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Measuring Performance Honors

"

The Measuring Performance Honors (MPH) system is a measurement model designed to provide feedback to school systems and their associated stakeholders for the purpose of evaluating academic progress. The MPH system was designed in response to legislation at state and national levels (specifically, the Arkansas Comprehensive Testing, Assessment, and Accountability Program of Arkansas Legislature ACT 999) for the development of accountability systems for schools with the purpose of improving the delivery of education, the educational environment, and the academic progress of students. 


The MPH system addresses many of the numerous complexities of measuring the performance of school systems. Yet the feedback provided to school personnel is in a format that can be interpreted by parents and community stakeholders. The MPH system does the following:

· combines complex academic, non-academic, and community demographic factors into a fair and accurate assessment of educational progress, 

· uses these data to provide interpretable and useful evaluation information for the educational community, and

· aids in identifying areas for further assessment using various support systems, data assessment personnel, and curricular assessment personnel for facilitating the improvement of educational systems.


The goal of the MPH system is to incorporate the primary factors that assess the general quality of the educational environment of a school system into an interpretable and useful output measure. The following components are included in the assessment of the functioning of each school:

· cross-sectional measures of academic performance in literacy and mathematics,

· measures of academic progress or growth using trend and longitudinal models, and

· measures of non-academic indicators that help to provide an environment conducive to academic learning.


When assessing the performance of a school, there are other factors that should be taken into consideration for a more thorough understanding of how a school system is functioning. These background factors have an impact on how the performance level of a school should be interpreted. As a result, selected demographic and performance measures are also incorporated into the MPH model:

· economic status indicator

· prior academic performance levels

In the MPH system, a proxy measure of the percent of students enrolled in free and reduced lunch is used as an indicator of economic status of the school. In addition, multi-year trend data is compared for schools with similar academic background performance levels. The result is a set of measures that provides feedback about a school on current and longitudinal performance in selected academic and educational environment areas in comparison to students in Arkansas as a whole and in similar educational systems. For details regarding the scoring system and the specific variables used in the MPH model, see the section on MPH Program Scoring System.

Background of the Arkansas Comprehensive Testing, 

Assessment, and Accountability Program (ACTAAP)
Assessment, and Accountability Program (ACTAAP)"

State Legislation tc "State Legislation " \l 2

Prior to 1999, the Arkansas Department of Education (ADE) initiated a comprehensive educational reform effort to improve delivery of education and increase student achievement in Arkansas. In 1999, the Arkansas legislature approved ACT 999 which mandated the creation of the Arkansas Comprehensive Testing, Assessment, and Accountability Program (ACTAAP). ACTAAP is a central component of the reform efforts undertaken by the ADE and introduced the use of data-driven decision making to enhance curriculum modifications, assessment of student progress, and creation and utilization of faculty development programs. Additionally, data-driven decision making provides guidance in the implementation of educational policy at all levels of the public education system, including classroom, school, district, and state levels. 

National Title I Legislation tc "National Title I Legislation " \l 2

The ACTAAP program legislated in ACT 999 also provides evaluation components required by national legislation for Title I funding eligibility. This is an important component given that the majority of schools in Arkansas receive some level of Title I funding. Title I mandates that each state utilize an accountability system for the purpose of demonstrating improvement in student performance. The U.S. Department of Education identified the standards in establishing an accountability system with the following criteria: (a) challenging state academic content standards, (b) student performance standards, (c) aligned assessments used to measure the progress of schools toward enabling students to meet state standards, (d) a system for rewarding successful schools and districts, (e) and a system for identifying and intervening in schools and districts that fail to make progress.

Value of ACTAAP to the Arkansas School System tc "Value of ACTAAP to the Arkansas School System " \l 2

Nationally, a commonly used indicator of educational performance is the School Report Card. The report card is typically a publicized measure of academic performance in selected areas for a single year. The typical school report card provides useful information regarding academic performance of students within a school at a specific point in time. It can provide valuable information regarding where the students rank relative to their peers in their school district, throughout the state, or across the nation. What many school report cards fail to do is give a global assessment of the educational quality of the school system. Additional measures that can provide a more comprehensive assessment of school quality are trends in student performance over time within a school, measures of change in student performance as they progress through the school system, assessments of non-academic indicators related to academic performance (e.g., student attendance, school safety, faculty certification), and comparisons of academic performance of students in schools with similar economic and academic profiles. This type of information broadens the report card to include assessments of the academic progression of students within a school and an assessment of the educational environment of a school system. The greater range of information and the type of indicators selected provide a more comprehensive feedback system for identifying areas for further assessment for the purpose of impacting a positive change in the local school systems. Equally important, support systems for conducting more detailed assessments and implementing systemic change have been developed to assist in the accountability process, including aids such as individualized data delivery systems and assessment tools, faculty and administrator training, and curriculum and assessment assistance. Finally, the creation of the MPH system to meet the requirements mandated for Title I eligibility provides for an efficient model. 

Development of the Measuring Performance Honors Scoring Systemtc "Development of the Measuring Performance Honors Scoring System"

Subsequent to the passing of ACT 999 in 1999, the Director and Deputy Director of the Arkansas Department of Education asked faculty at the Office of Research, Measurement, and Evaluation (ORME) to develop scoring rubrics for an accountability model to support the Arkansas ACTAAP program. The MPH system has been developed in a cooperative effort between the faculty and staff of ORME at the University of Arkansas and the personnel at the Arkansas Department of Education. 

