
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
August 22, 2012  
 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
TO: Legislative Education Study Committee 
 
FR: Sarah M. Amador-Guzman 
 
RE: STAFF REPORT:  A-F SCHOOL GRADING SYSTEM:  UPDATE 
 
 
Introduction 
 
During the July Legislative Education Study Committee (LESC) interim meeting, the 
committee heard the following reports: 
 

• a comparison of the provisions in the A-B-C-D-F Schools Rating Act to those in the 
Public Education Department (PED) rule 6.19.8 NMAC, Grading of Public Schools; 

• a comparison of preliminary and final school grades; 
• an overview of the preliminary school grade calculations and modifications to the final 

grades; and 
• a presentation by the Coalition for Excellence in Science and Math Education (CESE) 

on the school grade calculations. 
 
This staff report for the August 2012 interim meeting includes an overview of: 
 

• the A-F school grading system appeals process; 
• LESC staff interviews with school and district staff about the appeals process; and 
• the instructional audit process for schools receiving a D or F, or designated a Focus or 

Priority school. 
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In addition, LESC staff asked PED to provide information on the following topics: 
 

• the instructions or other guidance that PED provided to school districts and charter 
schools about the appeals process, including a copy of the appeal form itself; 

• a master list of those schools that have filed appeals, together with the disposition of 
those appeals; 

• the criteria the department used in accepting or rejecting appeals of specific component 
grades and overall school grades; 

• any components of a school’s grade that are not subject to appeal; and 
• an explanation of how dual credit was counted in computing the college and career 

readiness component of a school’s grade.1

 
 

THE A-F SCHOOL GRADING SYSTEM APPEALS PROCESS 
 
On July 3, 2012, the New Mexico Secretary-designate of Public Education issued a 
memorandum to public school superintendents, charter school administrators, and directors of 
state educational institutions regarding the release and appeal of school grades.  Attached to the 
memo was a form schools could complete to submit an appeal.  A copy of this memo and 
appeals form can be found in Attachment 1, A-F School Grade Appeals Process and Form. 
 
Among its points the memo indicated that: 
 

• the final A-F school grade report cards would become available to schools under 
embargoed status on July 5, 2012, through the Web Application Portal;2

• the due date for the appeals would be July 17, 2012; 
 

• reviews of appeals would be allowed only when districts or schools believed that they 
were incorrectly identified or when unusual circumstances may have compromised the 
accuracy of the school grade; 

• any requests for clarification of school grade calculations do not constitute an appeal; 
and 

• the basis for an appeal required that schools describe any substantive challenges 
including: 

 
o documented evidence of test scoring errors; 
o calculation errors; and 
o extenuating circumstances (i.e. natural disasters). 

 
Additionally, according to the memo any data element that had been “thoroughly reviewed” 
would not be considered for appeal or changed, including: 
 

• graduation and high school cohort data (reviewed March 5-14, 2012); 
• New Mexico Alternative Performance Assessment (NMAPA) data (reviewed April 27-

May, 2012); 
• Standards-Based Assessment data (reviewed May 16-23, 2012); 

                                                           
1As of the date this report was being completed (August 17, 2012), PED had not provided the requested information. 
2The Web Application Portal is a private online site for schools designed by PED to disseminate information to schools and for 
schools to upload information. 
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• college and career readiness data (reviewed June 14-22, 2012); 
• bonus points data (if submission was after June 6, 2012); and 
• attendance data (reviewed at each snapshot period:  40th day, 80th day, and 120th day. 

 
PED reported that the department would respond to all appeals by 5:00 pm on July 31, 2012. 
 
LESC STAFF INTERVIEWS WITH SCHOOL AND DISTRICT STAFF ABOUT THE 
APPEALS PROCESS 
 
In an effort to collect school personnel observations related to the appeals process, LESC staff 
conducted phone interviews with personnel across the state using the following process: 
 

• an email was sent to superintendents, state charter school administrators, and regional 
education cooperative (REC) directors asking the name of a contact person for any 
school that had filed an appeal (see Attachment 2, Emails Soliciting Feedback on 
School Grading System Appeals Process); 

• a set of questions was developed for all interview respondents (see Attachment 3, LESC 
Feedback Questions on Appeals Process); 

• interviews were scheduled and conducted; and 
• responses were collected and summarized. 

