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SUBJ: REPORTING OF SCHOOL PERFORMANCE INDICATORS IN
2005 SCHOOL REPORT CARDS

The purpose of this memorandum is to provide the State Board of Education an update on
current plans to report School Performance Indicator information in Spring, 2005 for
inclusion in the school report cards that will be issued later in the school year for the
EducationYES! state accreditation system. Michigan has been a leader in developing an
accreditation system that is not reliant on a “single test given on a single day.” Further, as
we noted when we began the development of this system of accreditation, that it would
need to be refined and improved as we gained knowledge through implementation and
feedback from stakeholders. As part of our continuous improvement process, staff has
been working with educators, parents and business partners to enhance our
EducationYES!.

As has already been indicated, a revision of the School Performance Indicators is currently
underway. Plans call for the indicators themselves to be revised in early January, for a field
review of these to take place in February, and for staff to develop measures for the new
indicators by March, so that a field test of the indicators can occur in a small number of
schools in April, and for revised measures to be available for use in October-November,
2005 for the 2005-2006 school report cards.

Because new measures (and new indicators) will likely not be approved for use this school
year, staff has made plans to use the current Indicators one last time. Staff has also made
plans to modify the use of these Indicators in the 2004-2005 report cards. These
modifications were presented in the item presented to the State Board of Education at the
October 12 meeting. A copy of this item is attached. Staff is proposing to change how the
School Performance Indicators will be combined with the MEAP Status and Change
categories (which staff is proposing not to change this year.)

Specifically, staff is proposing to reduce the likelihood that a school can receive low
achievement scores and yet rate itself at a high level on the School Performance Indicators
and thus receive a passing grade and be accredited. Three options were presented at the
October 12 meeting. They are:
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Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

Option 4

Temporarily adjust the weight the indicators carry in the report card,
from the current 33% to 25%, 20%, or 15%. This would increase the
weight carried by the Achievement grade to 75%, 80%, and 85%
respectively.

If a school receives an "F” or a “D” in the overall Achievement report
card grade, a higher grade for the School Performance Indicators would
only allow the final, composite grade to be increased by one grade level
category (that is, from "F” to "D,” or from “D” to "C”). (Note: this option
would be similar, but in reverse, to the revision the State Board of
Education approved earlier for the Achievement “Change” grade.)

If a school received an “F” or a "D” in the overall Achievement report
card grade, a higher grade for the School Performance Indicators would
not allow the final, composite grade to be any higher than a “C.”

If a school does not make AYP, the indicator score and grade are ignored
and the composite grade is based on the achievement grade. (Note:
This was not an option discussed with the Board on October 12 but has

Data from the 2004 Report Card was used to simulate the impact of several options

been added by staff.)

proposed for weighting and reporting of the Indicator scores and grades for the 2005 Report
Card. For each option the distribution of composite letter grades is compared with the 2004
composite grade distribution, and with other options.

Option 1 - Temporarily adjust the weighting that the indicators carry in the composite

grade
Option 1a - 75% Achievement; 25% Indicators;
Option 1b - 80% Achievement; 20% Indicators;
Option 1c - 85% Achievement; 15% Indicators
Current Option 1a Option 1b Option 1c
Grade 67/33 75125 80/20 85/15
Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent
A 772 22.3% 654 18.9% 591 17.1% 536 15.5%
B 1622 46.9% 1458 42.2% 1383 40.0% 1318 38.1%
C 896 25.9% 1093 31.6% 1157 33.4% 1218 35.2%
D/Alert 154 4.5% 233 6.7% 295 8.5% 323 9.3%
Unaccredited 15 0.4% 21 0.6% 33 1.0% 64 1.9%

There will be fewer "A”s and more unaccredited schools under these options. These options
have moderate impact at both the high and low ends of the range of options.

Option 2 - If” F” or "D” for Achievement Grade, limit composite grade increase to one

grade category.