Measuring Performance Honors Report Card tc "Measuring Performance Honors Report Card " \l 2

The MPH system is designed to address the numerous complexities of measuring performance of school systems. The goal is to create a model that includes cross-sectional measures and longitudinal assessments of academic performance in addition to including measures of non-academic indicators related to learning. To provide an equitable measure of relative educational performance, the design incorporates measures of socioeconomic status and initial performance levels for evaluating school performance. The final system translates the complex measurement model into results that are easy to interpret by parents, teachers, administrators and other educational stakeholders.  


There are five sections to this chapter of the manual. The first section is an overview of the information represented on the MPH Report Card and how the information is arranged on the Scoring Sheet. In this section, explanations for the interpretation and use of the different types of scores are provided. An overview of a process that could be used for identifying exemplar schools and providing awards is provided. 


The remaining sections of this chapter provide detailed explanations on the procedures for scoring each component on the reporting sheet. The second and third sections describe the calculation procedures for computing Tier I and Tier II indicator scores. Sections four and five describe what Composite Scores and MPH Literacy, Mathematics, and Composite “Speeds” are and how to obtain these values. As you read through the five sections on information provided on the MPH Report Card and calculation procedures, refer to the Example School Report Card A in Figure 1. 

Scoring Levels: Tier I and Tier II  tc "Scoring Levels\: Tier I and Tier II  " \l 3

The scoring for the report card is divided into two components: an annual measure of current performance levels (Tier I) and a multi-year measure of trends in performance over time (Tier II).1  Tier I measures a school’s academic and non-academic performance based on one year of data. It provides a measure of how a school is functioning during a given point in time. The value range for Tier I is 0 to 40 points. Tier II is a measure of change in performance over time (on both academic and non-academic improvement indicators) using three years of data. Tier II allows for an assessment of trends in performance using cross-sectional data and will include growth scores for students remaining in a school system for multiple years as the data becomes available. The range of scores for Tier II is 0 to 60 points. The values for Tier I and Tier II are summed to compute Composite Scores that have a range of 0 to 100 points. 

District Name: DISTRICT A
 
Free/Reduced Lunch Decile: 90 - 99 Percent  

  School Name: SCHOOL A

     Mathematics Quintile: 20 - 39 Percent  






        Literacy Quintile: 60 - 79 Percent




        State   %FRL Decile    School
              
     Your

Tier I Indicators:
       Average    Average      Average     Scaling       Score

1. CRT Literacy

   43
       21
     40.4      x .16 =
 6.5

2. CRT Mathematics

   47
       25
     38.6      x .16 =
 6.2

3. Attendance

    
    1
        1
      2     

   2

4. Licensure of Teachers
    2
        1
      2

 
   2

5. School Safety
 
    1

1
      2


   2

6. Professional Development       1

1
     1.5

 1.5











      _____








 Tier I Raw Score =

  20







   Tier I Adjusted Score =      
  36






      Performance Decile Tier I =

   9




         State         Quintile         School
   

Tier II Indicators:
        Averages       Averages        Averages          Your





yr1 yr2 yr3    yr1 yr2 yr3     yr1 yr2 yr3        Score

1. CRT Literacy

44  47  43     26  26  21      53  36  40

 5.4

2. CRT Mathematics

35  41  47     12  20  25      22  26  39

20.7

3. Attendance

 
 1   1   1
 1   1   1
   1   1   1 
   
 3

4. Licensure of Teachers
 1   1   1
 1   1   1
   1   1   1

 3

5. School Safety
 
 1   1   1
 1   1   1
   1   1   1

 3

6. Professional Development    1   1   1
 1   1   1
   1   1   1 
   
 3











      _____








 Tier II Raw Score =
  38







   Tier II Adjusted Score =
  38






      Performance Decile Tier II =
   7











      _____






      School Composite Raw Score = 
  58






 School Composite Adjusted Score =
  74



   What’s Your Speed for Literacy?
  MPH Score = 
  93



   What’s Your Speed for Mathematics?
  MPH Score = 
  88



   What’s Your Composite Speed?

  MPH Score = 
  97











      _____

Figure 1. Example School Report Card A

Types of Scores: Raw Scores, Adjusted Scores, and Performance Deciles tc "Types of Scores\: Raw Scores, Adjusted Scores, and Performance Deciles " \l 3 


Within the Tiers, there are two types of scores that educators may utilize to assess a school’s performance: Raw Scores and Adjusted Scores. Raw Scores are assessments of performance as compared to set criteria in which the goal is to have all students in a school system proficient in literacy and mathematics; have high levels of student attendance, teacher licensure, and faculty development hours completed; and have few accounts of school safety infractions. The Raw Scores are useful as stand-alone measures that provide assessments of school performance on the indicators selected. The Raw Scores can be used to make direct comparisons to the state averages and to other schools in the state. 


Adjusted Scores are assessments of performance when compared to schools with similar economic backgrounds and prior academic performance levels. The Tier I Adjusted Score is a comparison of the performance of a school in comparison with other schools of similar economic level as measured by the percentage of students qualifying for free and reduced lunch  (FRL) status. The free and reduced lunch comparison group for School A is the 90 - 99 percent FRL cohort. The Tier II Adjusted Scores are a measure of trends in performance across time and use an initial academic performance level as their criterion for comparison. The changes in academic performance over three years for a school is compared to other schools with similar performance levels during the first year of assessment. The initial academic performance levels are assessed in literacy and mathematics. School A would be compared to other schools with 20  - 39 percent of their students proficient or advanced in mathematics during year 1 and 60 - 79 percent of their students proficient or advanced in literacy.