 
This process resulted in 27 interviews with school personnel statewide.  Some of the personnel 
that were interviewed reported information about multiple schools and grade levels.  The 
majority of respondents requested anonymity.  To honor these requests, this report identifies 
none of the schools or respondents.  The table below provides an overview of the information 
collected during the interviews.  The percentages in the table are not a one-to-one match to the 
number of interviews conducted because, as previously mentioned, respondents provided 
information for multiple schools and grade levels. 
 

Overview of Interview Results 
Grades Appealed Sections Appealed Level of Satisfaction 

(appeals process) 
Preliminary Grades – 23% 
Final Grades – 58% 
Both Grades – 19% 

College & Career Readiness – 8% 
Bonus Points – 6% 
Graduation Rate – 5% 
Growth (all types) – 5% 
Participation Rate – 5% 
Opportunity to Learn – 2% 
Current Standing – 1% 

Satisfied – 15% 
Unsatisfied – 78% 
Neither – 7% 

 
Among responses received, school personnel reported: 
 

• receiving firsthand knowledge from PED about the appeals process while other 
respondents reported learning about the process through other sources; 

• spending between one and 72 hours preparing the school grade appeals; and 
• submitting supporting documentation with the appeals form. 
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Although PED reported that the department would provide a response to all appeals by 5:00 pm 
on July 31, 2012, according to some respondents PED issued a second response date of August 
17, 2012.  In general, respondents expressed the following themes: 
 

• The appeals process lacked flexibility. Some suggested that treating the process as a 
work in progress with extended deadlines for data reviews and appeals would have been 
helpful. 

• The criteria for bonus points were unclear.  Some respondents reported that a rubric for 
earning bonus points would have been helpful. 

• Little consideration was given to the effects of mobility.  Some suggested that providing 
different weights for students who were not present for all three reporting periods would 
have been helpful. 

• In general there was insufficient communication and information.  Some noted that an 
updated or new technical manual to explain calculation changes would have been 
helpful. 

• Finally, respondents indicated that additional training would have been helpful, 
particularly on uploading data to the Web Application Portal. 

 
Other comments included recommendations for improving the appeals process, including: 
 

• embargoing the grades until all appeals have been resolved and the data have been 
reviewed for accuracy; 

• using multiple communication methods to communicate deadlines, such as: 
 

 data review timelines; 
 data submission deadlines; and 
 appeals process deadline; 

 
• issuing embargoed grades during the school’s academic year, so that staff needed to file 

appeals would be available; 
• setting time frames based on school size for completing an appeal; 
• forming a committee of external experts to conduct an independent review of the 

appeals, rather than allowing the same staff members that issue the grades to conduct 
the appeals; 

• providing guidelines or a rubric on how the appeals are measured; 
• supplying additional and more consistent information to schools, particularly with the 

school calculations used to develop individual school grades (i.e. baseline data, 
projections, and Value-Added Model (VAM); 

• providing schools with descriptions or examples of A, B, C, D, or F schools and with a 
list of actions schools can take to improve their grade for next year; 

• conducting phone conferences to further explain the results of an appeal; 
• providing confirmation that data and appeals have been submitted; and 
• allowing all schools, not just D and F schools, to attend workshops designed for D and 

F schools. 
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THE INSTRUCTIONAL AUDIT PROCESS FOR SCHOOLS RECEIVING A 
D OR F, OR DESIGNATED A FOCUS OR PRIORITY SCHOOL 
 
In late July 2012, the LESC staff received copies of two documents: (1) The New Mexico 
Instructional Audit (NMIA) Handbook and (2) The NMIA Appendices. 
 
Relating to instructional audits of public schools, according to the handbook: 
 

• the purpose of the instructional audit is to help D, F, Focus, and Priority schools identify 
problems related to the systems that support effective instruction, which are or are not 
in place in the school, and provide the school the opportunity to address these problems, 
with the ultimate goal of improving student achievement; 

• the audit process for Priority and F schools will be managed by PED and involve a 
three-person team composed of a PED staff member, an external consultant approved 
and trained by PED (fulfills role of team leader), and a district representative from the 
school being audited; 

• districts will be responsible for managing the audits of Focus and D schools following 
the same timeline and steps of Priority and F schools, but will be required to recruit 
their own audit team; 

• audits will be conducted over a three-day site visit, with some fluctuation depending on 
the size and location of the school; 

• audits will gather information through interviews with school leadership, teachers, 
parents, and students; 

• interview questions will be divided into three categories, including: 
 

o strengthening the school instructional program; 
o ensuring teachers provide effective instruction; and 
o using data to inform instruction; and 

 
• audits are scheduled to begin fall of 2012 (some school districts have reported that the 

instructional audits are scheduled to begin September 1, 2012). 
 
