline
examinee,
6. The PLDs helped me to determine how torate
each item.
7. It was beneficial to have an opportunity for table
discussions between rounds.
8. It was beneficial to have an opportunity to
review feedback between rounds.
8. 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 |
rated the items in round 3.
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 | rated the items in round 3.
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.
12. | felt engaged in the process.
13. | was comfortable sharing my ideas with the
other panelists during the discussions.
14. 1 am confident this standard setting process will
produce fair cut scores.
15. I would be comfortable defending this process to
my peers.
(OVER)
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16. If you answered Disagree or Strongly Disagree to any of the above, please give us feedback
on what could have been done differently to change this outcome. Please attach additional

pages, if needed.

For questions 17-28 indicate how influential each of the following factors was in completing

your ratings.

Mot
Influential

Influential

Very
Influential

17. Completing the test before beginning the task.

18. My perception of the difficulty of the items

15. The actual item difficulty provided for each item

20. Distributions of students expected to earn each
performance] level

21. Table discussion after Round 1

22. Table discussion after Round 2

23. Large group discussion after Round 2

24. The average ratings of other panelists at my table

23. The average ratings of all panelists in the room

26. The PLDs

27. The consequences of the exam for students

28. My experience with students in my classroom

(Mext Page)
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259. Were there other factors that influenced your ratings in any of the three rounds that were
not described above? If yes, please describe the other factors. Please attach additional

pages, if needed.

For questions 30-38, first indicate how useful each of the following materials or procedures was

in completing the exercises over the past couple of days.

Mot
Useful

Useful

Very
Useful

30. Taking the exam prior to beginning the task

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

32. Referencing the PLDs

33. Table discussion after round 1

34, Table discussion after round 2

33. Test overview

36. Actual item difficulty values

37. Distribution of students earning each performance
level

38. Large group discussion after round 2

(OVER)
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35. Canyou think of other information that would have been useful to you during the standard
setting process in helping you make your ratings? If yes, Please indicate what other
information you would have found useful. Please attach additional pages, if needed.

For questions 40-43, please indicate how appropriate the amount of time was to complete the
different components of the standard setting task.

Too Little About Too Much
Time Right Time

40. Taking the test

41, Reviewing the PLDs

43, Training on the rating task before Round 1

43, Round 1 of the rating task

44, Table discussion after round 1

45, Round 2 of the rating task

4. Table discussion after round 2

47. Large group discussion after round 2

48. Review of impact data for the total group

45. Review of impact data for my table

(Next Page)
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50. Please share any comments that you may have on the items, standard setting process, meeting
logistics, or other topic of interest.
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Appendix H: Example Individual-Panelist Feedback Form

2017 SAT ERW - Round 1 Results - Panelist 1

Your Table Total Group

Your Total Number of
Multiple Choice Questions Recommendation | Recommendation Recommendation Items on Test
49.50 3495 3330 4950

Number of MCQ itemns (out of 96) the
student must get correct to be placed into
the Approaching category:
Number of MCQ items (out of 96) the
student must get correct to be placed into 67.20 5940 56.05 6720 56.83 4385 7050 96
the Meets category:

Number of MCQ! items (out of 96) the
student must get correct to be placed into 76.00 79.00 7165 8545 74.90 58.00 8545 96
the Exceeds category:

37.00 3025 5265 96
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Appendix I: Item-Level Feedback Round 1 - ERW

Round 1 Individual Questions Feedback for the SAT ERW

Median Rating at Each Cut Score - Total Group

525 3

RO 1 90 092
RO 2 30 725 a0 074
RD 3 40 60 &3 064
RD 4 30 325 &0 054
RD3 30 30 725 048
RD & 33 30 3 061
RO T 43 i) 875 065
RO & I35 ST &0 E4
RO 9 IS5 625 &3 0&7
RO 10 30 3 90 0a2
RO 11 40 60 &0 LT
RO 12 30 33 3 054
RD 13 325 30 3 052
RO 14 30 a0 725 050
RD 13 40 60 825 0.36
RD 16 33 60 3 0.35
RO 17 40 60 &0 036
RD 13 40 625 &3 0.7
RO 19 30 475 o 0.38
RO 20 30 425 ] 046
RO 21 33 60 &0 060
RD 22 40 60 3 035
RO 23 325 525 75 034
RO 24 33 625 &0 062
RD 23 43 i) &3 0.38
RO 26 375 50 75 044
RD 27 325 30 o 047
RD 28 43 675 875 070
RO 29 40 60 &0 070
RD 30 60 3 90 029
RO 31 325 30 3 033
RO 32 30 50 70 043
RD 33 33 325 3 024
RD 34 40 Y &0 069
RO 35 40 575 75 038
RD 36 40 60 825 073
RD 37 33 325 A 023
RO 38 30 50 75 039
RD 39 40 60 A 0.38