The use of both types of scores allows one to assess how a school is performing in comparison to similar types of schools (adjusted scores) or to evaluate the school using an absolute measure, which also allows one to compare how the school is performing relative to all other schools throughout the state (raw scores).


A third set of scores is the Performance Deciles which are a generalized measure of the Adjusted Scores for Tier I and Tier II. The Performance Deciles are on a scale of 0 to 9 and are a measure of a school’s performance as compared to its respective comparison groups on economic and academic groupings. The Performance Decile for Tier I is an assessment of a school’s annual performance as compared to other schools in the same free and reduced lunch decile. The Performance Decile for Tier II is an assessment of a school’s trend performance as compared to other schools with similar academic performance levels for the first of three years of data. 

Comparison Data tc "Comparison Data " \l 3 


Tier I. tc "Tier I. " \l 4 On the score sheets, three columns of data are provided for each Tier. Tier I includes State Average, %FRL Decile Average, and School Average. For the academic indicators (CRT Literacy and CRT Mathematics), the State Average is the percentage of students classified as Proficient or Advanced in literacy (43 percent) and mathematics (47 percent) on the criterion-referenced Benchmark exams. The % Free and Reduced Lunch Decile column is used to create a comparison group for each school based on the free and reduced lunch economic indicator. The %FRL Decile Average is the percentage of students classified as Proficient or Advanced in literacy and mathematics on the criterion-referenced Benchmark exams for the schools in Arkansas that have a similar percentage of students qualifying for Free and Reduced Lunch. Free and Reduced Lunch classifications are divided into the ten deciles starting with 0 - 9, 10 - 19, and continuing to 90 - 99 percent. The Free and Reduced Lunch Decile classification for each school is provided in the upper right hand portion of the score sheet. The FRL decile group for School A is 90 - 99 percent. This decile group had an average of 21 percent proficient in literacy and 25 percent proficient in mathematics. The next column provides School A’s percentage of students classified as Proficient or Advanced on the literacy (40.4) and mathematics (38.6). Thus, using the three columns, one can interpret that School A’s academic performance in Tier I is slightly lower than the state’s, but it is much higher than schools with similar FRL percentages.


For the non-academic indicators (Attendance, Licensure of Teachers, School Safety, Faculty Development), there are also State, %FRL Decile, and School Averages. A description of the procedures for obtaining these scores is provided in the Tier I scoring section below. As a result of providing the three columns, a school can make comparisons to the state as a whole or to schools with similar economic conditions based on free and reduced lunch status. 


Tier II. tc "Tier II. " \l 4 Tier II includes State Averages, Quintile Averages, and School Averages. In this section, three years of data are provided. For the academic indicators (CRT Trend Literacy and CRT Trend Mathematics) and non-academic indicators (Attendance, Licensure of Teachers, School Safety, Faculty Development), the interpretation of percentages for the State data is identical to those in Tier I. The School Average academic indicators are provided like those in Tier I. The non-academic values are the actual trend scores for the two year comparisons and are described in detail in the Tier II scoring section. 


The comparison group column (Quintile Averages) uses a different comparison criterion than that from Tier I. In Tier II, the academic performance of schools is compared to other schools with similar initial academic performance levels. These performance levels are divided into five percentage classifications (quintiles) of 0 - 19, 20 - 39, 40 - 59, 60 - 79, and 80 - 99 separately for literacy and mathematics. School A is in the 60 - 79 percent Literacy Quintile group. The same calculation is used for Mathematics, and School A is compared with other schools in the 20 - 39 percent Mathematics Quintile. The Literacy Quintile was selected for making comparisons on the non-academic indicators.

MPH Literacy, Mathematics, and Composite “Speeds” tc "MPH Literacy, Mathematics, and Composite “Speeds” " \l 3

The Measuring Performance Honors or MPH system is designed to make interpretation of performance easier for all elements of the educational community. It is a simplified measure that combines the two cross-sectional and trend elements of the scoring system into a single score while maintaining the integrity of the two separately interpretable elements. The Performance Decile Scores for Tier I and Tier II are placed together to create a single value. For example, School A has Tier I and Tier II decile performance scores of 9 and 7; their MPH score is 97. If School B has decile scores of 5 and 5, the MPH score would be 55. Finally, if School C has decile scores of 3 and 2, its MPH score is 32. Interpretation is straightforward, the first score is a measure of a school’s performance compared to economically similar schools during the last year. The second score is a measure of performance against similar performing schools during the last three years.


School Scoring Goals. tc "School Scoring Goals. " \l 4 The minimal goal for a school should be to have both of its scores 5 or higher. Either score less than five is not desirable. A school with an MPH of 55 is “doing the speed limit”. More specifically, this school is performing above the 50th percentile in both Tier I and Tier II when compared to similar schools.

	Tier I Performance Decile Score
	Tier II Performance Decile Score

	9
	7
	
	

	
	
	
	
	5
	5
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	3
	2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	3
	8
	

	
	8
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


     Figure 1. Bar graph representation of MPH Composite Scores.


