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By submitting this tlexibility request, the SEA requests tlexibility through watvers ot the ten ESEA
requirements listed below and their assoctated regulatory, administrative, and reporting requirements
by checking each ot the boxes below. The provisions below represent the general areas ot tlexibility
requested; a chart appended to the document titled ESEA Flexibility Frequently Asked (nestions
enumerates each specttic provision ot which the SEA requests a watver, which the SEA incorporates
into its request by reterence.

quirements in ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(E)-(H) that prescribe how an SEA must

estabhsh annual measurable objectives (AMOs) tor determining adequate yearly progress (AYP)
to ensure that all students meet or exceed the State’s proticient level ot academic achievement

on

the State’s assessments in reading/language arts and mathematics no later than the end of the

2013-2014 school year. The SEA requests this watver to develop new ambitious but achtevable
AMOs in reading/language arts and mathematics in order to provide meaningtul goals that are
used to guide support and improvement ettorts tor the State, LE.As, schools, and student
subgroups.

Xl 2. The requirements in ESEA section 1116(b) for an LEA to identify for improvement,
correcttve action, or restructuring, as appropriate, a litle I school that tails, for two consecutive
years or more, to make AYDP, and for a school so identitied and 1ts LEA to take certain

tm
t comply with these requirements.

Nno

brovement actions. The SEA requests this watver so that an LEA and its Title I schools need

X] 3. The requirements in ESEA section 1116(c) for an SEA to identify for improvement or
corrective action, as appropriate, an LEA that, tor two consecutive years or more, tails to make
AYP, and for an LLEA so tdentitied and 1ts SEA to take certain improvement actions. The SEA
requests this watver so that it need not comply with these requirements with respect to 1ts LEAs.

<] 4. The requirements in ESEA sections 6213(b) and 6224(e) that limit participation in, and use of
funds under the Small, Rural School Achtevement (SRSA) and Rural and Low-Income School
(RLIS) programs based on whether an LEA has made AYP and 1s complying with the
requirements in ESEA section 1116. The SEA requests this watver so that an LEA that recetves

SRSA or RLIS tunds may use those tunds for any authorized purpose regardless ot whether the
LLEA makes AYP.

5. The requirement in ESEA section 1114(a)(1) that a school have a poverty percentage of 40

percent or more tn order to operate a schoolwide program. The SEA requests this watver so
that an LEA may implement interventions consistent with the turnaround principles or
interventions that are based on the needs ot the students in the school and designed to enhance
the entire educational program tn a school 1n any ot its priority and focus schools, as
appropriate, even it those schools do not have a poverty percentage ot 40 percent or more.

6. The requirement in ESEA section 1003(a) tor an SEA to distribute tunds reserved under that

“section only to LEAs with schools identified for improvement, corrective action, or
restructuring. The SEA requests this warver so that 1t may allocate section 1003(a) funds to its




LLEAs 1n order to serve any of the State’s priority and tocus schools.

DXl 7. The provision in ESEA section 1117(c)(2)(A) that authorizes an SEA to reserve Title I, Part
A tunds to reward a Title I school that (1) significantly closed the achievement gap between
subgroups in the school; or (2) has exceeded AYP tor two or more consecutive years. The SEA

requests this watver so that it may use funds reserved under ESEA section 1117(c)(2)(A) tor any
of the State’s reward schools.

8. The requirements in ESEA section 2141(a), (b), and (c) for an LEA and SEA to comply with
certain requirements tfor improvement plans regarding highly qualitied teachers. The SEA
requests this watver to allow the SEA and 1ts LEAs to tocus on developing and implementing
more meaningtul evaluation and support systems.

9. The limitations in ESEA section 6123 that limit the amount of funds an SEA or LEA may
transter trom certain ESEA programs to other ESEA programs. The SEA requests this watver
so that 1t and its LEAs may transter up to 100 percent ot the tunds it recetves under the
authorized programs among those programs and into Title I, Part A.