Round 1 Individual Questions Feedback for the SAT ERW

Median Rating at Each Cut Score - Total Group

tem
No. Approaching Meets Exceeds

RO 40 30 50 725 041
RD 41 30 50 725 0.36
RO 42 30 475 675 0.38
RO 43 40 60 73 034
RO 44 30 50 725 0.33
RO 45 30 50 70 029
RO 46 30 45 70 0.39
RD 47 30 45 725 015
RO 45 5325 73 90 075
RO 43 40 25 T 042
RD 50 3’5 525 725 0
RD 51 50 70 85 048
RD 52 35 475 725 0.36
WL 1 50 725 90 0.88
WL 2 40 a5 80 0.56
WL 3 40 60 &0 063
WL 4 50 T0 a0 0.60
WL5S 50 725 85 0.69
WLE 425 625 85 067
WLT 425 65 825 0.58
WL E 45 65 85 079
WLS 45 65 90 058
WL 10 35 50 75 0.37
WL 11 40 65 875 0.60
WL 12 50 65 85 072
WL 13 35 55 &0 043
WL 14 30 50 T25 043
WL 15 45 65 875 070
WL 16 40 60 775 0.76
WL 17 425 65 85 046
WL 18 45 70 87.5 0.54
WL 19 45 675 85 0.7
WL 20 35 575 73 0.35
WL 21 35 55 T3 050
WL 22 30 50 75 032
WL 23 50 72 90 0.56
WL 24 50 725 85 045
WL 25 475 65 85 0.69
WL 26 35 65 85 0.50
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WL 27
WL 28
WL 23
WL 30
WL
WL 32
WL 33
WL 4
WL 35
WL 35
WL 3T
WL 38
WL 39
WL 40
WL 41
WL 42
WL 43
WL 44

Round 1 Individual Questions Feedback for the SAT ERW

Median Rating at Each Cut Score - Total Group

40 60

375

& 8 &

i

& &

IS
40

325

& o

425

60
675
525
ST
675

4
in

eI EIREIE IR

EEHEHEEEEEHEEEHEEE

04
072
061
o

044
0.66
0.30
0.52
053
065
0.56

057

0.41

o3

07D
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Appendix ]: Opening Session Slides

‘N

IlinoisSAT Standard Setting

September I7 17

Dezaris L

Wwelcome and Introductions

=|SBE
= (Cnllege Board
= Facilitators

Purpose of meeting

= To make a recommendation to state
policymakers about the locations of the cut
soores on the SAT Evidence-Bazed Reading and
Wiriting Section [ERW) or on the SAT Math
Eection.

= your recommendations will be part of the
infarmation that will be reviewed in the policy
meeting where the final cut score locations wi

be decided.

4 Performance Levels

Partzlly Approsching Il Excands
Iemets Standard Standard Ttandard
Standard {hizgh]
{r=ngl
B W B
Cut Scores
——

Borderfine Examines

= Baminse exhibits just barely enough skills to be

placed into the performanos bews
* Ef. Examines exhibits jus enough nowledge ad sk

‘o be considensd 2 hssts Standsrd.

= At the threshold

= hfinimally Compet=nt

= Ealanced at the top of the hill — exhibits just
enough skill to roll down the hill into the next
cat=gory rather than fall back into the previous

Catezory

Who are the Borderline Examinees?

Partizlly Mests Approaching Mests Excesds
Standard Standard |Standard] Standard

ﬁlﬂ*l* iiii
AN
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Performance Leval Descriptors —PLDs

= Desoribe what studsnts in sach performanos bews
should reasonably know and be able to do

= Relate directly to the knowisdze, skills, and abilites 2
student should know and be able to demonstrate to
e=arn sach performanos lews

= Distinguish clearly from one level { Approaching) to the
n=xt | hfmets)

= Represent the performance of the Borderdine
Examinee at =ach performanoe level {except for PLD 1
which is not at the Borderfins)

mndified Angoff method [the standard setting task)

= Far each item

Consider 100 borderfine sxaminses at sach
Performance Lewsl.

Consider how difficult you believe the item will be for
=ach group of 100 borderiine scaminess and what
aboiut the fbem makes it mone or less difficult

For sach group of 100 borderfine saminses
separately, record the number of examiness that you
wiould sxpect to answer the item correctly based on
the PLDs.

Considerations

= When making ratings remember to take into
consideration and refer back to the following
information:

= The Performanos Level Descriptors | PLDs for sach

performanos ke

The knowiedze, skills, and abilities reguired to

answesr the itam correcthy.

* The Borderfine Examines at sach performance levs

You are important!

= |Each of you was invited becauss we value your
oipinicn, sxpertiss, and sxperiencs. Fosl fres to
share your thoughts with your group during the
designated discussion times but remember that the
actual assignment of em Etings is an individua
task and should be completed independenthy.

= Discussion is valuable to =nsure that all perspectives
are represented. Diversity is valued and conssnsus &
not & goal of the discussion.

= Start time & 3:23am

= Enesictuct will e arsilaie Deginning at 715

= Crier -t start time, e times found on e sgends sne
estimertes and will remainfluid sneeded 1o acomplish he
wnrk et srmsded.

= Plmzss remain etk ot e tme we sndsadh day s itis
reaird b0 preclict b o iy acticities will e and
participation from everpone isnesded st esch sieg.

= Dwess coemfortaiily and consider bringing & saesber or dressig,

I larpers iin case the room femperabure does not makh your

preferance —we willtrg butitis hard o please sesrpone, so
b= prepared.

= Phezos taioe ok during The mesting to help usdooement e
proomss,

Breakout Rooms

= ELA — Conferencs Center 84 — Pamela Kaliski
= hath —Conference Center #2 — Lei Wan

= Lunch — Prairie Room
= Biregics — Dutside Mesting Rooms

THANK yOU!l
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Appendix K: Math Slides

‘48>

Illinois 5AT Standard Setting
Math Meeting

Seprbemine =

Purpose of meeting

= To make a recommendation to state
policymakers about what the locations of
the cut scores should be on the SAT Math

= 4 performance levels [Partizlly Meets
Standard, Approaching Standard, Meets
Standard, and Exceeds Standard); 3 cut
=oore locations will need to be
recomimended.

The next 2 days...