Finally, the handbook states that the instructional audit is part of New Mexico’s A-F School 
Grading Accountability System; however, there is no mention of these audits in rule or statute.  
The A-F grading system is part of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) 
Flexibility Waiver, which mandated its creation along with several other requirements outlined 
in Attachment 4, Accountability System Requirement Matrix for Reward / Strategic / Focus / 
Priority Schools 2012-2013, and Attachment 5, A-F School Grading Accountability System 
Matrix of Requirements for Schools 2012-2013. 
 
The matrix in Attachment 4: 
 

• is developed specifically for Title I Schools (schools with at least 40 percent of the 
student population in poverty); 

• includes a definition for each of the designations of Reward, Strategic, Focus and 
Priority Schools as well as the percentages of Title I Schools that require these 
designations; and 
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• describes the financial implications for set aside funds, the general and Web EPSS 
(Educational Plan for Student Success3

 

) requirements and the tools available to schools 
receiving these designations. 

The matrix in Attachment 5: 
 

• provides a definition for schools receiving an A, B, C, D, or F; 
• describes the general and Web EPSS requirements and tools available for schools 

receiving these grades; and 
• includes a definition for all Seven Turnaround Principles. 

 
The table below illustrates the number of schools that were issued a grade of A, B, C, D, or F 
for both the preliminary grades issued on January 10, 2012 and the official school grades issued 
on July 9, 2012. 
 

School Grade Comparison 

Grade 
Preliminary Grades 

(school year 2010-2011) 
Official Grades 

(school year 2011-2012) 
A 73 39 
B 191 197 
C 267 275 
D 207 250 
F 88 69 
Pending/Unknown 35 35 
Total 861 865 

 
A total of 250 D schools and 69 F schools, and a total of 32 Priority schools and 62 Focus 
schools, identified by PED in the Status of Priority, Focus, and Strategic Schools Report 
(included in Attachment 6), will be required to complete an instructional audit. 
 
At this time, LESC staff is unsure if 413 is the final number of schools that will be required to 
complete an instructional audit because PED has not updated the school designations of Focus 
and Priority schools or the school grade listing of D and F schools to reflect any changes based 
on school appeals. 
 
For the committee’s review, the table below describes: 
 

• the general audit process with the exception of the audit team composition; and 
• the responsibilities for the PED audit team reviewing Priority and F schools but, does 

not provide guidance on the composition of the audit team managed by the districts in 
reviewing Focus and D schools. 

 
 
 
 

                                                           
3Web EPSS is used to develop a school’s improvement plan.  It is a web-based tool designed to streamline a school’s program 
monitoring, and used to track the implementation and evaluation of the effectiveness of the LEAs Improvement Plan. 
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Instructional Audit Site Visit Schedule 
Audit Process Three-Person Audit Team 

Preparation 
& 

Pre-Visit 

 completes the professional development sessions required by PED to learn about the 
procedures of the instructional audit; 

 becomes familiar with the school being audited; 
 team leader sends an Initial Letter to the superintendent and principal of the school being 

audited informing them of the following: 
o dates of site visit; 
o dates of entrance/exit conference; 
o dates of principal/individual/group interviews; 
o dates of classroom observations; 
o list of documents to be reviewed prior/during visit; 
o list of special needs (ex: interpreter, work room etc.); and 

 reviews requested documents. 

Day 1 

 meets to review schedule with the principal and request additional documents as needed; 
 meets and reviews schedule with the staff; 
 interviews principal (team leader); 
 interviews school leadership group (team leader); 
 interviews teachers and other instructional or support staff4

 interviews groups of six to eight parents of mixed grade levels, needs and cultures (all 
auditors); 

 (all auditors); 

 interviews groups of students5

 meets to review notes and issues (all auditors). 
 (all auditors); and 

Day 2 
 observes at least 12-36 classrooms6

 interviews teachers continued (all auditors); and 
 (all auditors); 

 meets to review notes and issues (all auditors). 

Day 3 
 reviews all data and compiles findings7

 conducts exit interview to report the major findings and supporting data
 (all auditors); 

8

 sets timeline for delivering report and collecting response
 (all auditors); and 

9

Post-Visit 

 (team leader). 
 drafts final report – track through finalization (team leader); 

o report identifying information about school, audit and auditors; 
o describe the audit process; 
o report the findings and list the evidence; and 
o set up the template for the schools response. 

 sends report10

 upon approval of the report
 to the Priority Schools Bureau (PSB) for review; and 

11

 

 from PSB, sends the report to the school principal, 
superintendent and PSB staff. 

