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Kelly: Intro & Updates

ANew School Classifications, Title | & non
A4 new AMOs:

| achievement

I growth

1 gap

I reducing the norproficient
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Title | School Classifications Under the ESEA W
(Approximately 662 schools)

10% 66
Reward Schools schools

Remaining Title | Schools:
Making Progress
Not Making Progress

Approximately
497 school

33 66
schools 5% schools

Priority
Schools



Title and NonTitle Worlds

10%
Reward Schools
Modeling

Making Progress,
Not Making Progress,
Title | Schools

Transitioning

5%
Priority
Schools

High-Need

4




Update on the work:

A Phase I:
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I biz rules for AMO calculations

I Custom AMOs for each building
A Phase II: Board of Ed. Reports
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A Phase Ill: Public Reports



Tony:
Achievement and Growth AMOs

Athe Assessment Performance Index;
Aselecting Priority and Reward Schools;
AAchievement AMOSs;

AHow do we used interpret the API?
Athe growth AMO;

AWhat does growth tell us?



Why did we need
a new academic performance measure??

Trends in Performance Levels, KS Math,
Grade 7, All Students, 2000 - 2012

o Exemplary
B Exceeds Standard
80~ Relatively fe B Meets Standard
students are Appro. Standard
60~ avallable for W Academic Warning
moving over B not tested
40— the
proficiency
- line.

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012



Is theAPImore accurate tha

the Percent Proficient?

I
School T has 91% at Standard
or Above, but 75% in the top 22 cchool T
categories, Exceeds & |
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We steplr g | €

and introduce the concept of a ceiling.
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How Is the API calculated?

performance level points per #of total points
level students
exemplary 1,000 55 55,000
exceeds standard 750 90 67,500
meets standard 500 82 41,000
approaching standar 250 30 7,500
academic warning 0 4 0

totals 261 171,000

Assessment Performance Ind€&Pl) =171,000+ 261=655




How
were
Priority
Schools
selected?

Were these o e
students  SHEY have
enrolled by ~> yes = | valid -> yes
Sept. 20th? assessments? l
Does the school select the include
have 4 years of | €= | most recent 4 €— | these
assessments? yrs. of data students
¢ include combine reading
yes ﬁ these ﬁ & math by
schools proficiency level
rank the schools calculate
by their API (_ the API for
scores for each each of the
of the 4 years 4 years

average
the 4 ranks

-

the 5 % of Title |
schools with the
lowest ranks are the
Priority Schools




An Example: School B

Academic  Appro. Met Exceeds

Warning Standard Standard Standard SXEITRIEN AP A REDLS

2009 97 114 232 162 83 507 54
2010 139 127 262 145 46 442 18
2011 123 97 255 165 102 508 26
2012 133 104 231 148 95 488 46
144

A-year average APl rank: 144 / 4 years = 36

26

Title | order, from lowest to highest:



Title I school? Not a Focus School?

4 years of reading and math assessments?

No significant performance gaps

H OW between All Students and any subgroup? j

¢ qualified
We re current APl from 4
year's API, . years
R d Jsth | minus ] = X j
ewar Skl 2ath e

S C h O O I S Is this school " poiiﬁ"e?
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Thisisa
High Progress Using 4 years of
School math and reading
assmts., is this —) yes
— - school's APl among
This is a High the highest?
Performance
School

t After deducting the High
yes &= | Progress Schools, does this

school fall in the top 10 %?




To design the achievement AMOs, vT/e
had to answeB questions:

1. What is an ambitious but achievable
goal? In other wordsyhatisour
ceiling?

2. What Is arate of improvement that is
demonstrably achievable

3. How can we best prevent high
performing students from masking the
low performance of a subgroup?



Estimating the ceiling:

Kansas Reading Trends, Smoothed and Projected Forward,
Selected Student Groups, Report Card Population
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Setting Reading Performance Bands for Schools, 2011 Data

|dentified Equilibrium (715)
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between implementing,
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What Is a realisticate of

Improvement?
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Reading AMQOs are like the Standard of Excellen*

SchoolCategory API Range

ExpectedRate of
Improvement/ AMO

Capon %Below
Standard

top 25percent
Modeling (Level 4
API> or = 757

Forschools below the 90
percentile, a mean advance (
2 points per year. Above the
90" percentile, whatever
improvement is possible.