= Cverview of SAT

= Experience the SAT Math Test

= |ntroduce the Borderiine Examines

= Familiarize with Performance Leve
Deccriptions  [PLDs)

= Training and practice on the Standard Setting
Rating Tazk

= hdake your ratings/discussion [Round 1,
Round 2, Round 3)

= Final Evaluation and wrap-up

. o

Meeting Logistics

= |ntroduction of College Board staff members

= pleaze introduce yourself to the group

* Mame, Position, stc.

= poends —all times are approximate [white)

= Eathrooms, Breaks, et

= confidentiality of materals; Panelist unigue 1D

= Discussion outside the room.

= Cell phones should be off or sienced and used
anly outside of this room.

= Tzble leaders

= Complete confidentiality form [white) and bio
form [onfimel P

4 Performance Levels

Partimlly Approaching Ilmets Tyommds
Mt Standard Standard Standard
Standard {high]
{regl
200 W -]
Cut Scores
]

Overview of SAT
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Experience the Exam

= You have 1 hour to take the SAT Math section
[oip=rational time is B0 minuwt=s)

* Plan to spend 15 minuwtes on the No Caloulator ems,
and 43 minutes on Calculator items

» Tirme= will be znnounced at 15 minwtes and sgain at S
miiniurbes beforne time is done.

* Do your best but don't agonize over any one guestion
sinos pou need to experiencoe all the guestions in the
time allowed.

= When done let us know by standing up name
tent and we will distribute the answer key o you
«can soore yourself. Also, if everyone completes
earty this will let us move on to the next activity.

Performance Level Descriptors —PLDs

= Describe what students in sach performanos beve
should reasonably know and be able to do

= Relate dirsctly to the knowledze, skills, and abifities z
student should know and be able to demonstrate to
=arn =ach performance leve

= Distinguizh clearly from one bevel | Approaching) to the
emxct | beets

= Represent the performancs of the Borderdine
Examiner at sach performance kevel {except for PLD 1
whhich is not st the Borderiine)

Range of Performance Within Level

Mpgnaaching U s
Smndnd Smandnd Smwndend
L I | 1

i f’"ﬂ"‘if;ﬂf’*‘?*ﬁf; i

CIMDE, T T B C
samegaey izl gl samegaey

Review of ltems
Feel free to take notes in pour test booklet

= How did you do on the items? Any perfect
soores?

= What are your general thoughts on the exam?

= Did you find any items easier or more difficult
than you expected? What do you think causes
the items to be easier or mone difficult?

= What knowledze, skills, and abilities are needed

to answer the items comecthy?

Range of Performance on the Test

Partizlly Me=sts  Approaching M=ats Enceads
Standard Standard Standard  Standard
o] {high]

Borderline Student—

Lot Lavcal o Wnoaiedpe, Solis L Aoices Thow 350 Gelonge In o Laecel

Aaprauching [ [
Eundund

lt*“\f’ﬂﬂﬁﬂf”ﬁﬁf

™~

| ey o the dnimaly CoTosoeT
£ i I T s Thoenad
samagaey S 3LL
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Borderline Examinee at Each Level

Partizlly Mests Approaching Mests Exomeds
Stanedard Stanedard |51:md:r\d Stanedard
1

| I 1

1

L] i

Agprauching [ [

Turn over to..

= Yo are fammiiliar with Mt saction of theeem st fis
paint, ard heve begun toconceptuslie he borderdine
Eeaminee.

= Kow you will Feear mom about the knowsdes, skills, 2
ahilities that ane neosscary for students reosfving esch
SAT performance bevel todemonstrie on The Meth
smction.

= Bill will e PLDS with paneists

4 Performance Levels

Partially Mests Approaching et Syrands
Standard Standard Standard Standard
{low] {hizghi
20 W ww
Cut Scores

Borderline Examinee at Each Level

Partizlly Mests Approaching Mests Excesds
Standard Standard |51=nd=r\d Standard
L

|

1
1

i

Aograuching [ [

Maodified Angoff Method [the standard setting task)

= For each item

* Consider 100 borderfins sxaminess at =ach
performanos Level.

Consider how difficult you belisve the iem will b= for
=ach group of 100 borderiine examiness and what
about the item makes it more or less difficult —
worabulang content, distractor, etc.

For each group of 100 borderfine sxaminsss
separately, record the number of examinses that you
would expect to answer the ibem commectly based on
the PLDs.

Thought Process

= (Sive the tbem, how difficult it is, and the PLDSs what
proportion of borderfine sxaminses ot the Meets
Standard cut would answer the ibem conmecthy?

= Chesn the bem, how difficult it is, snd the PLDs what
proportion of borderfine sxaminses at the
Bpprosching Standard cut would answer the bem
commecthy?

= Sheen the tem, how difficwlt it is, and the PLDs, what
proportion of borderfine examinsss at the Eeceeds
Standard cut would ancwer the bem conmecthy?

81



Acceptable Range of Responses

= Ratings on MC bems can be any number betwesen 10
and 95 in increments of 5:
10, 15,20, 25, 30, 35, 40, 45, 50 55, 80, 65 70,75,
BQ, B3, 50, 55

= Ratings on Erid-in items can be 510 850y 5

= Ratings for higher cut scores should be sgual to or
higher than the ratings for lower cut scores

= | Jz= the =ntine range 25 appropriates. bmay help to
think about the distractors and how many youthink
=ach group of borderfine saminsss would be abls to
eliminate based on the PLDs.

Chance — Grid Ems

= Students produce responses for 34T Grid-in ems.

= Students would be sxpected to have o chanos of
Eusssing.

= However, to recognize that students with partia
knowiedge mary hawve low chanos of getting the ie=m
cornecthy we allow the lowesst probability to be 5 fora

-

Girid-in it=m.