X} 10. The requirements in ESEA section 1003(g)(4) and the detinition of a Tier I school 1n Section

[.A.3 ot the School Improvement Grants (SIG) tinal requirements. The SEA requests this
watver so that it may award SIG funds to an LEA to implement one of the tour SIG models in
any ot the State’s priority schools.

Optional Flexibility:

An SEA should check the box below only 1t 1t chooses to request a watver ot the tollowing
requirements:

provided by a community learning center under the Twenty-First Century Community Learning
Centers (21st CCLC) program to activities provided only during non-school hours or periods
when school 1s not 1n session (7.e., betore and atter school or during summer recess). The SEA
requests this watver so that 21st CCLC tunds may be used to support expanded learning time

during the school day in addition to activities during non-school hours or pertods when school 1s
not 1n sesston.




By submitting this application, the

A assures that:

D4 1. It requests waivers of the above-referenced requirements based on its agreement to meet

Principles 1 through 4 of the tlexibility, as described throughout the remainder of this request.

X 2. It will adopt English language proficiency (ELP) standards that correspond to the State’s

college- and career-ready standards, consistent with the requirement in ESE.A section 3113(b)(2)
and that retlect the academic language skills necessary to access and meet the new college- and
career-ready standards, no later than the 2013-2014 school year. (Principle 1)

3

D4 3. It will develop and administer no later than the 2014—2015 school year alternate assessments

based on grade-level academic achievement standards or alternate assessments based on
alternate academic achtevement standards for students with the most significant cognitive
disabilities that are consistent with 34 C.F.R. § 200.6(a)(2) and are aligned with the State’s
college- and career-ready standards. (Principle 1)

X 4. It will develop and administer ELP assessments aligned with the State’s ELP standards,
conststent with the requirements in ESEA sections 1111(b)(7), 3113(b)(2), and 3122(a)(3)(A)(11).

(Principle 1)

all students and subgroups ot students in each LEA and each public high school in the State.
(Principle 1)

6. It the SEA includes student achievement on assessments in addition to reading/language arts

and mathematics 1n its ditterentiated recognition, accountability, and support system and uses
achievement on those assessments to identity priority and tocus schools, 1t has technical
documentation, which can be made available to the Department upon request, demonstrating
that the assessments are administered statewide; include all students, including by providing
appropriate accommodations tor English Learners and students with disabulities, as well as
alternate assessments based on grade-level academic achievement standards or alternate
assessments based on alternate academic achievement standards for students with the most
stonitticant cognitive disabilities, consistent with 34 C.F.R. § 200.6(a)(2); and are valid and reliable
for use in the SEA’s ditterentiated recognition, accountability, and support system. (Principle 2)

7. It will report to the public its lists of reward schools, priority schools, and focus schools at the
time the SEA 1s approved to implement the tlexibility, and annually thereatter, 1t will publicly
recognize 1ts reward schools. (Principle 2)

<] 8. Prior to submitting this request, it provided student growth data on their current students and

the students they taught in the previous year to, at a minimum, teachers of reading/language arts
and mathematics in grades 1n which the State administers assessments 1n those subjects 1n a
manner that 1s timely and intorms instructional programs, or 1t will do so no later the deadline
required under the State Fiscal Stabilizatton Fund. (Principle 3)




9. It will evaluate and, based on that evaluation, revise its own administrative requirements to
reduce duplication and unnecessary burden on ILE.As and schools. (Principle 4

10. It has consulted with 1ts Commuttee ot Practitioners regarding the information set forth 1n 1ts
request.

X] 11. Prior to submitting this request, it provided all LEAs with notice and a reasonable
opportunity to comment on the request and has attached a copy ot that notice (Attachment 1

well as coptes ot any comments 1t recetved trom LEAs (Attachment 2).

12. Prior to submutting this request, 1t provided notice and information regarding the request to

he public 1n the manner in which the State customarily provides such notice and information to

he public (e.g., by publishing a notice 1n the newspaper; by posting intormation on 1ts webstte
and has attached a copy of, or link to, that notice (Attachment 3).

