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SUBJECT: 2011-2012 Collegiate Assessment of Academic Proficiency Report 
 

 Board Policy 2:28 Proficiency Examinations specifies that all degree-seeking students are 

required to meet satisfactory performance requirements on the Collegiate Assessment of 

Academic Proficiency (CAAP) exam, a nationally-normed achievement test developed by ACT, 

Inc. comprising four subtests (writing skills, reading, mathematics, and science reasoning).
1
  

Summarized by the Executive Summary (Attachment I), the CAAP Outcomes Report 

(Attachment II) describes student performance on the CAAP examination during the 2011-2012 

academic year.  Subsequently, the ACT-to-CAAP Gains Analysis (Attachment III) further 

examines the link between matched ACT scores and CAAP scores to explore the value-added 

offered by Regental institutions. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
1
 For simplicity, CAAP subtests are referred to in this report as writing, reading, mathematics, and science. 
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Executive Summary 

 

 The Collegiate Assessment of Academic Proficiency Report combines the former CAAP 

Outcomes Report and the ACT-to-CAAP Gains Report.  The purposes of this combined report are 

1) to provide data on the Regental proficiency examination for those students tested for the first 

time during the 2011-2012 academic year, 2) to report longitudinal data from the past cohorts of 

CAAP test-takers, and 3) to assess student gains in light of prior ACT scores.   

 

Data highlights from this year’s CAAP Outcomes Report and ACT-to-CAAP Gains 

Analysis include: 

 

CAAP Outcomes Report 

 

 A total of 4,903 undergraduate students sat for the proficiency examination for the first 

time during the 2011-2012 academic year. 

 From 2010-2011 to 2011-2012, system-wide subtest scores rose slightly in reading (63.5 

to 63.6) while falling slightly in writing (64.9 to 64.6) and mathematics (59.6 to 59.4), 

and remaining unchanged in science (62.9 to 62.9).  Consistent with past years, system-

wide mean scores exceeded national mean scores on all four subtests. 

 For all fourteen cohorts tested since 1998-1999, institutional mean scores have met or 

exceeded the national mean 100% of the time in science, 89% of the time in reading, 88% 

of the time in writing, and 82% of the time in mathematics.  

 Across the system, 87.6% (n=4,295) of students in the 2011-2012 system cohort earned a 

score at or above the national mean on at least one subtest, with 9.8% (n=480) of students 

earning at least one score at or above the national 99th percentile. 

 Approximately one in ten (11.2%, n=550) students failed to earn an acceptable score in at 

least one area of the exam. By Regental campus, this percentage ranged from 6.5% 

(SDSMT) to 16.5% (NSU).  The proportion of students requiring remediation in at least 

one content area rose slightly from 2010-2011 (10.8%) to 2011-2012 (11.2%).   

 

ACT-to-CAAP Gains Analysis 

 

 Across all Regental institutions, South Dakota’s students demonstrated gains in all four 

content areas tested by both the ACT and the CAAP.  From 2010-2011 to 2011-2012, 

gains increased by modest margins in mathematics, reading, and science, while trailing 

off slightly in writing.  
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2011-2012 CAAP Outcomes Report 

 

 The CAAP Outcomes Report details student performance on the proficiency examination 

for the 2011-2012 academic year.  Regents Information Systems (RIS) generates the list of 

students who sat for the CAAP exam for the first time each year, as well as matched ACT scores 

where available. Using this data, this report summarizes the results of the proficiency 

examination for students tested for the first time in the Fall 2011 and Spring 2012 terms, and also 

provides comparative, longitudinal data for past cohorts.  

 

Testing Background 

 

Board Policy 2:28 was put in place to address several accountability issues related to 

increased standards, analysis of general education requirements, and the comparison of South 

Dakota students’ performance to national norms.  Baccalaureate and associate degree-seeking 

students are required to sit for the examination during the first semester in which they become 

eligible (with eligibility defined as 48 passed credits above the 100 level for baccalaureate and 

32 passed credits above the 100 level for associate).  Students failing to meet established 

qualifying scores on their first attempt on one or more of the CAAP exam subtests (i.e., writing, 

reading, mathematics, and science) are required to perform remediation and retest within the next 

academic year.  Students who do not achieve the minimum satisfactory proficiency level on the 

retest(s) are provided with opportunities to demonstrate proficiency by alternate means; failure to 

satisfy these requirements results in denied subsequent registration at all Regental institutions. 