Recording the ratings

= First write your rating for sach item at sach cut soone on
the paiper form prowvided.

= Diouble check that mumbsers to the right ane sgual to or

anger than numbers to the l=ft and o cells ane l=ft

blank. | practics data entry tab in Google docs
workbook)

= Uze the pull down memnss or type directly into the o=l
to enter your ratings into the spreadshest.

ou should have o bright red cells or
blank celis in the spreadshest.

= | et room staff koo wiesn pow ane done entering pour
ratings by standing your neme bent on end.

Chance — MC items

= The SAT MC itemsane4 dhoios bems.

= Students would be spsched 10 met 73% oonect by dhenos i they
woene shricty muscine.

= To be placosd inbo Approaching Standand, shudents should Fane to
dio mane than just muses so the rumber of shderts tret pou
s=bact should ususlly be Righer than 25

= A wailue lower fhan 2320, 13, and 10] canbe used when you
beliee it is Absokrbety necescary but should beused sparingty
sinoz it indicates the studants ane apeactad 10 do even wome Ten
Eusssing the anmwer cormcthy.

= aluss of 23 aned lowerwill tum pelion on your dats entry sheet
=5 & reminder that frase ane wiies storbelow dance.

High End Rating

= For both MG and n items, the highest mting
possibile is 95, in recognition that perfect performanos &
ot Ccomimion, not @ reasonable sxpectation for
borderfine studsnts.

Make Practice Rati

= Lising tive practios evfing fonm jrreen |, make mties for e 1
ard 16 in the no cilalsiorsection and fiems 1 and 21 in the
calloulator saction.

= Remmminer b nefisnenos pour PLDsfor the Dordemine samie

at msd out soore.

‘Wirite your mitings on the paper fomm and Then ener thise

ratings into the prctics dataentry form on pour Bpiop.

= Plezse let us know i pou heve oy questions or nesd help
aooessing the data entry form.

= Phmmos chand WU PRI vt om e e o s fnished.
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Discuss Practice Ratings

= |dentify the ranze of ratings based on the
practice.

= Diccuss discrepant ratings and rationakes

= 2 dditional guestions about the tazk of
providing ratings?

= Training/Ready to Proceed Evaluation
Farm (bhee)

Provide Round 1 Ratings

= pqultiple Choice Items
* For szch cut score, prowvids the numiber of borderfine
eaminess out of 100 that would be sxpected to
answeer each ibem commecthy.
* Reference the PLDs to make Ratings.
= After data entry is completed, stand names tent on
end.
= Complete Round 1 Eahstion Form | onlfine)
= Chack materials back in and be sune facilitator checks
that all ratings are pres=nt and dismisses you befons
aving.

Welcome Back

Day 2

Round 1 Table Discussion

= peview item level feedback form

= |dentify tems whene your table differed meost.

= Discuss Items with the Most Discrepant ratings
first. Provide rationales for why one person
rated higher while another rated lower.

= Concider the item difficulty rating and how it
compares to your perception of the item.

= geview individual summary and discuss how
your cut score recommendations  differ from
each other and from the total group.

Round 2 Ratings

= Round 2 gives you an opportunity to changs your
ratings based on the additional information you hewve
reo=ived during the table discussion.

= Yo mary change any or all of your ratings. You may alss
choose to changs none of your mtings. Only record in
the Rownd 2 column the ratings that yoware changing.
B pane o maios the same changss to pour data =ntry
spresdshest!

= Remember to always reference the PLDs

= When finished please stand your name tent on end.

Round 2 Table Discussion

= Review item level feedback form for your table
and compare to the form for the room.

= |dentify items whene your table differed meost
in how they rated the items.

= geview individual summary and discuss how
your cut soore necommendations  differ from
each other and from the total group.

= Keep notes of key points to chare in large
group disCussion
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Round Z Large Group Discussion

= Digcuss most discrepant plapsments and shans
discussion from table groups
= B sure to reference PLDs in the rationabss.

Round 2 Discussion

= Present Imipact Data

Percent

534 |24.78%
1544
34.01 | 75.22%
Fartially Meets | 41.21

= Diccuss impact datain tables.

Round 3 Ratings

= Round 3 gves you & final opportunity to chengs your
ratings based on the additional information youw hewve
received during the Rownd 2 discussion.

You may change any or all of yowr ratings. You may alss
chooss to changs mone of your mtings. Only recond in
the Rownd 3 cohumin the ratings that youwane changing.
B sure to make the same changes to youwr data =ntry
spreadchest!

= Remember to ahlveys referenos the PLDs

= When finished please stand your names t=nt on =nd.

Round 3 Debrief

= present Imipact Data

hi ment Cut Percent
Level Score

32.753 | 83.15
30.40

HEEE

Partially Mests

Final Thoughts

= Are thene any guestions or comments that you
wiould fike to share 2t this time before we snd
thes messting?

= Hawe you completed your final svahation form?
If not, please do so |link in pdf on your Eptop)

= Tuarm in materials @t the “check out station” at
the front of the roocm:

" S raing farm iy

= Cheeck the sizn out sheet. Diont begres until powr
materials have boen offically checked back in.

= You can either lmave sverything sls= on your desk
or take it with you.
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Appendix L: ERW Slides

Illinois SJ-'.T Sfdrlddrl:l SP r'|
Evidence Ed.ﬂ‘d Reading .:rll:l Writing

Sentemid

Parmela K

Meeting Logistics

= |ntroduction of College Board staff members

= pleaze introduce yourself to the group

* Mames, Position, =tc.

= pxenda — 3l times are approximate [white)

= Eathrooms, Breaks, et

= confidentiality of materials

= Discussion outside the room

= Cell phones chould be off or silenced and used
only outside of this room.