X] 13. It will provide to the Department, in a timely manner, all required reports, data, and

evidence regarding its progress in implementing the plans contained throughout this request.

If the SEA selects Option A or B in section 3.A of its request, indicating that it has not yet

developed and adopted all guidelines for teacher and principal evaluation and support

systems, 1t must also assure that:

X] 14. It will submit to the Department for peer review and approval a copy of the guidelines that
it will adopt by the end of the 2011-2012 school year. (Principle




An SEA must meaningtully engage and solicit input trom diverse stakeholders and communities 1n
the development ot its request. To demonstrate that an SEA has done so, the SEA must provide an
assurance that it has consulted with the State’s Commuittee of Practitioners regarding the information
set forth 1n the request and provide the tollowing:

1. A description ot how the SE.A meaningtully engaged and solicited input on 1ts request from
teachers and their representatives.
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Consultation

Since taking office 1n January 2011, Governor Martinez and the Public Education Department

(PED) have advanced a bold reform agenda: “Kids First, New Mexico Wins”. While there are

multiple components to this agenda, two imparticular are directly related to New Mexico’s

flexibility request: 1) Real Accountability, Real Results and 2) Rewarding Eftective Teachers

~and School Leaders.

Real Accountability, Real Results 1s now being implemented through New Mexico’s A-F

School Grading Act, signed and passed during the 2011 legislative session. What 1s included in

this request 1s directly aligned to the A-F School Grading Act and reflective of multiple

conversations amongst various stakeholders. Upon passage of the legislation, PED immediately

began engaging stakeholders to garner input on the regulations and school grading model that

would be utilized. Since April 2011, PED has met nine times with the New Mexico Coalition of

School Administrators on the A-F regulation and model and has attended and presented at nine

New Mexico School Boards Association regional meetings. Additionally, PED provided a 30

day open comment period and held two public hearings (October 31, 2011 and November 2,

2011) on the proposed regulation and model

(http://www.ped.state.nm us/calendar/201 1/Notice%620-
%20Public%20Hearing%20Scheduled%200n%20Grading%20Public%20Schools.pdf).

Rewarding Effective Teachers and School Leaders was jump started in April 2011 when

- Governor Martinez formed a Task Force to make recommendations on how to redesign New

Mexico’s current evaluation system. The 15 member Task Force met throughout the summer.

Each of the ten Task Force meetings was open to the public and there was an opportunity

provided for both written and public comment

HHF HHF HHF




(http://www.ped.state.nm.us/press/2011/ Teacher%20Task%20F orce%20-
%20August%202.%202011%20meeting%20notice.pdf).

PED also created a webpage that included all reading materials and presentations reviewed by

the Task Force members (http://www.ped.state.nm .us/ttf/index_html).

:

In addition to what 1s described above, PED senior staft will be visiting twenty five districts

Rttt

Rttt

by the end 2011 and will be presenting the A-F regulation and model, as well as the Task Force

recommendations, which have formed the basis of the policy proposal included in section 3. A

~and 3.B of this request. These district visits will allow for additional stakeholder PED to garner
additional feedback from key stakeholders.

M = e e e e s et

2. A description of how the SEA meaningtully engaged and solicited input on its request trom
other diverse communtties, such as students, parents, community-based organizations, civil
rights organizations, organizations representing students with disabilities and English
[earners, business organizations, and Indian tribes.

rrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrr

Specific to the waiver request, PED has taken several concrete actions to solicit stakeholder

input. First, PED launched a webpage (http:.// www.ped.state.nm.us/skandera/waiver/index.html)
that included not only the 1nitial notice of our intent to pursue a waiver, put also a letter that was
distributed to all superintendents and principals on September 28 notifying them of PEDs intent
to pursue a waiver, as well as details on who to provide questions and input to
(http.//www.ped.state.nm.us/skandera/waiver/Letter%20t0%20superintendents%20and%20princi

pals.pdi).
| Second, a front page story 1in the Albuquerque Journal on September 24, 2011 clearly

articulated the need for tlexibility and the state’s intention to apply for the waiver. Third, each of
the meetings described above directly influenced the policies outlined 1n this proposal.

