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Essential Questions

As ESSA looms, what are
How are some opportunities for
School improvement for the
School Report Card as an
Grades accountability metric and

Calculated ? @ tool for school

improvement?

What are some strengths of the
School Report Card?
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Current Standing

Proficiency - Both overall and
relative to similar schools
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School Growth

How the school performs
compared to schools of the same
size. mobility and prior student
performance regarding growth
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Cut points are anchored to
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Current Standing

Proficiency - Both overall and
relative to similar schools
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3-Year Summary Reading (%) Math (%)

Performance is considered 100%
on grade level when students
score either Proficient or 75%
Advanced.
S0%
Proficient
Not Proficient | 25%
] 0% +
2014 2015 2016 2014 2015 2016
Lr40e Range. niN 3 Loue. Lsuls This SChODI -
Statewide C Benchmark |__
School Possible
Current Standing Grade Points Points
How did students perform in the most recent school year? What percent _
of students are on grade level? Did students improve more or less than 21.3

expected? B 28.75 40




Knowing how many students are proficient in a given year is a measure of the school’s overall success.

Current
Standing Single-year performance will vary with differing classes of students. Therefore, Current Standing uses up
to 3 years of data to provide a more accurate picture of the school's achievement. Current Standing is
augmented with Value-Added Modeling (VAM) by capturing the school's size, student mobility, and prior
student performance. Details of VAM can be found in the PED's School Grading Technical Guide at
http://webapp2.ped.state.nm.us/SchoolData/SchoolGrading.aspx.
Sander Race / Ethnicity Students English
All Afr Am Economically with Language
Students F M  \white Amer Hisp  Asian Indian Disadvantaged Disabilities Leamers
Reading
Proficient and Advanced (%) 616 60.7 626 70.7 60.0 59.1 - - 512 151 438
Proficient and Advanced (Pts) 6.16
Value-Added Model (Pts) 8.60
Math
Proficient and Advanced (%) 477 404 545 571 - 458 - - 343 17.6 17.6
Proficient and Advanced (Pts) 4.77
Value-Added Model (Pts) 9.23
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School Growth

How the school performs
compared to schools of the same
size, mobility and prior student
performance regarding growth
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Opportunity to
Learn and Bonus
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How are school grades calculated?

What are some strengths?

‘What are some opportunities for as we roll
out ESSAT
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experiencing a
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Student
Growth

Are students

experiencing a
year's worth of
growth relative to
their academic
peers?
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Proximity to
Expected Score
(-3to3)

Mean Score on
current year test
All students in the state who | for the Academic
scored a 38 and a 745 become Peer Group
the academic peer group. [Expected Score)

Growth Calculations
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Learning Objective Il
Strengths of the School Report Card

: : The growth metrics give much more detailed
Differentiates performance and actionable information than % proficient

amongst similar schools or average scores
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Monitors trends in school and
student performance over time
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Why School Grades?

Statute and ESEA
Waiver -
Accountability
ldentify the unique Differentiate school

contributions of schools to performance amongst
student performance comparable schools




Differentiates performance
amongst similar schools




The growth metrics give much more detailed

and actionable information than % proficient
Or average scores

!'= Relationship between % Proficient and %FRL compared with Relationship between VAS and %FRL
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Monitors trends in school and
student performance over time
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School Grade Trends
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Source:PED School Grades Website




Number of Schools

250

2014-15 vs. 2015-16 School Grade Distribution Comparison

200
150
100
50
0
Pl B C D F
2014-15 129 173 218 192 141
2015-16 118 208 207 204 112
m2014-15 m2015-16

Source: PED School Grades Website
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School Grade Change From 2014-15 to 2015-16
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[%Increase 15% 33% 53% 62% 33%
| %Maintain 36% 32% 30% 38% 36%
%Decrease 50% 49% 34% 17% 0% [ 31%

O%increase

School Grade in 2014-15

B %Maintain
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Source: PED School Grades Website
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Learning Objective Il

Opportunities for Improvement for School Report Cards

Much like NCLB, with
a federal focus on
proficiency, the
current standing
points on the report
card are more
difficult to obtain for
schools in low socio-
economic areas.

Many stakeholders value
social and emotional
outcomes and character
development as equally
important to academic
achievement and oftentimes
feel under appreciated for
fostering these outcomes
when they are minimally
accounted for in
accountability measures,
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School Grades by
FRL Status

Free and Reduced-Fee Lunch (FRL)

Percent of Schools by 2015.16 Grade,
Free and Reduced-Fee Lunch [FRL)
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PercentofSchools by 2015-16 School Grade, Free and Reduced-Fee Lunch(FRL)
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Percent of Schools by 2015-16 Grade,
Free and Reduced-Fee Lunch (FRL)

100%

23
90% - 8 O F
80% - _ —_—
70% - mD

g
60% _ |
50% - mC
40% S

110
30% - BB
20%
10% - mA
0% -
0% - 80% FRL 81% - 100% FRL (N = 442)

(N = 407)




M an y St a ke h O |_ d ers va I.U e | i i i e

social and emotional e R, -
outcomes and character e — :

development as equally oo
important to academic i
achievement and oftentimes
feel under appreciated for
fostering these outcomes E = =
when they are minimally = ] [|=

w7t Lraining Purposes 2
Omly

accounted for in RS =
accountability measures.

\\\\\\




Achiever T Lain
I '~ Growth by Achievement Polt Middia Schoel Math Scares ¢
3
5 | High Growth High Growth . l= A
< Low Achievement High Achievement
2
4]
s ! i
w1
05
5 Average 3 Sesadell) ~
E il B i
""‘E‘ '0-5 ig . C "'- .
2
= 1 g <
-1.5
= 2 . L™ E
Low Growth Low Growth
-2.5 - | Low Achievement High Achievement Stugent achisvemant on 2009 state math test
. .
-3 Students in Ms. K's
-3 -25 -2 -15 -1 Average 1 15 2 25 3 ®c ® Siud Baia PP




How are school grades calculated?

What are some strengths?

What are some opportunities for as we roll
out ESSA?

Thank you

Questions? 9