Option 3 - If " F” or "D” for Achievement Grade, limit composite grade to “C.’
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. current Option 2 Option 3
Grade 67/33 FtoDorDtoC ForDtoC
Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent

A 772 22.3% 772 22.3% 772 22.3%
B 1622 46.9% 1621 46.9% 1622 46.9%
C 896 25.9% 841 24.3% 896 25.9%
D/Alert 154 4.5% 210 6.1% 154 4.5%
Unaccredited 15 0.4% 15 0.4% 15 0.4%

Option 2 has no impact on “A”"s nor on the number of unaccredited schools. It does result in
fewer "C”s and more “D” grades. Option 3 has no impact at all.

Option 4 - Composite Grade is the Achievement Grade if the schoo! does not make AYP.
The Indicator grade is not factored into the composite grade.

Current Option 4
Grade 67/33 67/33 IF AYP
Number | Percent | Number | Percent

A 772 22.3% 772 22.3%
B 1622 46.9% 1509 43.6%
C 896 25.9% 694 20.1%
D/Alert 154 4.5% 298 8.6%
Unaccredited 15 0.4% 186 5.4%

Option 4 yields a larger number of unaccredited schools than any of the other options, while
having limited impact at the higher end of the scale. The number of “A” schools stays the
same as under the current calculation and the number of “B” schools decreases slightly. By
not using the Indicator grade for schools not making AYP, this option has the advantage of
eliminating all possibility of a discrepancy for schools not making AYP. It may, however,
have the disadvantage of implying to non-AYP schools that the Indicators are unimportant,
when they could be viewed as even more important for schools not making AYP.

+ + +

After considerable discussion, staff is recommending that the Board approve the use of
option 2 for use in the 2005 School Report Card. We are suggesting Option 2 because it
will preserve the current weighting of the achievement and indicator components of
Education YES! o

With approval of the State Board of Education, staff of the Accreditation/Accountability Unit
of the Office of Educational Assessment and Accountability will inform school districts of
this change and will implement it in time for the 2005 School Report Card to be publicly
released in August, 2005. We will re-examine this issue when the revised School
Performance Indicators are brought to the State Board of Education for approval during the
summer. Hence, we seek approval for this modification for only the 2004-2005 school year
at this time.
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DATE September 30, 2004
SUBJ: SCHOOL PERFORMANCE INDICATORS (SCHOOL
SELF ASSESSMENT)
Background

At the September 14 State Board of Education meeting the revision of the school performance
indicators was discussed. In the course of that discussion, it was mentioned that Kent
Intermediate School District had been commissioned to study and recommend improvements in
the indicators that would align them even better with what is known about effective school
improvement.

The Board requested a brief summary of the Kent reccommendations. Summary pages from the
Kent report are attached. The recommendations are categorized as short-term, intermediate, and
long-term recommendations.

A major recommendation was that the Department of Education:

“Form a study group to review the current indicators for appropriateness
and priority, (i.e. review alignment with current effective schools research
and demonstrated impact on student achievement). In addition, the group
should study and act on the following:

A) Add and remove indicators as needed and pare the system down to a
more manageable set of truly relevant indicators.

B) Organize the indicators under Educational Leadership, Core Academic
- Processes (directly concerned with teaching and learning) and
Supporting Processes (those concered with school culture and
climate).
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C) Prioritize the indicators (adjust their weighting within the non-MEAP
portion of EducationYES!).”

Response

The Office of School Improvement has moved immediately to form the recommended study
group, which has been commissioned to develop its recommendations by the school districts’
winter break in December. '

Issue

The goal of the study group is to recommend improvements in the School Performance
Indicators that will align them even more tightly with research based school improvement, and
which will increase the public’s confidence that there is a relationship between a school’s self-
assessment and its success in improving student achievement.

There remains the question, however, of whether the study group’s recommendations, once
approved by the State Board, can be fully implemented and revisions made in time to be
included in the Spring 2005 self assessment data collection from the schools. In this respect,
another recommendation of the Kent study speaks loudly to the need to inform schools well in
advance if changes are going to be made: -

“Districts need to be notified as soon as possible of any changes that:
occur in the indicators as a result of this study. This will help them to
identify needs and begin to adapt processes and determine evidence.”
(“Evidence” here refers to evidence for the self-ratings schools submit.

