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CDE Analysis – documented disparity
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Taken directly from the CDE web site.  Given the October, 2013 date – it’s clear that CDE has had some understanding that the districts rated as below performance are overwhelmingly from high poverty districts.



CDE Analysis – documented disparity
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Again, from the CDE web site.  This shows the disparity between districts with majority-majority populations and those with majority-minority populations.



CDE Data – SPF scores correlated with demographics
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Simply a scatterplot of all SPF scores provided in the “flat” data file on the CDE web site.  No effort was made on my part to “clean up” the data… there are likely a few inconsistent data points, but the intention of this slide is simply to show the CLEAR downward trend in SPF scores as the FRL population percentage of a school grows.



CDE Data – SPF scores correlated with demographics
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Again, simply data from the 2016 CDE files.  There may be a few inconsistent points, but the intent again is to show the clear trend.



CDE analysis – SPF scores correlated with demographics
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A different view of some of the data from the previous slide.  The schools with a low percentage of FRL-eligible students score VERY high on the SPF whereas the schools with high poverty populations are pushed to the bottom of the distribution.



CDE analysis – SPF scores correlated with demographics
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At the time that I generated this graph (February 2016), the 2015-16 “Mobility Data” files were not available from CDE.  This slide shows that districts with high student-mobility are much less likely to be rated as “Accredited” (a.k.a. “Performance”) than districts with relatively lower student-mobility.  Clearly this is not a universal criterion as there are a good number of districts with high mobility and “Accredited” ratings.  Rather, the data are simply suggestive of an underlying issue or problem.



CDE SPF Sample Report
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These two pages correspond to an ACTUAL 2016 CDE SPF Rating of a specific elementary school.  The Free/Reduced-Lunch eligible population approximately 15% or 16% of the student body.  Clearly the numerical rating of this school was boosted a small amount due to the fact that the FRL subgroup had insufficient data in the area of growth to be reported.  However, given the achievement and growth scores by the (majority) non-categorized students, it turns out that the ONLY rating this school can EVER get under the current SPF is “Performance”.  If EVERY subgroup scored in the 1st percentile in EVERY area, the school would still have 24/32 Achievement points.  If EVERY subgroup with sufficient N scored in the 1st percentile in EVERY growth area, the school would receive a minimum of 12/20 growth points.  These two indicator scores would result in a SPF score of 66/100 – a rating of Performance.  Clearly this school has good growth scores for the ELL and Minority subgroups, but the point is… it doesn’t matter what these scores are, the non-categorized group of students has sufficiently high scores that the resulting SPF rating prevents a score of anything below Performance. 



Nehring’s SPF Mock-up
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This summary sheet corresponds to a hypothetical school with 20% of the student body Free/Reduced-Lunch eligible (100 of 500 total students).  The average achievement and growth scores for each subgroup is the same value and set at the 50th percentile in both growth and achievement.  

The table in the orange box at the bottom contains all the information that is used to calculate the “Pts Earned” in the model.  This is true of all following slides that display similar reports.

Note that the “non-categorized” group of students score somewhat above (60th percentile in achievement and growth) the “subgroups” – which leads to the “All Students” percentile ranks of 58th percentile.  The “non-categorized” group corresponds to students who do not fall into any of the subcategories.  

The model nicely sets the SPF rating at performance, as would be expected.





4 Hypothetical Schools – identical subgroup scores
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This slide and the next one contain reports for 4 hypothetical schools, each with the 60th percentile rank for “non-categorized students”, but the 25th percentile for all subgroups.  The only difference between the two schools on this slide is that the school on the left has 20% FRL whereas the school on the right has 40% FRL.  The schools on the next slide have identical scores for the different categories of students, but correspond to 60% FRL and 80% FRL.

To be clear, while the “Percentile Rank” for the “All Students” category changes from one hypothetical school to the next, these changes are purely the result of the changing demographics (i.e. FRL, ELL, and Minority Students).



4 Hypothetical Schools – identical subgroup scores
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By increasing the poverty level from 20% FRL on the previous slide to 80% FRL for the school on the right, here – the CDE SPF rating has moved from Performance to Priority Improvement.  The next slide summarizes all four schools on a single page.



4 Hypothetical Schools – identical subgroup scores
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All four hypothetical schools shown have identical scores for “non-categorized” students – these are the students that do not appear in any of the “sub-group” categories.  
All four hypothetical schools have the same “sub-group” scores (20th percentile in achievement and 30th percentile in growth).
The ONLY difference is the demographics:
School A corresponds to 20% Free/Reduced-Lunch Eligible
School B is 40% Free/Reduced-Lunch Eligible
School C is 60% Free/Reduced-Lunch Eligible
School D is 80% Free/Reduced-Lunch Eligible

Note:  the school-performance-rating drops from “Performance” to “Priority Improvement” simply by changing the demographics.  Given the statewide achievement gaps between what I have termed the “non-categorized” group and the FRL group, the challenge to reach a performance rating for schools with high fraction of FRL-eligible students is much more difficult than for school districts with lower poverty rates.
The school-size (N) doesn’t matter, only the relative percentage of the population.



CDE SPF available landscape – 80% FRL

Matt Nehring; mattn@monte.k12.co.us

This slide is a bit complicated.  It is a three-dimensional graph with the origin (0,0,0) at the closest spot right below the front-corner of the red patch.  
The axis on the left edge of the slide and toward the top of the slide corresponds to the percentage of points awarded to the school in the CDE School-Performance-Framework (SPF).  This can conceptually be thought of as the “elevation” in the SPF landscape.
The axis of the graph that starts near the bottom middle of the slide and is directed up and to the right is the school average for the “subgroups” GROWTH rating.
The axis of the graph that starts near the bottom middle of the slide and is directed up and to the left is the school average for the “subgroups” Achievement rating.
The text near the middle/right side of the slide specifies the growth & achievement scores for the “non-categorized” students (students who do not fall into any of the “subgroups”.