= complete confidentiality form [white} and bio
form [onfine/green)

= panefist unigee 1D number, table leaders  Fosee—

Purpose of meeting

= To make a recommendation to state
policymakers about what the locations of the
cut soores should be on the SAT Evidence-
Based Reading and Writing Section [ERW).
= Use your expertise, knowlsdge, and sxperisnos with
students along with background and reference
information that we will provide to you over the
courss of the two days.
- Acl' evement levels [Partially Mests Standard,
— Exgeeds Standard, high); 3 cut score
:»cat'cnrs will need to be recommended.
{MNote: Pleose ba mindfu! of pading ot issues; necosd tham
saporataly)

4 Performance Levels

Partlly  Approaching Mlmets Tyrmads
It Standard Standard Standard
Stanvdard {hizh]
{rey]
N W -
Cut Scores
rmgman

= Cwerview of SAT

= Experience the SAT Evidence-bazed Reading &
Writing section [ERW)

= |ntroduce the Borderfine Examines

= Familiarize with Performance Leve
Descriptions  [PLDs)

= Training and Practice on the Standard Setting
Rating Tazk

= hdake your ratings/discussion [Round 1,
Round 2, Round 3)

= Final Evaluation and wrap-up rmames

Jim Patterson will provide test overview
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Experience the Exam

= oy have 1.5 hours to take the SAT ERW section
[operational time is 100 minutes)

* Plan to spend &0 minwtes on Reading, and 30 minwies
on Wiriting and Language

= Tirre= will be announcsd 3t 1 howr and sgain et 10
miinwtes before time is done.

* Do your best but don'’t agonize ower any one guestion
i you nesed to sxperisnoe all the guestions in the
time allowesd.

= When done let us know by standing up name
tent and we will distribute the answer key so yow
can soore yourself., Also, i everyone completes
earfy this will let us move on to the next activity.
Liul <9

Review of ltems
Feed free to take notes in your test boolklet

= How did you do on the items? Any perfect
soores?

= What are your general thoughts on the exam?

= Did you find any items easier or mare difficult
than you expected? What do you think causes
the items to be easier or more difficult?

= What knowledge, skils, and abilities are needed

to answer the items comecthy?
= peminder of parking lot topics and note taking

= |ntroduce the Borderfine Examines

= Familiarize with Performance Level
Descriptions  [PLDs)

= Training and Practice on the Standard Setting
Rating Task

= hdake your ratings/discussion  [Round 1

il

Round 2, Round 3}

= Final Evaluation and wrap-up

Performance Level Descriptors —PLDs

= Dwgoribe what students in sach performanos bevs
showuld rezsonably know and b= able to do

= Relate directly to the knowledge, =kills, and abilities 2
student should know and be able to demonstrate to
=arn =ach performance bews

= Distinguish chearly from one bewel | Approaching) to the
nexct | Wsets)

= Represent the performanos of the Borderdine
Exsmiiners ot =zch performance level {sxospt for PLD 1
which is not at the Bordarline)

Range of Performance on the Test

Partizlly  Approaching Mlmets Excesds .. o F—
Ileets Standard Standard  Standand Sawndund Sowncurd Smndd
{l=w) {high] |
| I L 1 L | 1
I 1 I ] | |
.'...'... i | i i
hor brwaiy b tha | [ Solkdy intha midda of
CamEgany, AT Ty e
ru il il
§ gl

Range of Performance Within Level
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Borderline Student—

Lk Lavodl of Wnoaiedps, Solls L oites Thos 50 Geongt It L
Aogramching [
Srxndund Srandund

I J

' Tt S TaTaTs o

inimaly CompeoeT:
s Tranad

o
Soandend

Turn ower to im Patterson for review of PLD:
with panelists

Borderline Examinee at Each Level

Partilly Mests Approaching Mests Exoeeds
Standard Standard |Standard] Standzrd
1 | | |
Eordeioe ordeioe \Iﬂf\dt'iru
Bezemksing R [
. g

= You ane familiar with EYW saction of theeem =t fhis
paintt, amd hanne begun bo conceptusiliz the borderine
squminee.

= [ow you will lear more sbout the inowssdee, sidlls, and
ahilities that ane peoessary for studerts moeiing e
SAT lewel todemonsteie on T ERW saction.

REMINDER: Purpose of meeting

= To msios & remmimendstion to st policpmsies shout
wiart Hhe locartions of theourt soones should beon Hhe S

Ewideroe-Based Resding ard Writing Ssction (ERW).

4 sctienement beasls Partily Mests Standsnd, s —

Ewcemecls Stamdand, highl: Zaut soore o-c.efo'ns ]| e

1o be recommendsd to dassify students D one O T 2

evls,

e

= Training and Practice on the Standard Setting
Rating Task

= hdake your ratings/discussion [Round 1,

il

Round 2, Round 3)

= Final Evaluation and wrap-up

4 Performance Levels

Fartizlly Approaching Mmet Excands
Mlmats Standard Standard Standard
{how} {hizh]

N W h
Cut Scores
g
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Borderline Examinee at Each Level

Partially Me=sts Approaching Mests Excesds
Standard Standard |Standard] Standard
I Il L |
endacinn Borducion Borderinn
Aoprasching Pl [
. amama

nodified Angoff Method (the standard setting task)

= For each item

» Consider 100 bordarfine sxaminses at =ach
Performance Level.

Consider how difficult you believe the item will be for
=ach group of 100 borderiine sxaminess and what
absoust thes fbem mabes it mone or bess difficult —text
complexity of passage, wording, vocabularg, comnt=nt,
infear=nos reguired, =tc,
For ezch group of 100 borderfine saminsss
separately, recond the mumber of examinsss that you
would expect to answer the ibem commectly based on
the PLDs.