ﬁ Fourth, prior to the submission of this request, PED hosted stakeholder conference calls 1n
which we described the components of our request, as well as answered questions and solicited
feedback. Invited to those calls where:

e New Mexico Coalition of School Administrators:
e New Mexico School Boards Association;

e New Mexico Business Roundtable:
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e District Bilingual Directors; |

e District Native American Directors;

et

whe sl

e SIG Superintendents; and

o e

et

e Assessment and Accountability Advisory Council.

whe e gt

Taken 1n total, PED has consulted on numerous occasions with stakeholders on the

o e

e e i

development of the policies that are described 1n this request. As implementation precedes, PED
remains committed to continuing an open dialogue to not only build support, but to also solicit

input on ideas as we continue to serve New Mexico’s students.

o e e e e e e e e e e o e fn e arfn s o e e o e mfn i s s i o

The Department encourages an SEA that recetves approval to implement the tlexibility to
collaborate with the Department to evaluate at least one program, practice, or strategy the SEA or
its LEAs implement under principle 1, 2, or 3. Upon receipt ot approval ot the tlexibility, an
interested SEA will need to nominate tor evaluation a program, practice, or strategy the SEA or its
LEAs will implement under principles 1, 2, or 3. The Department will work with the SEA to
determine the teasibility and design of the evaluation and, if 1t 1s determined to be teasible and
appropriate, will tund and conduct the evaluation in partnership with the SEA, ensuring that the
implementation ot the chosen program, practice, or strategy 1s conststent with the evaluation design.

X] Check here if you are interested in collaborating with the Department in this evaluation, if your
request for the tlexibility 1s approved.

Provide an overview (about 500 words) ot the SEA’s request tor the tlexibility that:

1. explains the SEA’s comprehensive approach to implement the watvers and principles and
describes the SEA’s strategy to ensure this approach 1s coherent within and across the
principles; and

2. describes how the implementation ot the watvers and principles will enhance the SEA’s and
tts LEAs” ability to increase the quality ot instruction ftor students and improve student
achievement.

Overview of Request

e e ae e e e s e g s s e s s e g

Through the “Kids First, New Mexico Wins” plan (See Attachment 12), the New Mexico

10



~expectation that all students in New Mexico have the potential to reach high levels of

~achievement, regardless of background. Further, by implementing key 1nitiatives such as the
: A-F School Grading Act and redesigning the states teacher and school leader evaluation
- system, New Mexico 1s consistently placing children at the center of all initiatives. New

- Mexico’s request for flexibility meets each of the principles outlined, and the state is prepared

~and ready to implement what is included in this request. Further, each principle articulated

~allows New Mexico to create coordination and consistency across the policies outlined 1n this

request.

Principle 1: College- and Career-Ready Expectations for All Students

E Since 1999, New Mexico has had content standards and assessments aligned to those
standards 1n place. The standards were the first step in the development of an aligned system
of standards and overtime, assessments. The current content standards laid a critical
foundation, they did not include the depth and breadth necessary to ensure New Mexico
students were prepared to compete with their peers 1n both college and career.

In October 2010, New Mexico adopted the Common Core State Standards (CCSS). The
CCSS were adopted 1n order to increase the rigor of New Mexico standards and better prepare
New Mexico students for college and careers atter high school. These standards are aligned
with college and work expectations and provide a consistent understanding of what students
are expected to know and be able to do, regardless of what state they live in. The development
of the CCSS was a state-led process involving state leaders, teachers, and content experts and
draws upon the best state standards and most etfective models from around the world. The
CCSS ready students to compete in the global economy.

g PED 1s planning for full implementation of the CCSS 1n 2014- 2015. Full implementation
means that students will be assessed on the CCSS. As a first step, experts at the Southwest
Comprehensive Center are performing a detailed alignment study between the current New
Mexico state standards and the CCSS. Based on the results, NMPED will determine planning
steps for full implementation.