Figure 1 is a tabular representation of Schools A through C listed above in addition to a School D that has decile scores of 3 and 8, and School E that has decile scores of 8 and 1. The goal is for schools to be above 5 on both indicators. In other words, in education schools want to be exceeding the speed limit in terms of academic growth. Interpretations for the five schools listed would be: 

 
School A: 
The combination of percentages of students proficient on the academic indicators and scores on the non-academic indicators are extremely high as compared to other schools with similar free and reduced lunch rates. Additionally, School A has large academic and non-academic trend increases for schools with similar year 1 literacy and mathematics proficiency rates.


School B:
This year’s academic performance, combined with performance on the non-academic indicators, is at the average of schools in their free and reduced lunch decile. School B is also approximately average in terms of its trend scores for the last three years as compared to other schools that had similar percentages of students proficient in literacy and mathematics at year 1.


School C:
This school is below average in terms of the percentage of students proficient in literacy and mathematics and the scores on the non-academic indicators as compared to its counterparts in the same free and reduced lunch decile. School C also has lower trend scores than the average school starting with similar percentages of students proficient in literacy and mathematics.  This school is currently below average for its comparison group and is not making comparable gains.


School D:
This is an example of a school with below average annual performance as compared to other schools in the same free and reduced lunch decile, but its trend scores are substantially above average. This indicates that although they are currently low performers for their FRL group, they appear to be making significant advancements toward improvement compared to other schools with similar initial performance levels. With this pattern, School D should see its Tier I performance increase.


School E:
This school has higher than average percentages of students proficient with non-academic performance that is above average for its free and reduced lunch decile. However, when its trend data over the last three years are compared to other schools starting with approximately the same percentages in students classified as proficient, their performance is substantially below average. In other words, School E has high proficiency percentages as compared to similar economic groups, but when compared to other schools beginning with similar 

student proficiency levels, its changes in percentage of students proficient are below average. 


To provide a quick assessment of the performance in the two academic areas, separate MPH scores are also computed for literacy and mathematics. The procedure for scoring and the interpretations are the same as for the MPH Composite Score. School A has a MPH Composite Score of 97. It also has an MPH Literacy Score of 93 and an MPH Mathematics Score of 88. There are two components to be interpreted for each MPH score. The first value is how well the students in School A are performing as compared to students in other schools in the 90 - 99 FRL decile. There are substantially larger percentages of students proficient in literacy and mathematics in School A in comparison to other 90 - 99 percent FRL schools. School A is in the top 10 percent of these schools for literacy (Literacy Tier I Performance Decile = 9) and in the top 20 percent for mathematics (Mathematics Tier I Performance Decile = 8). The second value is a measure of improvement trends over the last three years. School A has substantially greater improvement trends in mathematics as compared to similarly performing schools. (Mathematics Tier II Performance Decile Score = 8), yet, the improvement trend for literacy is less than average (Literacy Tier II Performance Decile Score = 3). In summation, School A is currently doing well in literacy compared to its FRL cohort group, but its gains in percent of students proficient for the last three years have not steadily increased at the same rate. In mathematics, however, School A is currently performing well above its peers and has greater increases over the last three years compared to its counterparts with similar initial performance levels.


Indicators of High Performance. tc "Indicators of High Performance. " \l 4 A goal for all schools is to have students who are proficient in academic areas including literacy and mathematics, an educational environment that is conducive to learning with high student attendance, licensed teachers who are sufficiently trained, and safe schools. The Composite Raw Score is a universal measure of how a school is performing. Selecting a criterion for identifying high performing schools is a somewhat subjective process, but research can provide an indicator of a value that, for example, discriminates between successful and unsuccessful schools in preparing students for college entrance examinations and enables students to successfully complete college coursework. Using a subjective assessment of the range of scores for the two Tiers, a Composite Raw Score value of 70 or above might be an indicator that a school is performing relatively well, regardless of the economic cohort group that this school is in, and is likely making progress towards improvement. At the least, a school with a value at or above 70 would probably not be considered a school in crisis. As a result, it is recommended that a school with a Composite Raw Score of 70 or above should not be considered inadequate in performance levels (or ineligible for academic sanctions). 


Rewarding Schools That Are Excelling tc "Rewarding Schools That Are Excelling " \l 4. A second goal is to identify schools that are doing exemplar work given the conditions of their initial educational environment. The MPH Composite Score is an excellent measure for identifying schools that are scoring exceptionally well compared to other schools with similar economic levels (free and reduced lunch deciles) and making large improvements as compared to other schools with similar initial academic performance levels. A criterion that could be used for identifying exemplar schools could be the MPH 7-7 rule. In other words, to be identified as eligible for reward status, both Tier I and Tier II Performance Decile values that combine to produce the MPH score must be greater than 7. Thus, schools with MPH scores of 77, 78, 79, 87, 88, 89, and 97, 98, and 99 would be eligible for rewards. These schools would be performing well above the average for their free and reduced lunch cohorts and would have substantially greater trend scores than their counterparts that started at similar performance levels. 


An example of a rewards system could be as follows: for each of the Tier I and Tier II Performance Decile values, $1,000 is awarded to schools for a value of 7, $2,000 for a value of 8, and $3,000 for a value of 9. Thus a school with an MPH of 77 would get a total of $2,000; a school with an MPH of 79 would receive $4,000; and a school with a score of 99 would receive $6,000. For the 1999-2000 data, approximately 75 schools were identified as having scores greater than 7 on both components of the MPH score. Thus, the range of possible funding required for the above awards system would be between $150,000 and $450,000. 