Thought Process

= Giwmn the bem, how difficult it is, snd the PLDs what
proportion of borderfine aaminses at the Meets
Standard cut would answer the item correctly?

= Given the ibem, how difficult it is, snd the PLDS what
proportion of borderfine saminses ot the
BApprosching Standard oot would snswer the ib=m
cornscthy?

= Civen the bem, how difficult it is, snd the PLDs what
proportion of borderfine scminses ot the Eovoesds
Standard cut would answer the ibem conmecthy?

Acceptable Range of Responses

= Ratings can be any number between 10and 25
in increments of 5:
10, 15, 20, 25, 30, 35, 40, 45, 50, 55, 60, 65, 70,
7%, BO, BS, B0, 05

= Ratings for higher cut scores to the right on the
rating form should be equal to or higher than
the ratings that are in the columns to the left.

= |Jze the entire range a5 appropriate. It may
help to think about the distractors and how
many you think each group of borderfine
examinees would be sble to eliminate based on
the PLD=.

B

= The 54T items ar= 4 choics bems.

= Students would be expected to get 2 5% commect by
chainoes if they were strictly puscsing.

= To be placed into Approaching students should hawve to
do more than just guess so the number of sodents that
you select should usially be higher than 25.

= & values of 10, 15, or 20 can be wssd when you belieee it
is absolutely necessary but should be used sparinghy
since it indicates the studsnts are expeched to do =ven
worse than guessing the answer cormecthy.

= Yaluwes of 10, 15, 20 and 25 will turn yellow on your data
entry sheet a5 2 reminder that these ane values at or
below chance.

-y

High End Rating

= The highest rating posshile & 93, in reoognition thet
perfiect performance iis not common, nota FExsonebE
expectation for borderline students.
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Recording the ratings

= First wrie pour eting for ssch ibem abeadh ot soore on e papsr
form provided.

= Doubile dvack that rrumibers to the fgihtare aqusl 1D or Brgerthan
rrETiDErs o Hre bt and ro ol aine bt blanic jpractios dats ety
‘taih in Sooghe docs wWorkbook]

= Then, copy ratingsintogoongk spresdshest on your Bpbop. Lise e
pulll Soeen mesives or type direclly into the ozl o enier pour rating
into the spreadshest

= Wi finished you should eveno bright ned osls or blanioslk in
the soresdsnest,

- e qu' s e pou ssbect oslisof 10, 19, 30 or 25 Ho
remind of below dhmnos|

= DD WOT COPY ANID PSTE

= Let oo stailf know wihen you ar done avtening pour ratings by
standing your name tent on end.

fresrs)

Make Practice Ratings

= W will now pass out Practios meieriails

= (Lisinge; the practios eufing fonm jrresn |, make evtings SorideTe 1
and 2 in the Resding section and fems 1and 2 in the Wiiting
= Lamprure saction.

= [Remeiner 1o nefsnencs pour PLDsfor the bondemine s
&t mach cut soore.

= WWrite your Etings on e paper fiorn and then e thoss
rartingzs iinbo e pEschice darta ebry fonm on our oo,

m [Plhemzse bt us inow i you e Ay quesstions ar need help
amessing the data enbry fonm.

= [Pz shamdl yOur P et om snd wihen pou R Sisesd.

Discuss Practice Ratings

= |dentify the range of cut scores based on
the practice.

= Discuss discrepant ratings and rationales

= pdditional Questions about the tazk of
providing ratings?

= Training/Ready to Proceed Evaluation
form [blue)

= We will be coming around to pick up your
training rating form.

= pdake your ratings/discussion [Round 1,
Round 2, Round 3}
= Final Evaluation and wrap-up rmanes

Provide Round 1 Ratings

* For sach cut scons, provide the numiber of borderines

examinesss out of 100 that would be expected to

answeer sach item commecthy.

Reference the PLDsto make Retings.

= After data entry is completed close the tab
containing the spreadsheet.

= Complete Round 1 Bwahation wusing the ondine fink

= Stand name tent onend.

= Check materials back in and be sure facilitator checks
that all ratings are present and dismisses you before

* Taowus cen manedsn (ooeaTions W

R d 1 Table G

= peview item level feedback form

= |dentify items where your group differed most
in how they rated the items.

= Discuss tems with the hMost Discrepant
Ratings first. Provide rationzles for why one
person rated higher while another rated lower.

= Concider the Item Difficulty Rating and how it
compares to your perception of the item

= peview individual summary and discuss how
your cut score recommendations  differ from
each other and from the total group.

p Discussi
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Round 2 Ratings

= Round 2 mhees you an opportunity to change your
ratings based o the additional information you hews
recsived during the table sroup discussions.

= Yo mary change any or all of your atings. ¥ou may alss
chooss to changs none of your ratings. Only recondin
the= Bowand 2 column the ratings that youare changing.
B sure to make the same changes to your data =ntry
spreadshest!

= Remember to ahlweys refersnce the PLDs

= Wihen finished please stand your names bent o end.

R

= peyview item level feedback form

» Two setc—tabls and ange =roup

= |dentify items where your group differed most
in how they rated the items.

= Concider the Item Difficutty Rating and how it
compares to your perception of the tem

= geview individual summary and discuss how
your cut soore recommendations  differ from
each other and from the total group.