Possible Responses

Until revisions can be approved by the State Board and fully implemented, with proper advance
notice to schools:

Option 1 — Temporarily adjust the weight the indicators carry in the report card, from the current
33%, to 25% or 20% or 15%. This would increase the weight carried by the Achievement grade
to 75%, 80%, or 85%.

Option 2 — If a school receives an “F” or a “D” in the overall Achievement report card grade, a
higher grade for the School Performance Indicators would only allow the Achievement grade to
be increased by one grade level category (that is, from “F” to “D,” or from “D” to “C”). (Note:
this option would be similar, but in reverse, to the revision the State Board approved earlier for
the Achievement “Change” grade.)

Option 3 — If a school received an “F” or a “D” in the overall Achievement report card grade, a
higher grade for the School Performance Indicators would not allow the Achievement grade to
be any higher than a “C.”
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Department staff are not at this time recommending that one of the above, or any other possible
options, be chosen, only that the Board be aware that mechanisms such as the above can be used
in the next report card if revisions cannot be made, completely or with proper notice to schools,
and the Board is interested in taking steps to increase public confidence in the next report card
grades.

As part of our continuous improvement process, staff have been instructed to bring forth to the
State Board of Education final recommendations that will address perceived weaknesses in the
original performance indicator design. We remain committed to ensuring that Michigan’s
educational accountability assessment system is more than a single test given on a single day and
is one that engenders confidence that it paints an accurate picture of the strengths and
weaknesses of our schools.

With your continued support and the active engagement of educators, parents, business leaders,
and other stakeholders, we will continue to strengthen our educational accountability system.



Education YES! Revised (Now What?) - System

Collecion and Reportig)

s (Spring 2005 Data

Itis critical that MDE, In coliaboration with I1SDs
and LEAs, confinue fo provide the leadership to
align and integrate the various state initiatives
that support school excellence into a single
coherent system, (L.e. establishing common
criteria, determining common measurements,
and llocating resources accordingly). These
initiatives need 1o be aligned across

departments
3 MDE in order to allow schools the opportunity

1o focus on student achievement by also aligning
the various Initiatives at the local district level.

Buildings with unusual profiles, dencted in some
of the previous tables, would benefit from an on-
site review. This would help to determine the
extent to which they understand the content of
the Indicators and help to provide them with
feadback and guidance to support them In thelr
school improvement efforts, Working with the
buikdings 1o provide an analysis of their evidence
may also be helpful and serve as a means fo
vaiidale/nvalidate

mhmmmumdw
Improvement (OS) or as a separate process.

MDE (OS!) should use the SSA results as a fool
In helping high priority schools evaluate their
processes and idenilfy their priority focus areas.
Training for Office of School iImprovement staff
or High Priority school coaches fo increase
knowledge of the Indicators may be necessary to
align these efforts,

 Long-term Recommendations (Beyond Spring 2005)

WMNWWbWwMym
holistic accountabilityimprovement system thal engages all
stakshoiders In the process of evaluating-and improving both core
academic and support processes for student learning as well as defining
and assessing the system wida leadership necessary to implement
those processes (see attached PA 25/NCLB systerns model). The future
success of this system will depend on the ability of its developers to
successfully articulate the unique processes (roles and responsiblities)
of all stakeholder groups who support our children. This system cannot
simply target classrooms (teachers) and bulldings (principals) as If they
operated in a vacuum disengaged from those systems that support their
vital work. The system must also engage
districts, parents, communities and state policy makers in arficulating
and assessing their key processes (roles and respoasibilities) as well.
The more clearty the accountability system defines the key processes at
the classroom and bullding level the sasier It will be for those parts of
the system that support them 10 develop, articulale and assess the
productivity of their own key processes,

smmmmmnummmdm&-w
fledgling system wil be;

o Continvous and Laser-ike focus by the MDE on the
integration and alignment of all state initlatives into a single
coherent system that helps move schools towards
excellence. A long-lerm plan involving all stakeholders is
needed with specific goals, activities, timelines and
responsibilities identified.