For the given “non-categorized” set of scores (60th percentile in growth and achievement, in this case), this graph shows what the SPF rating of the school would be for a any combination of subgroup achievement and growth scores.  Again, the total score on the SPF is measured along the “z-axis” at the left and is color-coded.  Green means the school would be “PERFORMANCE”, yellows corresponds to “Improvement”, orange to “Priority Improvement” and red is “Turnaround”.




CDE SPF available landscape – 20% FRL
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This graph is built in exactly the same way as the previous slide.  However, in this case the population of the school corresponds to 20% Free/Reduced-Lunch eligible instead of 80% FRL as was the case on the previous slide.

Note:  There is absolutely no orange or red areas on this graph.  A school with these demographics and “non-categorized student” scores could NEVER be rated as priority improvement or turnaround.  Even if all the subgroups of students scored zero-growth and zero-achievement, the school would be, at worst, “Improvement”.

Simply put, the “landscape” of available ratings for 20% FRL schools is very limited…primarily to the area of performance – they would have to work very hard to move to the improvement category.



CDE SPF available landscape – varied FRL percentages
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This slide shows the SPF “landscape” associated with the previously presented hypothetical schools.

Note that while a reasonable fraction of the landscape is green for the 80% FRL school, almost the ENTIRE landscape is green for the 20% FRL school.  Further evidence that the accountability landscape built by CDE is not equitable.



CDE SPF available landscape – and alternative view

80% FRL
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This figure at the lower right is an alternative representation of the landscape figure in the upper left.  The subgroup growth scores are along the “x-axis” and the subgroup achievement scores are along the “y-axis”.    The slide on the next page shows this same 2-dimensional representation for the four hypothetical schools.



CDE SPF available landscape – varied FRL percentages
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Note:  The 20% FRL school could only be rated less than performance if their subgroup scores were below 10 in growth and below 15 in achievement.  And even then, their rating would simply be “Improvement” – no danger of dropping to turnaround thanks to the higher scores associated with the “uncategorized” group.



The CDE SPF inherently rewards low-poverty schools

Matt Nehring; mattn@monte.k12.co.us

Given the statewide achievement gaps between non-categorized students and the various subgroups, any high-poverty school that mirrors those achievement & growth gaps will ALWAYS be rated LOWER THAN PERFORMANCE.   And, any low-poverty school that mirrors the statewide achievement &  growth gaps will ALWAYS be rated as improvement or PERFORMANCE.




SPF – Contradictory, Nonsensical, and Biased Results
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These two hypothetical schools differ only in demographics, but the point here is actually to show that while the two “Indicator Rating Totals” are both “Approaching” for both schools, one school receives a Performance rating while the other is “Improvement”.  If we were to conduct a qualitative averaging of the two “Indicator Rating Totals”, it would seem reasonable that both schools should be “Improvement”.  Not surprisingly, it is the low-poverty school that gets the boosted rating.

Note:  While the “All Students” percentile rank scores differ significantly, it is PURELY a result of the changing demographic numbers at the bottom of the reports.



SPF – Contradictory, Nonsensical, and Biased Results
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These two schools differ from one another only in demographics – but both score lower in the “All Students” category for math-growth than the previous slide, yet higher in math growth for the subgroups.  The result is seemingly very small as both “Indicator Rating Totals” show “Approaching”.  Yet, one school receives a rating of “Improvement” while the other receives a rating of “Priority Improvement”.  Again, qualitative averaging of the “Indicator Rating Totals” would suggest that both schools should be rated as “Improvement”.  Not surprisingly at this point, the school with the higher FRL rate is the one that receives the lower rating.  Further evidence that the CDE SPF is biased toward rating high-poverty schools lower than others.

The stories told in these slides might be made slightly more relevant if we consider students in a particular class.  Let’s imagine that two students in a class who both earn a grade of ‘C’ on the only two grades that comprise the final grade (perhaps a midterm exam and a final exam).  The instructor, however, has set up the system so that students who earn a grade of mid-to-low ‘C’ on every assignment receive a final grade of ‘D’, while a student who earns a grade of mid-to-high ‘C’ on every assignment receives a grade of ‘B’ for the semester.  This would be unacceptable, in my experience, and should be unacceptable here.



1. CDE could adjust their efforts to address achievement gaps on a 
statewide basis, rather than the simple-to-implement, but ineffective, 
mechanism currently being administered by the department.

2. The state of Colorado could restructure the funding model to provide 
sustained financial support to high-poverty districts with ratings; this 
would be justified because high-poverty schools/districts have a much 
different problem to solve than the districts located in more affluent areas.

3. Build flexibility into the accountability system which allows for formative 
(during the year) assessments and non-academic measures to be included 
in a manner that is meaningful to evaluation and the district/school.

4. Replace the “All Students” category with a “Non-categorized” subgroup; 
assign the same number of “points” to each subgroup (including the “non-
categorized” area); and count each student only once.
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The CDE School Performance Framework
Possible modifications and/or solutions

Item 4:  CDE could adjust their framework to one that holds low-poverty schools accountable for the subgroups in the same way that it does high-poverty schools.  This can be straightforward to implement by replacing the “All Students” category with a “non-categorized” subgroup and then giving equal weight to each subgroup (including the non-categorized subgroup).  A guarantee:  some schools that are highly-touted under the existing framework would experience the labels of priority improvement and turnaround.
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