Scoring System for Tier I  tc "Scoring System for Tier I  " \l 2

The following sections provide details regarding the scoring rubrics for each component on the MPH scoring sheet. Again, use the School A Report Card in Figure 1 for example calculations.

Score Value Assignment and Weighting tc "Score Value Assignment and Weighting " \l 3

The measures in Tier I represent cross-sectional indicators of performance in two academic areas (literacy and mathematics) and four academically related areas (student attendance, licensure of teachers, school safety, and faculty development). The total points possible for Tier I is 40. The academic component is worth 32 points, 16 points each for literacy and mathematics. The non-academic indicators are worth 2 points each for a total of 8 points. 


To obtain your score for the academic indicators you multiply the percentage of students proficient in each content area by .16. This scales the value so that literacy and mathematics each account for 40% of the possible points in Tier I, or a maximum of 16 points for each area. (In other words, if 100 percent of a schools’ students are proficient in literacy, then its literacy score would be 100 x .16 = 16 points.) School A has 40.4 percent of its students proficient in literacy, so its literacy score is 40.4 x .16 = 6.5 points.


The non-academic indicators account for a total of 20% of the possible points in Tier I or a total of 8 points (with 2 points each). A score for Attendance is obtained by partitioning the percent of students attending school on a daily basis into four categories: (1) < 92.5% is .5 of a point, (2) 92.5% - 94.9% is 1 point, (3) 95% - 97.4% is 1.5 points, and (4) 97.5% or greater is worth 2 points. The same classification process is used to determine a score for Teacher Licensure and Faculty Development hours. 


For School Safety, values reported for staff assault, student assault, and weapons incidences that are ultimately calculated as a percent, were added to produce a composite. The distribution of this composite value was examined, and if a school’s score was in the bottom quartile, a score of 2 was received. If a score was in the 2nd quartile (26 to 50 percent), the school received 1.5 points, 51 to 75 percent or 3rd quartile scores received 1 point, and all remaining schools received ½ point. 


Each year, the distributions of the percentages on the non-academic indicators of Attendance, Teacher Licensure, and Professional Development will be reassessed to determine if adjustments need to be made for assessment criteria. This process is used to avoid situations in which points are no longer obtained due to ceiling effects where all schools have met the highest criterion level. There is 

currently insufficient data to obtain scores for these measures. Thus, the point distributions and scoring criteria may be altered as data becomes available.

Summation of Academic and Non-academic Indicators tc "Summation of Academic and Non-academic Indicators " \l 3

Raw Scores tc "Raw Scores " \l 4. The Tier I Indicator Scores are summed to produce a Tier I Raw Score, which can be used to compare any school in Arkansas’ annual performance. Raw scores close to 40 are indicative of high percentages of students proficient in literacy and mathematics and positive outcomes on the non-academic indicators. School A’s Tier I Raw Score is 20 points which indicates that they are  currently performing at a moderate level overall. An analysis of School A’s Tier I performance reveals that fewer than one half of its students are proficient or advanced in literacy (40.4 percent) and mathematics (38.6 percent), and as a whole they are doing well on the non-academic indicators. The average student attendance rate and the percentage of teachers with appropriate certification is at or above 97.5 percent. Its school safety rate for dangerous infractions is in the bottom quartile of schools in Arkansas, and 95 - 97.5 percent of its teachers completed the required number of faculty development hours.


Adjusted Scores tc "Adjusted Scores " \l 4. Adjusted scores are created by first partitioning schools according to percent of students participating in the free and reduced lunch program and placing them into deciles. The set of scores within a decile are then redistributed as transformed scores, using a mean of 20 and standard deviation of 8. This produces an adjusted score where a value above 20 would indicate that a school is performing better than the average performance of other schools with similar free and reduced lunch percentages. School A has a Tier I Adjusted Score of 36. This indicates that although this school is not doing quite as well as the average school in the state, the students in this school are performing substantially better than other schools with similar rates of students qualifying for free and reduced lunch (90 - 99 percent). When adjusted scores are being interpreted, it is important to note that a score close to 40 does not necessarily indicate that all of the students in a school are proficient in literacy and mathematics, but would indicate that this is one of the highest performing schools of those in its free and reduced lunch decile.  


Performance Decile Scores tc "Performance Decile Scores " \l 4. A final value is computed that is called the Performance Decile Score. The Performance Decile for Tier I is a partition of all of the Tier I adjusted scores in each free and reduced lunch decile into 10 equal deciles. If a school received a score of 0, they are in the bottom or lowest performing decile for its cohort of free and reduced lunch schools. If a school received a score of 9, it is one of the best performing schools for its cohort. Thus, the Tier I Adjusted Score of 36 for school A was in the top 10 percent of the adjusted scores for the 90 - 99 percent FRL decile. 

Scoring System for Tier II tc "Scoring System for Tier II " \l 2
Score Value Assignment and Weighting tc "Score Value Assignment and Weighting " \l 3
 
The Tier II section is a measure of trends in academic and non-academic performance based on the last three years of cross-sectional data.2 The measures in Tier II are designed to assess changes in performance over time. Tier II accounts for a total of 60 points. The academic component is worth 48 points, or 24 each for literacy and mathematics. The non-academic indicators are worth 12 points, or 3 points each. 