= Note the key points for large group discussion

[=]

d 2 Table Group Discussion

Round 2 Large Group Discussion

= Discuss most discrepant plaosments and shane disoucson
froem talble Eroups.
= B sure to reference PLDS N The evtirmbes.,

Roi

= Present Imipact Data

2 Discussion

Achievement Percent
Level
Exceeds
Mests
Approaching
Fartially Meets

= Diccuss impact datain table groups

Round 3 Ratings

= Round 3 mhvees you a final opportunity to change your
ratings based o the additional information youw hews
recsived during the Round 2 group discussion

= Yo mary Change any or all of your mtings. You may also
chooss to changs none of your mtings. Only recondin
the= Bownd 3 column the ratings that youane changing.
B sure to make the same changes to your data =ntry
spreasdshest!

= Remember to always reference the FLDs

= Whemn Finished please stand your naimes tent om end.

Round 3 Debrief

= precent Imipact Data
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Final Thoughts

= Are there any guestions or comments that you

would fike to share at this time befone we snd
thes messting?

= Harve you completed your final svaluation form?
if mot, pl=ase do 5o |fink in pdf on your Eptop)
= Turn in materials ot the “check owt station” at
the= front of the room:
+ Bgat g

RRE et S

=]

= Cheeck the sign out sheet. Don't lesve until yowr
materizls hawe been officilly checked back in.

= Yo can either bmawve sverything slss on your desk
or take it with you.

Thank you!

Safe Travels Home!
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Appendix M: ISBE Standard Setting Information for Board Approval

ILLINOIS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION MEETING
October 18, 2017

TO: lllinois State Board of Education

FROM: Tony Smith, Ph.D., State Superintendent of Education -I,,.
Libi Gil, Ph.D., {:hlef Performance Officer{§).

Agenda Topic:  SAT School Day Performance Levels and Threshold Scores
Materials: Panelist Demographics

Staff Contact{s): Mary Reynolds, Executive Director of Innovation and Secondary
Transformation
A. Rae Clementz, Director, Assessment and Accountabil ity

Purpose of Agenda ltem

The Center for Teaching and Learning requests the Board to authonze the State Supenntendent
to adopt the following performance levels and cut scores for the SAT School Day test for the
purposes of federal and state accountability.

Relationship to the State Board's Strategic Plan and Implications for the Agency and
School Districts

The SAT School Day test provides feedback on academic success in Englishflanguage arts
(ELA) and mathematics in support of the following area of the State Board's Strategic Flan:

Every child in each public school system in the State of lllincis deserves fo attend a system
wherain...
» Ninety percent or more of students graduate from high school ready for college and
career.

Background Information

The Every Student Succeeds Act requires lllinois to administer an assessment in ELA and
mathematics at least once in high school. ISBE administered the SAT School Day test in 2016-
17 for the first time to all 11™-grade students attending public schools. llincis offered the SAT at
no cost during the school day to every student in 11th grade. This approach was both the
appropriate course of action to ensure that all llincis students had access to a college entrance
exam and to comply with federal assessment requirements. This was the first step to removing
Winois from high-risk status for the receipt of Title | Part A funds.

A rigorous standard-setting process to determine performance levels and threshold scores
aligned to lllinois Learming Standards is necessary to meet a second condition for removal of
high-risk status. lllinois will provide documentation of this process as part of the evidence
needed for peer review of lllincis’ standards and assessment system during the February
submission window. [SBE convened a panel of 49 educators with subject matter expertise (24
ELA, 25 math) on September 27 and 28, 2017, in Springfield to conduct a standard setting and
make recommendations on performance levels. The multi-phase process produced
recommended cut scores for each subject area on four performance levels: Exceeds Standards,
Meets Standards, Approaching Standards, and Partially Meets Standards. The recommended
cut scores are identified in Table One (Table Cne: Recommended Cut Scores).
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Table One: Recommended Cut Scores

Partially Meets Approaching Meets Exceeds
Standards Standards Standards Standards

ELA 430 540 640

Math 450 540 670

Summary of the Process

ISBE presented the methodology used for this standard setting to the Board on September 13,
2107. ISBE solicited panelist nominations from school and district administrators in advance of
the convening. The nominees, who were primarily practicing teachers and district personnel,
were selected to be panelists based on their content area expertise, familiarity with the lllincis
Leaming Standards, and expernience working with diverse student populations, as well as other
areas of expertise, such as college and career readiness or the development of large-scale
assessments programs (Aftachment A). A panel of subject matter experts was convened for
each subject area, with 24 panelists on the ELA panel and 25 panelists on the math panel.

Performance level descriptors (PLDs) and associated qualitative skill profiles aligned to the
linois Learning Standards were drafted by a wnting team composed of ISBE staff and extemal
content and assessment experts (Table Two: Performance Level Descriptors). The PLDs were
reviewed by College Board psychometric and content experts.

The Modified Angoff Method was used for the SAT performance level-setting process. This
method has been used with assessments such as the American College Test (ACT), the
Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (FARCC), and the National
Assessment of Educational Progress (MAEP). It also meets the Standards for Educational and
Psychological Testing. The multi-step method relies on panelists estimating the difficulty of
each item for a hypothetical group of *borderline students” (students who have just entered the
proficiency level from the one below it).

Panelists received an overview of the exam. They then actually took the exam under timed
conditions. Mext, they reviewed PLDs that were provided so they could understand the key
differences between performance levels. Finally, they received training on the Modified Angoff
Method used to make judgments.