< or = 5 percent; if
not, next lower level

3rd quarter

Transitioning (Level 3 API> or = 703

but < 757

>5but<or=10
percent; if not, next
lower level

An average yearly advance o
points per year

2nd quarter

>10 but<or=15
An average yearly advance of

Implementing (Level 2 API > OR = 63¢ 10 points per vear percent; if not, next
but< 703 P pery lower level
lowest 25 Increments sufficiento enter  Any school with 45
High-Need (Level 1 percent level 2 ora yearlymea_n API percent of _|t_s stu_dents
advance ofl5 pts., whichever below proficient is a
APl < 635 IS greater. level 1 school.




Mathematics AMOs

ExpectedRate of Capon %Below

SchoolCategory APl Range Improvement / AMO Standard

Forlevel 4 schools below the §0

percentile, a mean advance of 2 ptt < or =6 percent; if not,
per year. Above the 0percentile,  next lower level
whatever improvement is possible.

top 25 percent
Modeling (Level 4)
APl > or =744

3rd quarter

An averagegearly advancef 7 points >6 but < or =13 percent;
APl >or = 679 but < per year if not, next lower level
744

Transitioning (Level 3

2nd quarter >13but < or =19

An averageyearly advancef 13 percent; if not, next lowe

Implementing (Level 2 API > or = 596 but < pointsper year

679 level
lowest 25percent Increments sufficient t@nter level2 A7 SChOOI. tilit = 315
. . percent of its students
High-Need (Level 1 or ayearlymean AP&dvance ofl5 below proficient is a leve
APl < 596 pts., whicheveris greater. P

1 school.




Reading
API

Examples of Reading AMO Trajectories for Schools
Starting at Different Levels
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Student Growth Percentiles:
Why were growth models so attractive
In the early years of AYP?

ALesdias againsschools with
many subgroups;

ALesdiasagainst schools with
higher percentages of students
from lowerincome families.



Student Growth Percentiles imitate
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Advantages of the
Student Growth Percentile Model
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Kansas

Growth MedianStadent Growth erceties
AMO:
a relative - ot
measure | e s

School A, with a

-  school median = 80
S0 B -

There are no 1 :
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odzAf RAy3dQa 3INRGGK

measure.




Qualifications about growth measur%

iDNRGgUOUKZ fA1S | 0 K S
about today, Is only one way of Iookmg at
the same assessments.

I Growth measures are at an early stage of
development and use; experimental.

I Key building blocks of student growth
soclal skills, persistence, conscientiousness
motivation, positive social environmernts
are not measured.




James:
the Gap & Reducing the Ndfroficient

Athe Gap calculations;

AFocus school identification;

AGap AMOs;

Ahow to interpret Gap results;

Athe Reducing the NoRroficient AMOS;
Ahow to interpret the results.




Reducing the Achievement Gap
AMO



Gap AMO Goals

A Eliminate double counting

AwSY2@S LRISYUAILT G2 ¢

A Reward all performance category
advancements

A Make school specific goals



Assessment Performance Index (API)
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Achievement Gap

A State Benchmark
I Represents highest performing buildings in Kansas
| Based or2007/-2010data
i API score of building at th&d" percentile
I Math State Benchmark 7207
| Reading State Benchmark/’26
A LowestPerforming30% of Students
I APl score representing lowest performing students in each
building
A Achievement Gap
i 5AFFSNBYOS 0Su0sSSy {0l GS
LowestPerforming30% of Students



Assessment Performance Index (API)
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API for Whole Building

Math Reading
Performance Category 2010 201YTotal __ 2010 201 Total =
Exemplary 21 20 41 25 26 51
Exceeds Standard 26 29 55 38 35 73
Meets Standard 58 61 119 47 54 101
Approaching Standard 12 13 25 11 7 18
Academic Warning 8 2 1 4 3
Totals 125 125 25 125 125
ole Building Math AP Whole Building Reading API
Performance Category  Points per Assessment  # of Assessments / Total Points Performance Category  Points per Assessment # ol\Assessments Total Points
Exemplary 1,000 41 / 41,000 Exemplary 1,000 x 51 51,000
Exceeds Standard 750 55 41,250 Exceeds Standard 750 73 54,750
Meets Standard 500 119 59,500 Meets Standard 500 101 50,500
Approaching Standard 250 25 6,250 Approaching Standard 250 18 4,500
Academic Warning 0 10 0 Academic Warning 0 7 0
Totals 250 148,000 Totals 250 160,750
Assessment Performance Index (API) = 148,000 + 250 = 592 Assessment Performance Index (API) = 160,750 + 250 = 643