. mmosamn»owmmm
guidance and focused vision to those who partner with them
In the evolution and support of Education YES!, MI-Plan and
other school Improvement initiatives.

o Asthe SSA evolves, ensure that the indicators, components
and criteria provide formative data to support the work of alf
the partners in the sysiem, as well as summative data for
accountability,

¢ The creation of a two way communication system that aflows
hummmmﬁwbmﬁmdmad
the acoountabilityimprovement system.

e Thecreation of an evaluation process o regularly assess the
quality and integrity of the holistic accountabiiityimprovement
|vslam.




Education YES! Revised (Now What?) - Criteria

| Shoriterm Recommendaiion (Spring 2004 Data Colection
...and Reporting}

*

Rumove componant 8.1 (Atiandance and Diopost
Rales) and retame indicalor 8 with the simalning
companents, wiich are foaused on things schools do
to ereate student connectedness, increass
altendancs and reduce dropout rales. Component
9.1 shiotld be temoved begause alferdance
{elumentary and middie schools} and Graduation
Fate {high schools) ae alrdady being used ag fhe
additianal non-MEAP faclors for clloulaling AYP,

Ramove component 11.1 nventory) and relain the
wgmuaining composants. The S0 is much seduced
feoim it ovigingl inten! and aisking schools whisther
{hiy have complied with & fequired data submission
dons nof seom particulary relevant,

Form a study group o review the cument Indicators
for approprialenass and pricdly, (1.8, review
alignment with cument effective schools ressarch
and demonstrated Impact on student achlevemant),
In addition the group should study and act on the
foliowing:

A) Add and remove indicators a3 neadad
and para the systam down ko a more
meanagaabls saf of rudy relevant
Indicators.

C) Prioctize the indicators {adjust thek
weighing within the non-MEAP portion of
Education YEST)

Diervedop and implemen! & process, similar io the
original developmenl process, Io crasle Indicator
varsions for the spacialired schools and centers, (Le.
spacial education, altemative aducalion, caneer and
lachnical education, pra-schooks and adull
aducation). This would require imotvement by
individuais whao are consldarad "mgpan” in hoss
e,

Bagin o include the Office of Schoal
stafl in the ongoing refinemant of the Education
YES! process and kndcabirs.




Education YES! Revised (Now What?) - Measurement

% (Spring 2004 Data Collection
and Reporting)

Consideration should be grven to increasing tha
range for tha "sale harbor calculaton for Change at
the upper ends of the student achievermen
nagative consequances for schooks that display high
student achievement.

Fea-evaluation of the Change calcutation must be
done Io vold assigning a grade of F 1o bulldings thal
have slighl drops in MEAP scores.

Further anafysis of the schools that have scord low
on the Change scond a3 wall as on (he Stalus scos
hias implications for school improvement efforts, i
indhcates fat ow achieving bulldings are not “getting
better”. Further analysis of this data may have

[ for school improvement efiorts for these
buicinggs.

Remave componant 4.1, Instructional Staff
Cuaification and replace with a dirct caloutstion
basad on cerification, assignmeni codas, and highly
ouabfed status information from MEIS.

Corvena 2 study group to delermine the truby
Inkormative data fn MEIS. Establish a schadule for
binging this data into MI-Pan and using 1 ko indorm
Education YES!

Develop | epand data collection in MI-Plan
perceptual surveys o Include administralons,
Minimal teacher, studen! and parent surveys simady
st that are aligned b0 the Education YES!
indicators, Strengthen this allgnment and
connaction. Develop contedusl surveys &8 a maans
o collecting infomation about important schoal
processes. Maintan the abignment of these surveys
with the Education YES! criterla,

It mary ba beneficial i do a comparison of the
burikdings thal did riol make AYP and consider thelr
Education YES! scom profiie.

Complation of evidencs “profiles’ of schooky that did
wall on all components of Education YES! in order 1o
creats moamptars would ba heiphul for thoss
engaged In working in the asa of schoal
improvement. This information could be organized
around ofther faciors such 23 buliding size andior
leved, SES, mincrity poputation, eic. 50 thal buildings
coulkd be ‘matched” as they look af exemplars,

.
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