Beginning during spring 2012, PED will use conferences, a Common Core website, and

- other communication tools to increase awareness on the transition to the CCSS. Professional

HH, S, HH,
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- will begin during the summer of 2012, and grades K-3 will teach to the CCSS beginning 1n fall

- 2012. Math and ELA teachers in grades 4-8 will receive professional development on the
CCSS during summer 2013, and begin teaching to the CCSS 1n fall 2013. During summer

: 2013, grades 9-12 will receive professional development on the CCSS, and begin teaching to
the CCSS during fall 2013. The CCSS will be fully implemented and assessed in all grades
through assessments provided by the Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and

- Careers (PARCC) consortium during the 2014-2015 school year.

Principle 2: State-Developed Differentiated Recognition, Accountability, and Support

Signed and passed during the 2011 legislative session, the A-F School Grading Act ushered

1n a new school accountability era (See Attachment 13). Under the A-F School Grading Act,

each public school in New Mexico will be given a grade of A, B, C, D, or F annually. The

goals of A-F are simple:

e Mcasure schools based on both proficiency and growth;
e Mecaningtully differentiate levels of success:
e Avoid holding schools accountable for characteristics beyond their control; and

e Provide meaningtul data to champion success and i1dentity areas of improvement.

While AYP provides specific goals, 1t fails to capture both proficiency and growth, 1t does not

adequately differentiate among schools, and 1t has often narrowed the focus to students nearing

proficiency.

Moving to a singular accountability system 1s of the utmost importance. As New Mexico

has already passed legislation to establish a new, differentiated accountability system, and the

regulations will be completed within the next 30 days, New Mexico intends to provide school

grades to all schools in New Mexico in June 2012. If this flexibility request 1s approved, the

school grades will meet the requirements of the state system, as well as the federal system,

therefore eliminating the need to release AYP designations as well as school grades for the

20112012 school year.

i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i
i

i
i

The A-F School Grading Act specified that both measures of proficiency and growth are to

be included when calculating a school’s grade. Proficiency in both reading and math 1s

12
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continuing disaggregating data by student subgroups and supporting low-performing schools

1n the implementation of interventions aligned to the specific needs of students.

Growth was specifically defined as learning a year’s worth of knowledge in one year’s time
as demonstrated by student performance on the New Mexico Standard’s Based Assessment in
reading and mathematics. As such, the school grading model includes growth measures for
students moving from one performance level to a higher performance level, students who
remain proficient or advanced, as well as growth for students who remain 1n beginning step or
nearing proficient but move a certain number of scale score points. Additionally, the
legislation specifies that the state must also look explicitly at the bottom 25% of students
within a school.

New Mexico will also be measuring cohort growth 1n addition to individual school growth.
We feel 1t 1s important to capture a complete picture of a school, and measuring cohort growth
will further differentiate among schools.

The legislation specified that graduation rates and measures of college and career
readiness be included for high schools. As such, the models for elementary and middle
schools and high schools vary. The model for elementary and middle schools includes:

e Proficiency;

e (Growth:

e (Growth of the lowest quartile;

e Attendance; and

e Opportunity to Learn Survey.
The model for high schools includes:

e Proficiency;

e (Growth;

e (Growth for the lowest quartile;

e (raduation rate and growth on graduation rate;

e (ollege and career readiness 1indicators (PSAT, ACT, AP, Dual enrollment, career-
technical certification programs, etc);

e Attendance; and




Each schools grade 1s based on measures of proficiency, growth, and additional indicators.

- While each school will be provided with an overall grade, New Mexico will also provide a
separate grade for proficiency and a grade for growth. For example, a school could receive a
- B 1n growth, but a D 1n proficiency, therefore the school’s overall grade would be a “C”. This

is critical as it will better allow the state to differentiate among schools and target interventions

1n a manner that specifically aligns to a schools area of need.

