Recommendations & Issues 

South Carolina School Boards Association (SCSBA)

South Carolina Association of School Administrators (SCASA)
South Carolina Education Oversight Committee Proposed Student Performance Standards on the Palmetto Assessment of State Standards (PASS)

Student performance levels recommendations

1. The cut scores set by the EOC for PASS should be considered provisional and finalized after a confirmatory evaluation following the 2010 administration of the tests. This is a frequently recommended practice and has been used with other South Carolina assessments. 
2. To proceed with the generation of student score reports, provisional cut scores should be established for “Met” and “Exemplary” until it can be determined that a 3 or 5 or some other point scale system will be used in calculating school and district ratings.
3. The “Met” student performance level on PASS should be set at a level very similar to the “Basic” student performance level on PACT and, generally, no cut score should place “Met” below the level of “Basic” (as defined by percentages of students scoring in that category).

4. The decision to use a 3-point, 5-point or other scale for calculating school and district ratings should be deferred until the completion of simulations based on actual distributions of scores in schools and districts and their impact.  We oppose a system that benefits very high performing school districts at the expense of average and low performing districts.

Three versus five point scales issues
· The number of score categories and types of scores used for reporting student scores, calculating absolute ratings, and calculating growth ratings should be treated as three separate issues.  These three separate processes do not require use of the same scores.  In fact, PACT was reported on a 4-point scale, absolute ratings calculated with a 5-point scale, and improvement ratings calculated on a 17-point scale.
· While the EOC has discussed only 3 and 5 point options, it is possible that other numbers of scale points would be more accurate and these also could be considered.  If additional cut scores would improve the accuracy of the absolute or growth ratings, these could be established statistically without reconvening a standard-setting committee.
Response to EOC staff recommendations

“…more prudent for the students and the state to err by over-identifying students for additional support that boosts performance over time than it is to set student

performance levels anticipating a ratings criterion that has not been simulated, discussed or established.” – EOC staff
There are insufficient funds to support comprehensive remediation for large numbers of students or technical assistance to large numbers of schools. The technical assistance funding has continually declined significantly over the past three years as has other state revenue. It is highly unlikely that this situation will change soon.
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It would be an egregious error to label students or schools lower than they deserve. While the intent of school ratings in the EAA is to create a sense of urgency to improve weaknesses and celebrate successes, low ratings are more often used as a hammer, to point fingers and lay blame on the school. Low school report card ratings thwart economic development by discouraging businesses from locating in the area, a situation harmful to the locality and to the state as a whole and make schools less attractive to families and teachers.

“… after the investment of millions of public dollars in professional development on the academic content standards, we anticipate that teacher expectations for student performance in 2009 would be different from their expectations in 1999.” – EOC staff
The expectations for student performance are different than in 1999. The PASS to PACT impact comparisons are all based on 2009 performance. Since 1999, student achievement has increased as evidenced by improved PACT and NAEP scores. Thus, PACT to PASS comparisons actually represent higher expectations.
Science

No recommend changes at this time.
Reading and Research
“… grade three performance was an outlier among the grades and created a circumstance which virtually guaranteed poor improvement/growth ratings for elementary schools” – EOC staff
Lowering the cut scores for grade 3 by at least a .5 standard error will result in a distribution that is more reasonable compared to the other grades and to grades 5 and still retain scores that are more rigorous than PACT.  If grade three is not changed, it will go from the highest performing grade to the lowest.

	EOC BOOKMARKING PANEL RECOMMENDATION
	
	
	
	

	GRADE
	NOT MET 1
	NOT MET 2
	MET
	EX 4
	EX 5
	PACT B+
	PASS M+

	3
	12.8
	18.6
	33.2
	14.7
	20.7
	80.6
	68.6

	4
	10.4
	18.8
	35.4
	16.9
	18.5
	74.5
	70.8

	5
	9.6
	17.7
	37.5
	18.1
	17.1
	80.1
	72.7

	6
	10.8
	17.4
	39.8
	16.4
	15.6
	71.8
	71.8

	7
	14.4
	13.9
	41.0
	15.7
	15.0
	68.8
	71.7

	8
	15.1
	17.3
	38.9
	16.2
	12.5
	67.6
	67.6

	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SCSBA/SCASA  ALTERNATIVE PROPOSAL
	
	
	

	GRADE
	NOT MET 1
	NOT MET 2
	MET
	EX 4
	EX 5
	PACT B+
	PASS M+

	3
	9.9
	17.3
	32.3
	15.1
	25.4
	80.6
	72.8

	4
	10.4
	18.8
	35.4
	16.9
	18.5
	74.5
	70.8

	5
	9.6
	17.7
	37.5
	18.1
	17.1
	80.1
	72.7

	6
	10.8
	17.4
	39.8
	16.4
	15.6
	71.8
	71.8

	7
	14.4
	13.9
	41.0
	15.7
	15.0
	68.8
	71.7

	8
	15.1
	17.3
	38.9
	16.2
	12.5
	67.6
	67.6

	NOTE: 
	This is a .5 SE adjustment
	
	
	


Mathematics

“The SCDE has indicated that it is studying the grade 8 performance issues and is

making adjustments to the item bank to address the issues raised by the EOC …”

 - EOC staff 
The SCDE’s adjustments to the item pool will not change the effect of the cut scores.   For grade 7, lower the cut score for “Not Met 2” by .5 standard errors and for grade 8 by 1.0 standard errors. This will give a distribution between not met 1 and not met 2 that is more in line with the other subjects.