 
 
                                                           
4Interview at least one teacher per grade level at the elementary level and at least two teachers for the core subjects and all 
other instructional personnel as time allows at the secondary level. 
5This is a mixed group of five to seven students at the elementary level from the school’s highest grade level when appropriate 
and seven to 10 students at the secondary level. 
6PED recommends that classroom observations be selected based on the content area(s) in which the school did NOT meet the 
student growth targets (SGTs) in Math and/or Reading and that other content/federal program classrooms be observed if time 
allows. 
7Findings must be substantiated with at least 3 general data sources, or two very strong data sources. 
8Schools can ask clarifying questions about the information collected, findings or conclusions of the audit. 
9The principal and superintendent receive the report within 10-14 days of the exit interview and will have 10-14 days to 
respond. 
10The report is written for the following audiences:  board of education, district or school staff, and the public.  The report 
format will focus on aspects of instruction that the school does well, on priorities that need immediate attention, and on 
findings that can be addressed without urgency.  Evidence will support all findings. 
11Upon sending the final report the principal, superintendent and PSB staff, the team leader must keep all documents and notes 
for at least one month before shredding all documents. 
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According to the NMIA handbook, in general: 
 

• the completion and submission of the finalized report12

• the entire process, including preparation, site visit and report writing should take 
approximately five to seven days depending on the school size and location and 
complexity of the data collected at the school; 

 for the instructional audit is the 
responsibility of the school and district; 

• upon the completion of the audit, the findings are to be shared with the principal and 
school leadership team on the last day of the site visit at an exit conference, in addition 
to a written report provided to the superintendent and principal within 10 to 14 days of 
the site visit; and 

• the principal is to have an opportunity to respond, but the school is responsible for 
revising the Web EPSS to reflect the findings within 10 to14 days after the report has 
been uploaded to the Web EPSS cabinet file under the NMIA Report. 

 
Resources 
 

• for FY 13, the Legislature appropriated $3.5 million to PED for interventions in D and 
F schools “contingent on the department using the funds in D and F schools as 
identified by the A-B-C-D-F Schools Rating Act”; and 

• LESC staff is unaware of any other funding sources available to schools to help offset 
the cost of conducting the instructional audits. 

 
Finally this staff report includes the following attachments: 
 

• Attachment 7, Interview Questions for the School Leadership Team; 
• Attachment 8, Sample of Interview Report Form; 
• Attachment 9, Interview Questions for Teachers and Other Instructional or Support 

Staff; 
• Attachment 10, Interview Questions for Parents; 
• Attachment 11, Interview Questions for Students; 
• Attachment 12, Documents Requested of Schools; 
• Attachment 13, Classroom Observation Guide; and 
• Attachment 14, Classroom Observation Report Form. 

                                                           
12The expectation is that the school responds to each finding using the template provided in the report.  The school must also 
incorporate the revisions into its 2012-2013 Web EPSS, by tagging the changes to the plan based on the instructional audit.  
The completed Final NMIA Report must be uploaded to the school’s Web EPSS filing cabinet of the school under the Web 
EPSS section and the school principal must notify PSB when the upload is finalized. 



A-F School Grade Appeals Process and Form 

SOURCE:  Interview Respondents
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Email to Superintendents: 
 
Greetings Superintendents: 
 
The Legislative Education Study Committee (LESC) staff is currently conducting ongoing research 
regarding the A-F School Grading System.  It is our understanding that school districts have been given 
an opportunity by PED to appeal a school’s grade. 
 
If your district or any school within your district has completed an appeal, would you please provide us 
with the name and phone number or email address of someone we may contact to learn about the 
appeals process? 
 
We are interested in including this information in our August report to the LESC.  Also, if the staff 
contact wishes to remain anonymous, we will honor that request in the report. 
We thank you in advance for your willingness to speak with us and look forward to hearing from you.  
Please feel free to contact me with any questions. 
 
Regards, 
 
Sarah Amador-Guzman 

 
 
Email to Regional Education Cooperative Directors: 
 
Greetings REC Directors: 
 
The Legislative Education Study Committee (LESC) staff is currently conducting ongoing research 
regarding the A-F School Grading System.  It is our understanding that schools have been given an 
opportunity by PED to appeal a school’s grade. 
 