 

Proficiency Exam Qualifying Scores 

 

During its pilot period conducted in 1996 and 1997, a total of 2,141 students completed 

the CAAP exam with students scoring above the national norms on average.  Taking these 

national norms, as well as recommendations made by content area specialists, into consideration, 

a confidence interval was constructed around the cut score to address the issue of test reliability.  

It was determined that students scoring within and above the established confidence interval 

would pass the examination.  Ultimately, qualifying scores were set at ½ a standard deviation 

below the national user norms.  Using this framework, qualifying scores were established for 

reading (56), writing (59), mathematics (52), and science (54).  The exam was first required of 

baccalaureate degree-seeking students in Spring 1998 and of entering associate degree-seeking 

students in Fall 1999.   The first associate degree-seeking students were tested in Fall 2000.   

 

ACT Inc. publishes an annual CAAP User Norms report, which presents aggregate 

student performance data from a national sample of institutions employing the CAAP exam.  In 

addition to supplying mean scores from several different national norm groups, the CAAP User 

Norms report also provides updated percentile ranges for each subtest and norm group.  Table 1 

(shown below) provides a year-by-year comparison of percentile rankings for current qualifying 

scores in the South Dakota Regental system.2  

 

 

 

                                                           
2
 Unless otherwise noted, this report uses ACT Inc.’s “Four-Year College Sophomores” norm group as its principal 

comparison group. 
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Table 1 

National Percentile Rankings for Current CAAP Qualifying Scores:  1997 through 2012 

Year Writing (59) Mathematics (52) Reading (56) Science (54) 

1997 15 7 12 9 

1998 16 6 12 8 

1999 16 6 12 8 

2000 16 6 12 8 

2001 15 6 13 8 

2002 15 7 13 8 

2003 15 8 14 8 

2004 16 9 14 7 

2005 17 9 15 8 

2006 17 9 14 7 

2007 18 8 14 6 

2008 18 7 13 6 

2009 18 8 14 7 

2010 19 8 15 8 

2011 22 8 18 11 

2012 25 8 20 12 

Average 16.9 7.5 13.7 7.8 

 

 

Student Participation 
 

Since its inception, thirteen cohorts containing a total of 61,542 students have completed the 

Regental proficiency examination.  A total of 4,903 baccalaureate and associate degree-seeking 

students sat for the proficiency exam for the first time during the 2011-2012 academic year, a 

change of roughly -1.0% from 2010-2011 (see Figure 1).  
 

 

 

Figure 1 

Student Participation in Proficiency Examinations by Cohort 
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System Test Score Results 
 

System mean scores for the 2011-2012 cohort exceeded the analogous mean scores for 

the national comparison group in all four areas tested (see Figure 2). Over time, the system 

consistently has performed well with respect to CAAP national averages.  In fact, system mean 

scores have exceeded national mean scores for every cohort of students tested over the history of 

testing program. 

 
Figure 2 

Comparison of System and National Mean Scores for the 2011-2012 Cohort 

 
 

 

Table 2 (below) displays mean subtest scores for Regental students from 2011-2012 in 

comparison with those of past cohorts.  However, it should be noted that because CAAP scale 

distributions vary across subtests, cross-subtest mean score comparisons are of limited value.
3
  

Accordingly, the following sections of this report avoid this problem by focusing on alternative 

indicators of test performance (e.g., percentile ranks). 

   
Table 2 

System Mean Scores for Writing, Mathematics, Reading, and Science by Cohort 

 

 
2003-

2004 

2004-

2005 

2005-

2006 

2006-

2007 

2007-

2008 

2008-

2009 

2009-

2010 

2010-

2011 

2011-

2012 

          

Writing  65.3 65.2 65.2 65.1 65.1 65.1 65.1 64.9 64.6 

          

Mathematics 59.2 59.3 59.6 59.5 59.5 59.6 59.6 59.6 59.4 

          

Reading 63.7 64.0 63.4 63.4 63.9 63.4 63.9 63.5 63.6 

          

Science  62.9 63.1 63.1 62.9 63.2 62.9 63.2 62.9 62.9 
          

                                                           
3
 For example, a scale score of 60 in the CAAP writing subtest amounts to a percentile rank of 31, whereas a scale 

score of 60 in the CAAP mathematics subtest constitutes a percentile rank of 70.  Table 2 is provided only as a tool 

for tracking year-to-year changes within separate subtests. 
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Institutional Results 