- Principle 3: Supporting Effective Instruction and Leadership

 Research has clearly demonstrated the importance of the teacher 1n the classroom and the
importance of leadership 1n each school. (Rivkin, Hanushek, & Kain, 2005) In fact, our
teachers are our biggest “change agents” when 1t comes to improved student achievement.
When 1t comes to student learning, the difference between an average teacher and an
exemplary teacher 1s noteworthy. To underscore this belief, in April 2011, Governor Martinez

established an Effective Teaching Task Force via Executive Order

0-2011-024.pdf). The charge of the Task Force was to make policy recommendation to the
Governor 1n for key areas:
e Identify measures of student achievement — representing at least 50 percent of the

teacher evaluation — which shall be used for evaluating educator performance;

o Identify demonstrated best practices of effective teachers and teaching, which

should comprise the remaining basis for such evaluation;
o How these measures of effective practice should be weighted; and

e How the State can transition to a performance-based compensation system,
whereby acknowledging student growth and progress.

See Attachment 14 for the final Task force report and recommendations.

| Using this as the foundation, the Task Force found that any redesigned teacher and school

leader evaluation system must include multiple measures that prioritize student learning, as

well as observations and other possible measures that effectively capture a true picture of

teacher effectiveness. A rigorous and comprehensive system will not only provide a holistic

view of a teacher’s true impact on their students, but also encourage flexibility and buy-in at

A A A
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the local and school level.

Further, any new evaluation framework to measure teachers and school leaders must better

Rt

enable districts to address and improve school personnel policies concerning professional

development, promotion, compensation, performance pay, and tenure. Further, the framework

e e

- should 1dentity teachers and school leaders who are most effective at helping students succeed,

e e

provide targeted assistance and professional development opportunities for teachers and school

e e

leaders, inform the match between teacher assignments and student and school needs and

e e

inform incentives for effective teachers and school leaders

The need for a more nuanced and robust system 1s clear. In a recent 2010 sample of
twenty-five percent of New Mexico’s teachers, 99.998 percent of these teachers received a
rating of “meets competency” on their evaluations (versus “does not meet competency’)
(Public Education Department data, 2010). Yet we are not seeing proportional success in
terms of New Mexico student achievement. This suggests a lack of alignment between the
system that measures teacher performance and the system that measures student learning

outcomes.
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Select the option that pertains to the SEA and provide evidence corresponding to the option
selected.

Option A Option B

X| The State has adopted college- and career- The State has adopted college- and career-
ready standards in at least reading/language ready standards in at least reading/language
arts and mathematics that are common to a arts and mathematics that have been
stgntficant number ot States, consistent with approved and certitied by a State network ot
part (1) of the detinition ot college- and institutions ot higher education (IHES),
career-ready standards. consistent with part (2) ot the detinition ot

college- and career-ready standards.
t. Attach evidence that the State has

adopted the standards, consistent with the t. Attach evidence that the State has

State’s standards adoption process. adopted the standards, consistent with

(Attachment 4) the State’s standards adoption process.
(Attachment 4)

1. Attach a copy ot the memorandum of
understanding or letter from a State
network of IHEs certitying that students
who meet these standards will not need
remedial coursework at the
postsecondary level. (Attachment 5)

Provide the SE.A’s plan to transition to and implement no later than the 20132014 school year
college- and career-ready standards statewide in at least reading/language arts and mathematics for
all students and schools and include an explanation ot how this transttion plan 1s likely to lead to all
students, including FEnglish Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students, gaining
access to and learning content aligned with such standards. The Department encourages an SEA to
include 1n 1ts plan activities related to each ot the 1talicized questions in the corresponding section ot
the document titled ESEA Flexibility Review Guidance, or to explain why one or more ot those
activities 1S not necessary to tts plan.