Panelists used the PLDs to guide them in making ratings for each test item at three points.
Three rounds of ratings were conducted, and panelists were provided feedback and conducted
discussions at their tables or with the whole group after each round. After the first round,
panelists were provided information on how they rated each item compared to the others at their
table. After the second round, they received the same type of item-rating information, but were
also provided with the resulting cut scores and percentage of students who would fall into each
level if those cuts were adopted. After the third round, they were provided only with the resulting
cut scores and student distnbutions. Table Three provides information on the impact data of the
recommended cut scores (Table Three: Impact Data) and Table Four places this information in
context by showing the percentage of students that met and exceeded standards on the 2017
SAT and the 2017 PARCC (Table Four: Context Data by Subject Area).

Each panelist's estimated passing cut score for the total test was calculated by combining their
estimates for each individual item. The mean of all panelists’ final test score recommendations
was presented as the overall panel-based cut score recommendation. ISBE leadership carefully
considered this recommendation and then made its final recommendation of the cuts in Table
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One. This final recommendation adopts all of the cuts recommended by the panelists, with the
exception of the cut score for “Math Exceads.”

The final recommended cut score in math lowers the cut from the panelist-recommended cut
score of 630 to 670, which is the next achievable score below the mean panelist-recommended
cut of 676.4. Even in round three, panelists recommended cut scores at this highest level
ranging from 590 to a max 730. This change is equivalent to comrectly responding to two fewer
questions and consistent with qualitative and evaluative feedback given by math panelists. The
result of this change is a statewide Exceeds rate of 7.8 percent as opposed to 6.1 percent (the
rate at the panelist-recommended median cut score of 690) and does not change the overall
Meets/Exceeds rate of 36.3 percent, which is the rate used for purposes of accountability.

The convening was overseen by Assessment and Accountability staff; facilitated by College
Board psychometricians and content experts; and evaluated for validity by an external third
party, Dr. John Olson of Assessment Solutions Group.

Table Two: Performance Level Descriptors

4 | Exceeds The student has exceeded the proficiency level & demonstrates
Standards a thorough understanding of the knowledge & skills needed
relative to the lllinois Leaming Standards.
3 | Meets The student has met the proficiency level & demonstrates
Standards adequate understanding of the knowledge & skills needed

relative to the lllinois Leaming Standards.

2 | Approaching The student is approaching the proficiency level & demonstrates
Standards an incomplete understanding of the knowledge & skills needed
relative to the lllinois Leaming Standards.

1 | Partially Meets | The student has only partially met standards & demonstrates a
Standards minimal understanding of the knowledge & skills needed relative
to the lllinois Leaming Standards.

Table Three: Impact Data

ELA MATH
Performance Level Cut | " At Meets/Not Performance Level Cut | % At Meets/HNot
4 | Exceeds 640 | 13.0% 20 79 4 | Exceeds 670 | 7.8% -
3 | Meets 540 | 26.7% 3 | Meeis 540 | 28.5%
s i 2 i
2 | Approaching 430 | 37 4% £0.3% 2 | Approaching 430 | 32.6% 83,75
1 | Partially Meets - | 229% 1 | Partially Meets - 3IN1%




Table Four: Context Data by Subject Area

ELA
Test SAT PARCC | NAEP SAT PARCC | HAEP | |
Wear 2017 2017 | 215 2017 2017 2015
Grade 11 [i] i 11 i} i}

Level 4 [ 13.31% | 82% 4%
Level 3 | 26.99% | 312% |31%
Level 2 | 37.31% | 26.1% | 42% | Does
Level1 | 22.40% | 19.9% [23% Not |59.71% || 62.60% | 65%

Meets | 40.30% J 37.40% | 35%

Level 0 16.6% Meet

ELA

Test SAT PARCC NAEP SAT PARCC NAEP
Year 2017 2017 2015 2017 2017 2015
Grade 11 8 8 11 8 8
Level4 |13.31% |6.2% 4% Meets 40.30% | 37.40% | 35%

Level 3 26.99% 312% 31%
Level 2 37.31% 26.1% 42% Does Not | 59.71% 62.60% 65%
Level 1 22.40% 19.9% 23% Meet
Level 0 16.6%

Financial Background
MNone.

Analysis and Implications for Policy, Budget, Legislative Action, and Communications
Policy Implications: The adoption of appropriate perfformance levels and cut scores that are
reflective of the lllinois Leaming Standards and in alignment with the broader accountability
system are crucial for the accurate identification of schools in need of support and improvement.
These performance levels will impact eligibility for supports and services, as well as eligibility for
recognition as a highly effective school or district.

Budget Implications: None anticipated.

Legislative Action: Mo action is required.

Communication: Communication regarding the standard-setting process and the relationship
between the standards and their impact has been ongoing since spring 2017. Clear
communication regarding the meaning and appropriate interpretation of the performance levels
and cut scores will be conductad in conjunction with the release of the Illincis Report Card.

Pros and Cons of Various Actions

Pros: The approval of appropnate performance levels that are reflective of the lllinois Leamning
Standards and in alignment with the broader accountability system will ensure accurate
identification of schools in need of support and improvement. Additionally, adoption of
performance levels established via a ngorous standard-setting process will ensure that lllincis
complies with federal assessment requirements. The subsequent peer review process in
February will give lllincis the opportunity to be removed from high-risk status regarding
allocations of Title | Part A funds.

Cons: Failure to approve the performance levels and cut scores would result in lack of
compliance, retention or escalation of high-risk status, possibly result in the loss of Title | Part A
funds, delay the release of the Report Card, and represent a significant cost to the state
because the standard-setting process would have to be repeated.
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Superintendent’s Recommendation
| recommend that the following motion be adopted:

The State Board of Education hereby authonzes the State Superintendent
to adopt the recommended performance levels and cut scores for the SAT School Day

test.

Next Steps
UUpon Board authorization, agency staff will proceed with preparations for release of the

performance level data via the lllinois Report Card and communicate results to schools and
districts.
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