 

In 2011-2012, all six Regental institutions exceeded the national mean across most exam 

sub-scores.
4
  Historically, all institutional means for the science subtest have been above national 

means.   Institutional mean scores have been below the national mean in mathematics fifteen 

times, below the national mean in writing ten times and below the national mean in reading nine 

times (see Table 3).  NSU accounts for approximately half (15/34) of the instances where an 

institutional mean has been below the national mean, followed by DSU (10/34) and BHSU 

(9/34).  In all instances, institutional means that were lower than national means still were within 

one standard deviation of the respective national mean. 

 
Table 3 

Number of Times Institutional Means Have Met  

or Exceeded National Mean Across Fourteen Cohorts 

 
 Writing  Math  Reading Science 

Maximum 

Possible 

BHSU 13 6 14 14 14 

DSU 10 13 9 14 14 

NSU 9 8 10 14 14 

SDSMT 14 14 14 14 14 

SDSU 14 14 14 14 14 

USD 14 14 14 14 14 

Total 74 69 75 84 84 
      

 

Percentage of Students Scoring Above the National Mean 
 

On a system basis, 87.6% of students in the 2011-2012 system cohort met or exceeded 

the national mean in at least one exam subtest.  Additionally, more than one in three (35.2%) 

members of the cohort performed at or above the national mean in all four areas of the exam.  By 

subtest, 65.8% of students scored above the national mean for science, followed by reading 

(67.4%), writing (63.6%), and mathematics (58.9%). Performance can be seen to vary somewhat 

by campus, particularly for the mathematics subtest (see Table 4).  However, across all four 

exam subtests, SDSMT had the highest percentage of students performing above the national 

mean.   
 

Table 4 

Percentage Performing Above National Mean in  2011-2012 

 Writing Math Reading Science 

BHSU 55.0% 42.7% 64.8% 51.3% 

DSU 63.8% 52.4% 64.8% 60.4% 

NSU 58.4% 45.5% 56.9% 53.9% 

SDSMT 77.0% 96.3% 78.3% 86.3% 

SDSU 65.0% 65.9% 68.4% 71.9% 

USD 64.3% 53.2% 67.9% 63.8% 

System 63.6% 58.9% 67.4% 65.8% 
     

 

                                                           
4
 BHSU (57.7) and NSU (58.3) were slightly below the national mean for the mathematics subtest (58.5).  National 

means were met or exceeded by all Regental institutions across all other subtests. 
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 Percentage of Students Scoring At or Above the 99
th

 Percentile 

 

On a system basis, 9.8% of the students testing for the first time in 2011-2012 performed 

at or above the national scores set at the 99
th

 percentile in at least one subtest.  While Table 5 

suggests that this performance level was roughly similar among most of the six South Dakota 

public universities, SDSMT had the highest percentage of students in the 99
th

 percentile in all 

four areas.  

 
Table 5 

Percentage Performing At or Above the 99
th

 Percentile in 2011-2012 

 Writing Math Reading Science 

BHSU 0.8% 0.2% 3.3% 1.8% 

DSU 1.7% 2.0% 1.7% 3.7% 

NSU 1.2% 1.5% 2.7% 1.2% 

SDSMT 4.7% 14.0% 7.8% 14.0% 

SDSU 1.4% 3.4% 4.1% 5.3% 

USD 2.0% 0.4% 4.6% 3.0% 

System 1.7% 2.6% 4.1% 4.4% 

     

 

 

Percentage of Students Requiring CAAP Remediation 
 

On a system basis, 11.2% of the students in the 2011-2012 cohort required remediation in 

one or more areas of the CAAP examination. The percentage of students requiring some form of 

remediation varied among the six public universities with NSU (16.5%) producing the highest 

proportion of students followed by DSU (15.4%), BHSU (13.8%), USD (10.9%), SDSU (9.5%), 

and SDSMT (6.5%), respectively.  Data depicting the content areas and percentages of 

remediated students from each university are provided in Tables 6 and 7.  As seen in Table 6, the 

CAAP writing subtest indentified a need for remediation among system students at a much 

higher rate than did any other section of the examination in 2011-2012. Table 7 (next page) 

shows that a consistently similar distribution of remediation needs has occurred over the last five 

years. 