API for LowesPerforming 30%

Math Reading

Performance Category 2010 2011 Total ~~ 2010 2011 Total -~
Exemplary 21 20 41 25 26 51
Exceeds Standard 26 29 55 38 35 73
Meets Standard 58 61 119 47 54 101
Approaching Standard 12 13 25 11 7 18
Academic Warning 8 2 1 4 3 7
Totals 125 125 250 125 125 25

Building's Math API for Lowest Performing 30% of

Students

Building's Reading API for Lowest Performing 30% of
Students

Performance Category  Points per Assessment # of Assessments  Toidl Points
Exemplary 1,000
Exceeds Standard 750 -
Meets Standard 500 40 20,000
Approaching Standard 250 25 6,250
Academic Warning 0 10 0
Totals 75) 26,250

Assessment Performance Index (API) = 26,5% + 75 =350

707-350 = 357
357+2=178.5
178.5+6 =29.75API Points

Performance Category  Points per Assessment # §f Assessments  Total Points

Exemplary 1,000
Exceeds Standard 750 -
Meets Standard 500 50 25,000
Approaching Standard 250 18 4,500
Academic Warning 0 7 0
Totals ( Q) 29,500

Assessment Performance Index (API) = 29,500 + 75 = 393

726-393=333
333+2=166.5
166.5+ 6 =27.75API Points

9 students up one performance category
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Building's Math API for Lowest Performing 30% of

Students
Performance Category  Points per Assessment # of Assessments Total Points
Exemplary 1,000

Exceeds Standard 750 - -
Meets Standard 500 40 20,000
Approaching Standard 250 25 6,250

Academic Warning 0 10 0
Totals 75 26,250

Assessment Performance Index (API) = 26,250 + 75 = 350

A 2012First Determination Year
A Make gap reduction AMO outright

A Or, thecombined tweyear gap reduction must meet ¢
exceed twice the amount of annual gap reduction

A Or, reach an API score 5®0or greater for the lowest
performing30% of students



Reducing NoiProficient AMO



Reducing Noiroficient AMO

A Focuses attentiostrictly onnon-proficient students

A The goal is for buildings to reduce their nproficient
student population in half over 6 years

A Separate AMOs for Math and Reading
A Applies to buildings, districts, and state

A Applies to identifiable subgroups:
I All Students Group
I Free& Reduced Lunch
I English Language Learners
|
|

I Students with Disabilities
I Race, Ethnicity
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PercentNon-Proficient
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PercentNon-Proficient
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Setting AMO for NoifProficient

Math Reading

Performance Category 2010 201 Total 2010 201 Total

Exemplary 21 20 41 25 26 51
Exceeds Standard 26 29 55 38 35 73
Meets Standard 58 61 119 47 54 101
Approaching Standard 12 13 25 11 7 18
Academic Warning 8 2 10 4 3 7
Totals 125 175 250 125 175 250

Whole Building Math API

Performance Category  Points per Assessment # of Assessments % of Assessments Total Points
Exemplary 1,000 20 16.0% 20,000
Exceeds Standard 750 29 23 2% 21,750 10 ZPAJ +l . 6)/0 _l 20 /0
Meets Standard 500 61 30,500 -2 =R0
Approaching Standard 250 13 1o 4% 3,250 12%+2=6%
Academic Warning 0 2 1 6% 0 6%— 6 = l%
Totals 125 75,500
Assessment Performance Index (API) = 75,500 + 125 = 604

Whole Building Math API

Performance Category  Points per Assessment # of Assessments % of Assessments Total Points
Exemplary 1,000 26 20.8% 26,000
Exceeds Standard 750 35 28 O% 26,250 5 . 60/0 +2 4% _8%
Meets Standard 500 54 27,000 0/fh=—2—=—A0
Approaching Standard 250 7 5 60/ 1,750 8 /0 ' 2 4 A)
Academic Warning 0 3 2 4% 0 4%+ 6 = 66%
Totals 125 81,000
Assessment Performance Index (API) = 81,000 + 125 = 648
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Performance Category  Points per Assessment # of Assessments % of Assessments Total Points

Exemplary 1,000 20 16.0% 20,000
Exceeds Standard 750 29 23.2% 21,750
eets Standar 500 61 48.8% 30,500
Approaching Standard 250 13 10.4% 3,250
Academic Warning 0 2 1.6% 0

125 100% 75,500
Assessment Performance Index (API) = 75,500 + 125 = 604

A 2012 First Determination Year
A Make AMO outright
AOELX 2NAY3I a2y (F NBSGE

A Exploring whether other mechanisms will be in
place (safe harbor, confidence intervals)




More Information

Web: www.ksde.org
E-mail: waiver@ksde.org



