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ACT/SAT
ACYF
CCEOP
C&l
CEDDERS

CRT
CSPD
DAC
DAP
DE-1

DEED
DIAL-3

GED
GETEP
GWHS
HSTW
IDEA
IEP
INTASC

1Q
ISLLC
LARM
LOTE
NCLB
NGA
NBPTS
NSDC
NWREL
PACE

Glossary of Acronyms

Aptitude for College Test/Standard Achievement Test
Administration for Children, Youth & Families

Center for Continuing Education & Outreach Programs
Curriculum & Instruction

Center for Excellence In Development Disabilities
Education, Research, & Services

Consulting Resource Teacher

Comprehensive Systems of Professional Development
Discipline Advisory Council

District Action Plan

Department of Education Request for Personnel Action
Form

Department of Education Extended Day Program
Development Indicator for the Assessment of Learning, 3™
Edition

Graduate Equivalency Diploma

Guam Educators’ Test of English Proficiency

George Washington High School

High Schools That Work

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act

Individual Education Plan

Interstate New Teacher Assessment & Support
Consortium

Intelligence Quotient

Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium
Language Arts, Reading & Math Team

Language Other Than English Program

No Child Left Behind

Ninth Grade Academy

National Board of Professional Teaching Standards
National Staff Development Council

Northwest Regional Educational Laboratories

Planned Alternative Center for Education

PDN Pacific Daily News

PTEP Professional Teacher Evaluation Program
SAP  School Action Plan

SAT 9 Stanford Achievement Test 9™ Edition
SIC  Secondary Improvement Committee
SES  Socio-Economic-Status

SFA  Success For All

SPC  School Program Consultant

SRA Science Research Associates

SREB Southern Regional Education Board
SY School Year

UOG University of Guam

WRR Western Regional Resource Center
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What is a Percentile Score?

100 |
A percentile score
indicates the
percentage of
students likely to
50 Average

score below a certain
point on a score
distribution.
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District SAT9 Percentile Scores: Grade 1

1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002
Read 33 41 39 47 54 43 44
Math 27 34 33 41 43 35 36
Lang. 26 25 23 30 36 23 24
Envir. 24 31 30 37 44 21 27
Listen 20 27 25 33 39 26 26
Battery | 23 37 35 42 49 35 37
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District SAT9 Percentile Scores: Grade 3

1999 2000 2001 2002
Reading 277 28 22 277
Math 26 27 26 30
Language 31 33 32 38
Science 29 30 25 33
Social Science 23 277 21 25
Battery 28 30 25 30
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District SAT9 Percentile Scores: Grade 5

1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002

Reading 17 26 25 25 277 24 27

Math 33 30 26 27 27 28 31

Language 28 28 27 25 27 23 26

Science 24 28 26 26 27 22 28

Soc. Sci. 24 26 25 25 29 27 28

Battery 22 28 27 26 28 25 27

Research, Planning and Evaluation




District SAT9 Percentile Scores: Grade 7

1999 2000 2001 2002
Reading 24 277 26 26
Math 26 27 26 28
Language 25 29 31 34
Science 30 32 39 43
Social Science 30 32 31 34
Battery 28 29 30 32
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District SAT9 Percentile Scores: Grade 9

1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002

Reading 21 24 23 22 21 22 23

Math 24 24 24 25 25 24 26

Language 27 22 21 17 17 17 18

Science 32 25 24 23 23 24 30

Soc. Sci. 26 21 21 21 21 22 31

Battery 25 25 25 24 24 24 27
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District SATY9 Percentile Scores: Grade 10

1999 2000 2001 2002
Reading 277 28 25 19
Math 28 28 27 30
Language 23 23 21 23
Science 33 34 32 34
Social Science 29 33 29 28
Battery 30 30 28 28
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District SATY9 Percentile Scores: Grade 11

1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002

Reading 28 35 35 32 33 32 25

Math 34 31 31 30 31 30 35

Language 26 34 34 27 277 26 30

Science 34 33 32 32 33 34 35

Soc. Sci. 35 33 33 29 33 32 42

Battery 31 35 35 32 33 32 34
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District SATY9 Percentile Scores: 2002

Grl | Gr3 | GrS |[Gr7|Gr9 | Gr10|Gr1i

Reading 44 277 277 26 23 19 25

Math 36 30 31 28 26 30 35

Language | 24 | 38 | 26 | 34 | 18 | 23 | 30

Science 27 33 28 43 30 34 35

Soc. Sci. - 25 28 34 31 28 42

Battery 37 30 27 32 27 28 34
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District SAT9 Scores: Grade 1
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(2000 - 2002)

Battery
= 2002
Social Science 2001
H 2000

Science

Language

Total Math

Total Reading

0O 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100

Research, Planning and Evaluation



District SAT9 Scores: Grade 5
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District SAT9 Scores: Grade 7
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District SATY9 Scores: Grade 9
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District SATY9 Scores: Grade 10
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District SAT9 Scores: Grade 11
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SATY9 Performance Standards

& Performance Standards are content-
referenced scores that reflect what students
know and should be able to do 1n given
subject areas.

% The Standards were determined by expert
panels of educators who judged each test
question on the basis on what students at
different levels of achievement should
perform.
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SATY9 Performance Standards

= Level 1--indicates little or no mastery of
fundamental knowledge and skills.

= Level 2--indicates partial mastery of the
knowledge and skills that are fundamental
for satisfactory work. At the high school
level, this 1s higher than minimum
competency skills.
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SATY9 Performance Standards

= Level 3--represents solid academic
performance, indicating that students are
prepared for the next grade.

= Level 4--signifies superior performance
beyond grade-level mastery.
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Percent of Students

District SATY Performance Levels
Grade 1 Reading (2000 - 2002)
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Percent of Students

District SATY Performance Levels
Grade 1 Math (2000 - 2002)
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Percent of Students
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Percent of Students

District SATY9 Performance Levels
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Percent of Students

District SAT9 Performance Levels
Grade 5 (2000 - 2002)
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Percent of Students

District SAT9 Performance Levels
Grade 7 (2000 - 2002
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Percent of Students

District SAT9 Performance Levels
Grade 7 (2000 - 2002
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Percent of Students

District SATY Performance Levels
Grade 9 Reading (2000 - 2002)

100%

90%

H Level 4
OO Level 3
M Level 2
H Level 1

80%
70%

60%

50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

2000 Reading 2001 Reading 2002 Reading

Research, Planning and Evaluation



Percent of Students

District SAT9 Performance Levels
Grade 9 Math (2000 - 2002
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Percent of Students

District SATY Performance Levels
Grade 10 Reading (2000 -2002)
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Percent of Students

District SATY Performance Levels
Grade 11 Reading (2000 - 2002)
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Percent of Students

District SATY9 Performance Levels
Grade 11 Math (2000 - 2002)
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