 
Table 6 

Percentage of Students Requiring Remediation in 2011-2012 

 Writing Math Reading Science 

BHSU 10.3% 3.3% 4.8% 1.8% 

DSU 9.4% 2.4% 8.4% 0.7% 

NSU 11.7% 2.7% 6.6% 1.5% 

SDSMT 6.2% 0.0% 2.2% 0.0% 

SDSU 7.5% 1.1% 3.5% 0.2% 

USD 8.0% 1.8% 3.3% 0.5% 

System 8.4% 1.7% 4.1% 0.6% 
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Table 7 

Percentage of Students Requiring CAAP Remediation by Cohorts 

CAAP Exam 07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 11-12 

Writing  6.0% 6.0% 6.6% 7.3% 8.4% 

Mathematics 1.3% 1.6% 1.2% 1.9% 1.7% 

Reading 3.4% 4.5% 3.8% 4.4% 4.1% 

Science  0.5% 0.4% 0.5% 0.8% 0.6% 

System Remediation (Unduplicated) 9.0% 9.6% 9.5% 10.8% 11.2% 

      

 

Board Policy 2:28 allows students who fail to perform at a satisfactory level during first-

time testing the opportunity to re-test twice during the following calendar year.  Students who are 

unable to earn satisfactory scores during re-testing are no longer permitted to enroll in courses at 

any of the six public universities.  Students who are denied enrollment may apply for 

certification of their proficiency through an alternate method.  In light of these procedural 

conditions, the performance of each cohort of first-time test takers has been tracked over time to 

determine the number of students who eventually meet the Board’s proficiency requirement.  As 

mentioned above, approximately nine percent of students in each cohort have been required to 

retake one or more sections of the proficiency exam.  Over time, roughly two percent have been 

unable to demonstrate an acceptable level of proficiency through either re-testing or alternate 

methods, and subsequently have been denied permission to re-enroll.  The percentage of students 

denied re-enrollment has decreased slightly over the last several years as campus remediation 

efforts increasingly have assisted students in obtaining the content and skills necessary to meet 

proficiency requirements. 
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 2011-2012 ACT-to-CAAP Gains Analysis 

  

In the ACT-to-CAAP Gains Analysis, students’ CAAP scores are compared with performance on 

the ACT for those test takers who sat for the ACT exam prior to entry into the Regental system.  This 

report gives an objective summary of the value Regental institutions add to the educational achievement 

that students bring with them when they enroll.  Of main interest here is the proportion of students whose 

performance on the CAAP exam either matched or exceeded earlier performance on the ACT. 

 

Quartile Gains 
 

In order to interpret gains in achievement, ACT Inc. first identifies all US students with scores on 

both the ACT and the CAAP.  Next, national quartile ranks are computed for each student’s score on both 

tests.
5
  This procedure allows for the comparison of inter-quartile shifting among student subsets.  For 

example, a student who scores in the second national quartile on the ACT and later scores in the third 

national quartile on the CAAP can be seen as having experienced progress during the intervening years 

(ostensibly due in part to post-secondary learning).   

It is important to note that this analytic approach represents a major change from that used in 

past years by ACT Inc.  Before 2009-2010, student progress was evaluated in terms of “expected 

progress” categories which were based on decile rankings of matched scores.  In addition, ACT Inc. no 

longer provides weighted norm group data in its ACT-CAAP linkage documentation.  Because this 

restructuring has introduced a data non-compatibility problem, comparisons between data from the last 

two years and data from earlier years are highly tenuous.  It is hoped that the capacity for more 

profitable trending will resume with the accumulation of an adequate cache of reports prepared in the 

new reporting style. 

 

System Results 
 

Students enrolled in South Dakota’s Regental institutions showed strong gains in all four content 

areas examined by the ACT and the CAAP.  In Table 8 it can be seen that the Regental institutions performed 

similarly across all content areas, though SDSMT recorded particularly high gains in the mathematics subtest.  

Across all subtests and campuses, roughly 7 in 10 students (or more) achieved a national CAAP quartile rank 

that was the same as or higher than their analogous rank on the ACT.  Table 9 (next page) provides tentative 

trend data for the last five cohorts.   
 