The first step for Tier II is to determine a school’s initial performance quintiles. The quintile performance is computed separately for literacy and mathematics. The literacy quintile is determined by examining the percent of students proficient in literacy for year 1. If a school has 55 percent proficient, it is in the literacy quintile that goes from 40 to 59 percent proficient. The same procedure is used for the mathematics quintile. A year 1 mathematics performance of 68 percent proficient would result in a school being classified into the 60 - 79 mathematics quintile. The performance quintiles for each school are listed at the upper right portion of the scoring sheet. For the non-academic indicators, the literacy quintile was selected for making comparisons. School A is in the 40 - 59 percent Mathematics Quintile and the 60 - 79 percent Literacy Quintile.


Raw Scores tc "Raw Scores " \l 4. To compute a score in this section, a few more calculations are necessary than in Tier I. One of the ACTAAP academic goals is to reduce the percentage of students that are not proficient in literacy or mathematics by 10 percent each year. To reduce the volatility in scores that can occur from year to year data with different student cohorts, three years of data are collected to assess multi-year trends in performance. As a result, there are three comparisons of changes in scores that will be assessed: year 1 to year 2, year 2 to year 3, and year 1 to year 3. This multi-year procedure will help to provide assessment information that rewards consistent improvements over time rather than sporadic increases and decreases from year to year. 


To compute the trend scores, first remember that the points possible for literacy and mathematics are 24 points each. Thus, if a school reduces the percentage of students not proficient by 10 percent from the first to second year, it receives 8 points. If it again reduces the percent of students not proficient another 10 percent from year 2 to year 3, then it can obtain another 8 points. A final 8 points can be obtained for the year 1 to year 3 comparison, resulting in a possible total of 24 points on each academic trend indicator. 


The first step is to compute the percentage increase goals for each set of yearly comparisons. Because three years of data are used to establish a trend, there will be three goals: the percent to be increased from year 1 to year 2, the percentage increase needed from year 2 to year 3, and the increase needed from year 1 to year 3.  To compute the goal increases, subtract the percent of students that are proficient from 100 to obtain the percentage of students not proficient. Then, for the year 1 to year 2 and the year 2 to year 3 assessments, divide the number of students not proficient by 10 to identify the goal for increasing the percentage proficient. For example, a school that has 48, 52, and 60 percent of its students proficient in mathematics for years 1, 2, and 3, respectively, would do the following:  (100 - 48)/10 = 5.2 percent and (100-52)/10= 4.8 percent. The values 5.2 and 4.8 represent the schools’ first two performance goals during the three year period. If this school made an increase in the percentage of students proficient from year 1 to year 2 that was equal to or greater than 5.2 percent, it would receive 8 points for the first comparison. This school made an increase of 4 percent (52 percent for year 2 as compared to 68 percent for year 1). Because the school’s goal was 5.2 percent, it met 77 percent of its goal and would receive 77 percent of the 8 points for the first year (6.2 points). The formula for computing the points is the following process: (52 - 48)/5.2 x 8 = 6.15 or 6.2. This process is repeated for the second year [i.e., (60 - 52)/4.8 x 8 = 13.33, rounded down to 8 points (the maximum is 8 points)]. The third goal assessment is between year 1 and year 3. Because this is a improvement score over two years, the goal for improvement will be 20 percent rather than 10 (estimate of 10 percent per year). The third goal for this school would be (100 - 48)/5 = 10.4 points (or twice the goal for the year 1 to year 2 comparison). To assess whether the school met this goal, the difference in the year 1 and year 3 scores are compared to the two year goal and transformed to the 8 point scale ((60 - 48)/10.4 x 8 = 9.23, receiving 8 points which is the maximum). This school would obtain a CRT Trend Mathematics score of 6.2 + 8 + 8 or 22.2 points. This would be a strong score for improvement in the percentage of students proficient in mathematics. 


School A’s CRT Trend Mathematics score from the example in Figure 1 is 20.7, thus it met most of the performance increase goal for each of the three trend comparisons. Before recalculating values for a school using the scoring report sheet, one must first be cognizant of rounding issues that occur when placing data on the scoring sheet. The listed mathematics percentages for years 1 through 3 are 22, 26, and 39, respectively. Yet, to get an accurate value of 5.4, one must use the percentages carried out to at least one decimal place (i.e., 21.6, 26.2, and 38.6). School A had 21.6 percent of its students proficient in mathematics at year 1, or 78.4 percent not proficient, therefore its goal was 78.4 ÷ 10 = 7.84 percent. School A’s actual increase was 4.6 points, thus it met 59 percent of the improvement goal. As a result, it would receive 4.72 points for the first two-year trend. Because the increase in scores from year 2 to year 3 (13 percent) was greater than the goal (7.4 percent), School A obtained 8 points for the second comparison. From year 1 to year 3, School A’s goal would have been (100 - 21.6) / 5 or a 9.2 percent increase. The third increase was 17 percent (21.6 to 38.6), so School A met the goal and would obtain 8 points for the third trend year comparison. As a result, school A would receive a CRT Trend Mathematics score of 4.72 + 8 + 8 = 20.7 points. 


