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What is a Percentile Score?

A percentile score 
indicates the 
percentage of 
students likely to 
score below a certain 
point on a score 
distribution.
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District SAT9 Percentile Scores: Grade 1
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District SAT9 Percentile Scores: Grade 3
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District SAT9 Percentile Scores: Grade 5
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District SAT9 Percentile Scores: Grade 7

32302928Battery

34313230Social Science

43393230Science

34312925Language

28262726Math

26262724Reading

2002200120001999



Research, Planning and Evaluation

District SAT9 Percentile Scores: Grade 9
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District SAT9 Percentile Scores: Grade 10
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District SAT9 Percentile Scores: Grade 11
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District SAT9 Percentile Scores: 2002
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District SAT9 Scores: Grade 1 
(2000 - 2002)
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District SAT9 Scores: Grade 3 
(2000 - 2002)
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District SAT9 Scores: Grade 5 
(2000 - 2002)
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District SAT9 Scores: Grade 7 
(2000 - 2002)
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District SAT9 Scores: Grade 9 
(2000 - 2002)
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District SAT9 Scores: Grade 10 
(2000 - 2002)
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District SAT9 Scores: Grade 11 
(2000 - 2002)
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SAT9 Performance Standards
Performance Standards are content-
referenced scores that reflect what students 
know and should be able to do in 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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SAT9 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 is higher than minimum 
competency skills.
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SAT9 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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District SAT9 Performance Levels
Grade 1 Reading (2000 - 2002)
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District SAT9 Performance Levels
Grade 1 Math (2000 - 2002)
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District SAT9 Performance Levels
Grade 3 Reading (2000 - 2002)
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District SAT9 Performance Levels
Grade 3 Math (2000 - 2002)

49

36

13

2

49

40

10

1

45

41

13

1

0%
10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%

100%

Pe
rc

en
t o

f S
tu

de
nt

s

2000 Math 2001 Math 2002 Math

Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1



Research, Planning and Evaluation

District SAT9 Performance Levels
Grade 5 (2000 - 2002)

40

46

13

1

45

44

10

1

41

47

11
1

0%
10%

20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%

100%

Pe
rc

en
t o

f S
tu

de
nt

s

2000 Reading 2001 Reading 2002 Reading

Level 4
Level 3
Level 2
Level 1



Research, Planning and Evaluation

District SAT9 Performance Levels
Grade 5 (2000 - 2002)
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District SAT9 Performance Levels
Grade 7 (2000 - 2002)
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District SAT9 Performance Levels
Grade 7 (2000 - 2002)
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District SAT9 Performance Levels
Grade 9 Reading (2000 - 2002)
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District SAT9 Performance Levels
Grade 9 Math (2000 - 2002)
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District SAT9 Performance Levels
Grade 10 Reading (2000 -2002)
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District SAT9 Performance Levels
Grade 10 Math (2000 - 2002)
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District SAT9 Performance Levels
Grade 11 Reading (2000 - 2002)
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District SAT9 Performance Levels
Grade 11 Math (2000 - 2002)
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