	EOC BOOKMARKING PANEL RECOMMENDATION
	
	

	GRADE
	NOT MET 1
	NOT MET 2
	MET
	EX 4
	EX 5

	3
	14.3
	15.7
	38.9
	14.7
	16.4

	4
	14.2
	17.4
	37.2
	14.6
	16.6

	5
	15.7
	16.5
	39.9
	13.2
	14.7

	6
	17.6
	14.3
	40.1
	14.5
	13.5

	7
	21.4
	12.1
	39.8
	14.2
	12.5

	8
	25.2
	12.0
	39.2
	12.0
	11.6

	
	 
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	SCSBA/SCASA  ALTERNATIVE PROPOSAL
	

	GRADE
	NOT MET 1
	NOT MET 2
	MET
	EX 4
	EX 5

	3
	14.3
	15.7
	38.9
	14.7
	16.4

	4
	14.2
	17.4
	37.2
	14.6
	16.6

	5
	15.7
	16.5
	39.9
	13.2
	14.7

	6
	17.6
	14.3
	40.1
	14.5
	13.5

	7
	16.0
	17.8
	39.8
	14.2
	12.5

	8
	15.8
	21.4
	39.2
	12.0
	11.6

	
	
	
	
	
	

	NOTE: 
	Grade 7 is a .5 SE adjustment
	

	
	Grade 8 is a 1.0 SE adjustment
	


Writing

The cut score for exemplary looks out of line compared to other subjects and should be lowered by at least a .5 standard error. When setting cut scores for new tests, consideration is often given to performance on other related assessments.
	EOC BOOKMARKING PANEL RECOMMENDATION
	
	
	
	

	GRADE
	NOT MET 1
	NOT MET 2
	MET
	EX 4
	EX 5
	Reading EX 5
	Math EX 5

	3
	5.7
	25.4
	38.3
	17.5
	13.1
	20.7
	16.4

	4
	5.1
	24.9
	44
	11.7
	14.3
	18.5
	16.6

	5
	5.8
	21.1
	47.7
	13.8
	11.6
	17.1
	14.7

	6
	5.0
	24.8
	44.4
	15.6
	10.2
	15.6
	13.5

	7
	4.6
	25.4
	47.5
	12.2
	10.3
	15.0
	12.5

	8
	5.1
	26.8
	46.3
	13.3
	8.5
	12.5
	11.6

	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SCSBA/SCASA  ALTERNATIVE PROPOSAL
	
	
	

	GRADE
	NOT MET 1
	NOT MET 2
	MET
	EX 4
	EX 5
	Reading EX 5
	Math EX 5

	3
	5.7
	25.4
	29.4
	20.6
	18.9
	20.7
	16.4

	4
	5.1
	24.9
	39.5
	12.6
	17.9
	18.5
	16.6

	5
	5.8
	21.1
	38.2
	20.5
	14.4
	17.1
	14.7

	6
	5.0
	24.8
	40.6
	13.9
	15.7
	15.6
	13.5

	7
	4.6
	25.4
	40.2
	13.7
	16.1
	15.0
	12.5

	8
	5.1
	26.8
	42.2
	14.5
	11.4
	12.5
	11.6

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	NOTE: 
	This is a -0.5 SE adjustment to Ex 4 and Ex 5
	
	


Social studies

For the 2009 test, the EOC should set the “Met” performance level for PASS Social Studies based on the “Basic” performance level on PACT.  In 2011 and in conjunction with the review of the standards, standard setting should be conducted again and multiple methods used establishing performance levels.  
Social studies standard setting was clearly an anomaly and should be treated differently than the other subjects.  Not only are the recommended cut scores far higher than the other subjects and different from PACT (even though the standards and most of the test items were the same),  over a third of the panel members who set the cut scores were not confident in the cut scores and/or standard setting process.

	EOC BOOKMARKING PANEL RECOMMENDATION
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	% MET AND ABOVE

	
	
	

	GRADE
	R&R
	W
	M
	SCI
	SOC

	3
	68.6
	68.9
	70.0
	61.6
	49.8

	4
	70.8
	70.0
	68.4
	65.0
	46.6

	5
	72.7
	73.1
	67.8
	64.2
	42.2

	6
	71.8
	70.2
	68.1
	64.1
	39.3

	7
	71.7
	70.0
	66.5
	71.3
	40.0

	8
	67.6
	68.1
	62.8
	71.0
	41.9

	
	
	
	
	
	

	SCSBA/SCASA ALTERNATIVE PROPOSAL
	

	GRADE
	R&R
	W
	M
	SCI
	SOC

	3
	72.8
	68.9
	70.0
	61.6
	74.5

	4
	70.8
	70.0
	68.4
	65.0
	79.8

	5
	72.7
	73.1
	67.8
	64.2
	70.1

	6
	71.8
	70.2
	68.1
	64.1
	79.7

	7
	71.7
	70.0
	66.5
	71.3
	60.4

	8
	67.6
	68.1
	62.8
	71.0
	69.8
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