Table 8 

Percentage of Regental Students with ACT-to-CAAP Gains in Achievement (2011-12 Only) 

 BHSU DSU NSU SDSMT SDSU USD System 
        

Writing 79% 83% 77% 71% 72% 74% 74% 
        

Mathematics 83% 86% 80% 99% 85% 84% 85% 
        

Reading 80% 78% 77% 78% 76% 77% 77% 
        

Science  77% 81% 71% 81% 80% 76% 78% 
        

Note: Percentages represent the proportion of students whose quartile rank on the CAAP was the same as or 

higher than their quartile rank on the ACT. 

 

                                                           
5
 In this analysis, the national comparison group consists of all students from two- or four-year institutions with 

matched ACT-CAAP records, aggregated across the three most recent years. 
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Table 9 

Percentage of Students with ACT-to-CAAP Gains in Achievement (Last Five Years) 

  2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 
       

Writing   94% 95% 77% 75% 74% 
       

Mathematics  96% 96% 86% 81% 85% 
       

Reading  93% 92% 82% 74% 77% 
       

Science   95% 95% 82% 74% 78% 
       

Note: For 2007-08 and 2008-09, percentages represent the proportion of students making “expected 

progress” or “higher than expected progress” according to the now-replaced reporting system used by ACT 

Inc.  For 2009-10 through 2011-12, percentages represent the proportion of students whose quartile rank on 

the CAAP was the same as or higher than their quartile rank on the ACT.  

 

 
The caveat noted on the previous page is critical here.  By shifting from a decile-based system to a 

quartile-based system in 2009-10, the test publisher has greatly changed the nature of this measure.  The 

lower figures observed in the 2009-10, 2010-11, and 2011-12 columns should not be taken as evidence of a 

decline in institutional performance (compared with 2007-08 and 2008-09), and are reported here only for 

templating purposes.   

 

However, data from the three most recent years are comparable, and the figures presented in Table 9 

are suggestive of a moderate rebound in 2011-12 from the somewhat depressed performance seen in 2010-11.  

By content area, percentage point difference figures of -1 (writing), +4 (mathematics), +3 (reading) and +4 

(science) were recorded in the most recent year.  Advances were seen in across most campus-subtest 

combinations, though the average percentage point difference figures (across all content areas) were highest 

at DSU and USD (x̄ =+4.3) and lowest at SDSMT (x̄ =+1.3).   
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Appendix A: Supplemental Tables - CAAP Outcomes for Selected Subgroups 

 

 
Table A1: CAAP Failure Rates by Student Transfer Status 

  Writing Math Reading Science 

Transfer (n) 120 33 54 11 

Transfer (%) 13.7% 3.8% 6.2% 1.3% 

non-Transfer (n) 294 51 147 17 

non-Transfer (%) 7.3% 1.7% 3.7% 0.4% 

 

 

 

Table A2: CAAP Failure Rates by Initial Remedial Placement (English OR Math) 

  Writing Math Reading Science 

Remedial (n) 216 27 113 14 

Remedial (%) 17.7% 2.2% 9.3% 1.2% 

non-Remedial (n) 198 57 88 14 

non-Remedial (%) 5.4% 1.6% 2.4% 0.4% 

 

 

 

Table A3: CAAP Failure Rates by Initial Remedial Placement (English AND Math) 

  Writing Math Reading Science 

Remedial (n) 137 14 79 12 

Remedial (%) 31.8% 3.3% 18.3% 2.8% 

non-Remedial (n) 277 70 122 16 

non-Remedial (%) 6.2% 1.6% 2.7% 0.4% 

 

 

 

Table A4: CAAP Failure Rates by Initial Remedial Placement (English only) 

  Writing Math Reading Science 

Remedial (n) 189 15 96 12 

Remedial (%) 29.8% 2.4% 15.1% 1.9% 

non-Remedial (n) 70 14 37 2 

non-Remedial (%) 2.1% 0.4% 1.1% 0.1% 

 

 

 

Table A5: CAAP Failure Rates by Initial Remedial Placement (Math only) 

  Writing Math Reading Science 

Remedial (n) 164 26 96 14 

Remedial (%) 16.1% 2.6% 9.4% 1.4% 

non-Remedial (n) 95 3 37 0 

non-Remedial (%) 3.2% 0.1% 1.3% 0.0% 

 