If any school within your region has completed an appeal, would you please provide us with the name 
and phone number or email address of someone we may contact to learn about the appeals process? 
 
We are interested in including this information in our August report to the LESC.  Also, if the staff 
contact wishes to remain anonymous, we will honor that request in the report. 
We thank you in advance for your willingness to speak with us and look forward to hearing from you.  
Please feel free to contact me with any questions. 
 
Regards, 
Sarah Amador-Guzman 
  

Emails Soliciting Feedback on School Grading System Appeals Process

LESC  August 2012

ATTACHMENT 2



Email to State-Charter School Administrators 
 
Greetings State Charter School Administrators: 
 
The Legislative Education Study Committee (LESC) staff is currently conducting ongoing research 
regarding the A-F School Grading System.  It is our understanding that schools have been given an 
opportunity by PED to appeal a school’s grade. 
 
If your school has completed an appeal, would you please provide us with the name and phone number 
or email address of someone we may contact to learn about the appeals process? 
 
We are interested in including this information in our August report to the LESC.  Also, if the staff 
contact wishes to remain anonymous, we will honor that request in the report. 
We thank you in advance for your willingness to speak with us and look forward to hearing from you.  
Please feel free to contact me with any questions. 
 
Regards, 
Sarah Amador-Guzman 
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1. Entity or school name?  Can we use your name?  School name? 

 
2. Appealed preliminary or final school grades, or both? 

 
3. How did you learn about the appeals process?  Were there guidance/directions included?  

What grounds were allowed to be used as the basis for the appeal? 
 

4. What type of school was the appeal submitted for?  Elementary, middle, high school and 
was it an alternative or charter school (state or district charter)? 
 

5. What time frame was provided for the appeal of Preliminary Grades? Final Grades? Did 
it differ? 
 

6. How many staff hours were spent on preparing the appeal? 
 

7. Did you submit supporting documents? 
 

8. What section(s) of the grade was appealed? Did you appeal the whole grade? 
 

9. What were the grounds for the appeal? 
 

10. Overall, how long did the appeals process take? (includes preparation, and time of 
submission to the time of response) 
 

11. What was the overall result of the appeal (preliminary/final/both)?  Has there been a 
resolution? Are you satisfied with the outcome? 
 

12. What would you change about the appeals process if anything and why? 
 

13. Did you ever apply for an appeal under AYP?  If so, how did the appeals process of A-F 
compare to the appeals process under AYP? 
 

14. Comments/Questions/Requests? 

LESC Feedback Questions on Appeals Process 
(as asked during the telephone interviews)

LESC  August 2012

ATTACHMENT 3



 
 Accountability System Requirement Matrix for 

Reward/Strategic/Focus/Priority Schools 2012-2013

SOURCE:  PED Instructional Audit Handbook, September 2011 (revised June 2012)

ATTACHMENT 4
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A-F School Grading Accountability System Matrix of Requirements for Schools 2012-2013

SOURCE:  PED Instructional Audit Handbook, September 2011 (revised June 2012)



Status of Priority, Focus, and Strategic Schools Report

SOURCE:  Public Education Department

ATTACHMENT 6

























Interview Questions for the School Leadership Team

SOURCE:  PED Instructional Audit Handbook, September 2011 (revised June 2012)

ATTACHMENT 7





Sample of Interview Report Form

SOURCE:  PED Instructional Audit Handbook, September 2011 (revised 2012) 

ATTACHMENT 8



Interview Questions for Teachers and Other Instructional or Support Staff

SOURCE:  PED Instructional Audit Handbook, September 2011 (revised 2012)

ATTACHMENT 9





Interview Questions for Parents

SOURCE:  PED Instructional Audit Handbook, September 2011 (revised June 2012)

ATTACHMENT 10





Interview Questions for Students

SOURCE:  PED Instructional Audit Handbook, September 2011 (revised June 2012)

ATTACHMENT 11





Documents Requested of Schools

SOURCE:  PED Instructional Audit Handbook, September 2011 (revised June 2012)

ATTACHMENT 12





Classroom Observation Guide

SOURCE:  PED Instructional Audit Handbook, September 2011 (revised June 2012)

ATTACHMENT 13







Classroom Observation Report Form

SOURCE:  PED Instructional Audit Handbook, September 2011 (revised June 2012)

ATTACHMENT 14
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