For the non-academic indicators, the values on the form represent the points obtained for each two-year trend comparison. The year 1 column represents the trend score for the year 1 to year 2 comparison. The second column represents the year 2 to year 3 comparison, and the third column is for year 1 to year 3. The assignment of points is as follows. No points are given if the percentage of Teachers’ Licensed, Student Attendance, or Faculty meeting required number of Development hours is less than the prior year. A school receives ½ point if the percentage is approximately the same. One point is given for increases in percentages. Points are given for each two year comparison, thus a total of 3 points are possible for each indicator. The same process is used for School Safety, but in the inverse direction. No points are given for increases in the percentage of infractions, one point is given for a decrease, and ½ point is awarded for maintenance of current levels. Using this process, 12 points are possible for the non-academic indicators. The points for the academic and non-academic indicators are combined to compute a Tier II raw score. 


Adjusted Scores tc "Adjusted Scores " \l 4. The adjusted score is computed by comparing a school’s performance to other schools in the same performance quintiles. Again, mathematics and literacy quintiles are computed separately, and the literacy quintile is also used for the non-academic indicator comparisons. A mean of 30 and a standard deviation of 12 are used to create transformed scores for schools in each initial performance quintile. Thus, the Tier II Adjusted Scores are a comparison of schools’ trend scores to other schools with similar initial performance levels. School A has a Tier II Adjusted Raw Score of 38 points. Thus, School A obtained above average improvement scores, as a whole, compared to other schools with similar initial performance levels in literacy and mathematics. A detailed look of the scores in the Tier II category give an indication of where the increases in performance occurred. There was an increase in the percentages of students proficient in literacy from year 2 to year 3, but the year 1 cohort of students had a higher percentage of students proficient in mathematics than the latter two years (53, 36, and 40 percent in years 1, 2, and 3, respectively). The use of multiple years minimizes the volatility in annual differences that can occur when measuring different cohorts of students. To maximize trend performance, a school would want to see relatively steady gains each year. If this happens, the naturally occurring differences in cohorts groups will have a small effect on trend scores from year to year. Although School A has a relatively small percentage of students proficient or advanced in mathematics in year 1, there is evidence of a strong and steady gain in years 2 and 3. 


Performance Decile Scores tc "Performance Decile Scores " \l 4. Finally, the distribution of the Tier II Adjusted Scores in each quintile are disaggregated into deciles and reported as a score from 0 to 9. For example, if a school is in the 55th percentile for its quintile, then the school’s decile performance score will be 5. School A is in Performance Decile 7 on Tier II.

Composite Score Values tc "Composite Score Values " \l 2

The composite scores are a school’s total scores for Tier I and Tier II for the raw and adjusted scores. They are computed by summing the Tier I and Tier II raw scores to compute the Composite Raw Score, and similarly for the Composite Adjusted Score. The Composite Score is a combined measure of current performance levels and improvement scores for the last two years. The Composite Raw Score has a range of 0 to 100 and can be compared to any school in Arkansas. School A’s Composite Raw Score is 58. Thus, using a raw score measure to interpret school A’s scores to a universal standard, it is only doing a moderate job in terms of percent of students proficient in literacy and mathematics and movement towards higher performances academically. The scores are somewhat stagnant in literacy, but steady and strong improvements are being seen in mathematics. School A’s performance on the non-academic indicators is good with steady improvement. 


The Composite Adjusted Score also has a range of 0 to 100 and can be used to compare a school’s performance to similar schools based on economic status and prior academic performance. School A’s Composite Adjusted Score is 74. Although School A is only doing a moderate job compared to schools in the system, overall, it is doing a good job in terms of current performance and some improvement trends as compared to other schools similarly situated.  The largest improvement for School A is in mathematics; it has substantially larger percentages of students proficient in the academic areas as compared to other schools in the 90 - 99 percent free and reduced lunch category; and it is doing well on the non-academic indicators. Thus, this school still needs to work on the overall proficiency of its students in literacy and mathematics, but the trend indicator for mathematics indicates that it is consistently progressing towards its mathematics goal. The trend for literacy indicates that School A may need to investigate further to determine if the literacy program is having the desired impact on literacy improvement. 

Support Systems for the ACTAAP Program and Educational Achievement in Arkansastc "Support Systems for the ACTAAP Program and Educational Achievement in Arkansas"

A position statement issued by the American Educational Research Association on high-stakes testing highlighted many of the issues which need to be addressed concerning prudent and appropriate test use (AERA Policy on High Stakes Testing, 2000, July). Incorporation of the content of tested material into the curriculum was stressed when either individual student or larger group consequences might be impacted by test results. The use of testing without incorporating information obtained into the process of educational decision making is of minimal use. In order to impact system change, various types of educational support systems have been developed to assist education personnel in using testing information for evaluation and policy decisions. There are a number of support systems available to assist education personnel in Arkansas, but the following is a brief description of some of the support systems designed to aid schools with curriculum and assessment information and training. The support provided by these types of groups addresses the need for information and training which administrators and teachers can use to support educational reform efforts on a continuing basis. 

Arkansas Department of Education 
Arkansas Department of Education " \l 2


The Arkansas Department of Education internet site contains a variety of information for Arkansas education personnel, including legislative, assessment, financial, data, technology, and contact information links. One important resource is the Arkansas Comprehensive Testing, Assessment, and Accountability link which provides detailed information about the accountability plan. Another link provides the Arkansas Content Standards with associated learning expectations and learning materials. 

Various types of academic and administrative data are available at connected sites. A few of the links are described in the next few sections. The internet address for the ADE is http://arkedu.state.ar.us.    

