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The following is a summary of MARC’s review of SAT alignment studies. This summary  

included the key talking points about the comparison of Algebra 1 standards across states, the 
alignment methods (including the comparison of Algebra 1 blueprints across states), and the 
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a. Five states (CT, NM, RI, TN, and TX, a total of 6 alignments) used the standard-
to-standard alignment approach (refer to 4_Summary of Alignment Studies 
(Standards-Standards).xlsx). 

b. These studies examined the proportion of state standards matched by at least one 
SAT standard.  

c. The cutoff values for the criterion: 
i. Very Strong alignment: more than 75% of standards are covered; 

ii. Strong alignment: 50-75% of standards are covered; 
iii. Weak/no alignment: less than 50% of standards are covered. 

2. Items to standards 
a. Six states (MD, AZ, DE, FL, GA, and ME) used the item-to-standard alignment 

approach (refer to 5_Summary of Alignment Studies (Items-Standards).xlsx). 
b. 13 alignment studies were reviewed; one alignment study was conducted for 

Delaware and Maine. 
c. Only Maryland aligned two digital forms of SAT to the state standards. All other 

states aligned paper-and-pencil forms of SAT to the state standards. 
d. The blueprints across states are different. Maryland's blueprint follows strictly the 

structure of CCSS domains, whereas other states used domain names different 
from the CCSS structure (Refer to the attached Excel file: 2_Blueprint 
Comparison.xlsx).  

e. Five frameworks of alignment evaluation were used (refer to 3_Alignment 
Evaluation Criteria.xlsx): 

i. Four states (MD, AZ, FL, and GA), reported in 12 studies, used Webb’s 4 
criteria to evaluate the content alignment. Georgia evaluated the 4 criteria 
in 10 subdomains, while the other 3 states evaluated the 4 criteria in 4 
domains. Florida combined Number & Quantity and Statistics as one 
reporting category Statistics & the Number System.  

• Categorical Concurrence  
• Range of Knowledge  
• Balance of Representation  
• DOK Consistency  

ii. Two states (DE and ME), reported in one study, used HumRRO’s 4 
criteria to evaluate the content alignment which was adapted from Webb’s 
4 criteria:  

• Items Represent Intended Content  
• Items Represent Intended Categories  
• Item Sufficiency for Category Reporting  
• Item DOK Represents Test Specifications   

iii. Two states (DE and ME), reported in one study, used the CCSSO 
evaluation framework:  
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a. Webb’s 3 content alignment criteria (used in MD, AZ, FL, GA) 
■ Categorical Concurrence  

● 12 alignment studies reported for 4 states are reviewed under this 
criterion. 

● 
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○ Weakly met in 2 alignments in Arizona and Florida (2/11);  
○ Not met in 6 alignments in Arizona, Florida, and Georgia 

(6/11).  
● Statistics:  

○ Met in 3 Maryland 2023 alignments on paper-and-pencil 
form and digital forms of SAT and 1 alignment in Georgia 
(4/11);  

○ Weakly 
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○ Met in 7 alignments including 3 Maryland 2023 alignments 
on paper-and-pencil form and digital forms of SAT (7/11).  

○ Florida did not contain this domain (4/11).  
●
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2. Webb’s 4 DOK levels 
a. Six states, 13 alignments used Webb’s 4 DOK levels, of which 12 used DOK 

consistency index originally proposed by Webb while 1 alignment study used item 
DOK representation of test specification based on the 4 DOK levels. 

b. DOK Consistency: Four states (MD, AZ, FL, and GA) reported DOK 
Consistency based on Webb’s cognitive complexity alignment criteria.  

■ Number & Quantity:  
● Met 