ADE Curriculum and Assessment Resources tc "ADE Curriculum and Assessment Resources " \l 2

For assistance with administering and implementing the K-12 curriculum, the Academic Standards and Assessment Unit assumes responsibility for all students and services for all Arkansas school districts. Essentially, “this unit provides research, planning, development, and implementation of the state’s curriculum and instructional programs” (ADE website: http://arkedu.state.ar.us/). 

ADE Faculty Development Programs 
ADE Faculty Development Programs " \l 2


Faculty development programs enhance the ability for schools and districts to provide a challenging and rewarding educational experience for students. SMART START and SMART STEP are a series of faculty development programs focused on instructional training using a standards-based model. Mentoring programs for new teachers, which began as a pilot program in Fall 2000 and will be fully implemented by 2002, provide support by experienced colleagues to assist new faculty in meeting the challenges of the academic environment. A variety of training areas for assisting schools and districts are provided by staff of the School Improvement and Professional Development section of the Arkansas Department of Education. Assistance is available for data analysis, developing and implementing school improvement plans, assessing opportunities for professional development, providing information on curriculum and instruction, and locating/utilizing local, state, and federal resources. 

Arkansas School Information Site tc "Arkansas School Information Site " \l 2

The Arkansas Department of Education developed the Arkansas School Information Site (AS-IS) to assist school personnel, administrators, parents, and the community in accessing educational information quickly and easily. The website contains a variety of information on the 310 school districts and 15 co-operatives in Arkansas. The website includes a school directory, educational indicators, general information, statistical trends, report cards of the schools, and a classified section. The school directory lists the names and contact information of all schools, principals, counselors, and superintendents within the state of Arkansas. The educational indicators section gives standardized testing results, retention rates, drop out rates, and graduation rates of all the school districts. This site is a quick and easy way to obtain information about a school’s academic standing and educational trends. It provides all users with the ability to access Arkansas’ educational status, contact personnel for necessary information, and learn more about the Arkansas Educational System. All of this information can be accessed through the following internet website URL: http://www.as-is.org.

Arkansas Educational Cooperatives 
Arkansas Educational Cooperatives " \l 2


The educational service cooperatives are regional groups that contract with local school districts to provide various types of educational support. Opportunities for professional development, technical computing support, consultation, and training are available through the service cooperatives. Contact information and links for the 15 educational service cooperatives throughout the state may be found at the ADE website: http://arkedu.state.ar.us/schools/index.html.
ORME Educational Data Delivery System 
ORME Educational Data Delivery System " \l 2


The Office of Research, Measurement, and Evaluation (ORME), responding to a request by the Arkansas Department of Education (ADE), developed an innovative computerized method for delivery of standardized test data to school districts. The ADE’s standardized test data has been incorporated by ORME into a longitudinal database maintained at the University of Arkansas. Additionally, a training program for principals and superintendents on how to use this information, in accordance with requirements in the Arkansas Comprehensive Testing, Assessment, and Accountability Program (ACTAAP), has been developed. The database and tutorials support are both offered through the ADE’s new Educational Data Delivery System (EDDS) located at http://orme.uark.edu. 


Traditionally state level data in Arkansas has been utilized to identify deficiencies, but not as a diagnostic tool for providing information on pedagogical practices, faculty development, educational programs, or to follow student progress. The ADE, consistent with the request of school districts to be more data-driven, contracted with ORME to develop a method for organizing standardized test data that could be used to evaluate the effectiveness of standards-based programs in Arkansas. However, once this database was developed, the ADE recognized the value of this data to local educational agencies in supporting reform efforts. The Educational Data Delivery System (EDDS) was designed to provide administrators and teachers with a more efficient and accessible method for obtaining achievement data on student, classroom, school, and district performance. The educational data typically provided to schools in Arkansas was in the form of paper reports, providing summative information on student scores on the Stanford Achievement Test, Version-9 (SAT-9). Additionally, the data was always cross-sectional, making it difficult to assess student progress and the effectiveness of educational programs and curriculum modifications. EDDS was designed to be a source of easily accessible information on student achievement data, both cross-sectional and longitudinal, available to schools as a diagnostic, planning, and evaluation tool.


To facilitate the use of student and school data, various forms of access have been developed. There are both public sites for data access by general users of educational data and restricted sites for individual school personnel to conduct in depth diagnostic assessments of their students’ performance. The data is supplied in many forms including a system that allows quick access by educators for obtaining menu-driven summative information in numeric and graphic form, raw data at the student level in Excel and text formats for more complex analyses, and prepared tables and graphs for common assessment questions and administrative reports. 

Training in Data Utilization tc "Training in Data Utilization " \l 3 


To facilitate use of EDDS, several training modules were developed. As previously mentioned, one method for data delivery was the use of Excel data files. The selection of Excel was based on the availability of this program in schools and the expertise to develop a training program that could emphasize the statistical analyses available in this product. Training modules were designed to provide users with specific skills necessary to complete elements important in the use of EDDS. The first module, for example, is a brief overview of how to use Excel. The second module is a step-by-step process for downloading data from EDDS. The remaining modules, three through ten, are designed as step-by-step guides for completing statistical analyses using Excel.

	1There are a number of academic and non-academic educational measures and situations that occur in a school each year that will not be assessed by the components listed in Tier I and Tier II. This is where an individualized assessment of additional information about a school’s performance will be provided by the local administrative team of each school. This component is classified as the Tier III section of the report. 


	2As appropriate data becomes available, two additional literacy and mathematics longitudinal assessments will be included. These assessments will be measures of academic growth for only those students remaining in the school system for multiple years. 