Adoption of College and Career Read“y Standards

Since 1999, New Mexico has had content standards 1in place. PEDs Assessment and

T ToRT T . ] L, LTI,
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- Mexico’s statewide assessment program, which 1s designed to measure student attainment of

- New Mexico’s Core Curriculum Content Standards. The A& A works collaboratively with
: school districts, charter schools, Bureau of Indian Education, and State-educational 1nstitutions
- to collect and report information about student assessments 1n order to inform 1nstruction,

increase student learning, and help parents and the public assess the effectiveness of their

- schools.

The mission of the Assessment and Accountability Bureau 1s to develop valid and reliable

assessment 1nstruments, to administer these assessments under standardized and secure
conditions, and to score and report the results of these assessments accurately, etficiently, and
effectively given the constraints of available resources. The work of A& A satisties both New
Mexico and Federal regulations, including the requirements of New Mexico’s school
assessment and accountability laws and the requirements of the Federal No Child Left
Behind/Elementary and Secondary Education Act (NCLB/ESEA). See Attachment X for
additional details.

A&A administers the following assessments:

o Standards Based Assessment (SBA): The SBA test approximately 165,000 students
1n reading, writing, and mathematics (grades 3 — 8 and 11), science (grades 4, 7,
and 11) and 1n reading, writing, mathematics, science, and social studies (grade
11).

o New Mexico Alternate Performance Assessment (NMAPA): The NMAPA 1s the
alternate to the SBA. Students in grade-bands 3 —4,5—-6,7—8, and 11 — 12, may
that the NMAPA, though not all are required to. The NMAPA 1s only for students
with documented significant cognitive disabilities and adaptive behavior deficits
who require extensive support across multiple settings (such as home, school, and

community).

o Assessing Comprehension and Communication on English State-to-State for
English Language Learners (ACCESS for ELLs): ACCESS for ELLs 1s a secure
large-scale English language proficiency assessment given to Kindergarten — 12

ograders who have been identified as ELLs. It 1s given annually to monitor

17



Building on this foundation, New Mexico adopted the Common Core State Standards

(CCSS) 1n October 2010. The CCSS were adopted 1n order to increase the rigor of New
: Mexico standards and better prepare New Mexico students for college and careers after high
- school. PED 1s currently developing an implementation plan for transitioning the state to the

- CCSS, due to be completed by January 31, 2012. Beginning during spring 2012, PED will use

conferences, a Common Core website, and other communication tools to increase awareness

~on the transition to the CCSS. Professional development on the CCSS for Math and English
Language Arts (ELA) teachers for grades K-3 will begin during the summer of 2012, and
grades K-3 will teach to the CCSS beginning 1n fall 2012. Math and ELA teachers in grades
4-8 will recerve professional development on the CCSS during summer 2013, and begin
teaching to the CCSS in fall 2013. During summer 2013, grades 9-12 will receive professional
development on the CCSS, and begin teaching to the CCSS during fall 2013. The CCSS will
be fully implemented and assessed in all grades through assessments provided by the x
Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) consortium during
the 2014-20135 school year.
Transition of the Common Core State Standards in New Mexico

g After adopting the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) 1in 2010, PED received a CCSS
Planning Grant from the W.K. Kellogg Foundation 1n order to create an implementation plan
for transitioning to the CCSS. The implementation plan, due tor completion in January 2011,
will encompass a detailed timeline and budget for the transition, as well plans for
communication, professional development, curriculum and 1nstruction, and a plan to evaluate
the success of implementation.

PED has made substantial progress in developing our transition plan to the CCSS. We

have established a Planning Committee composed of educators, administrators, parents, and
members of the business community from around the state. This committee has met four

times, and has received input from districts on curriculum mapping, protessional development,
and communication plans 1n order to create a set of recommendations for the implementation
plan.

We have also established a smaller Framework Development Team 1n order to help draft

HH, S, HH,
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- composed of Planning Committee members and local and national experts on implementing

- the CCSS, including West Ed. and the Advanced Programs Initiative in New Mexico.
: Additionally, the Framework Development Team 1ncludes educators with experience in
- bilingual education and Indian education, 1n order to ensure that our implementation plan 1s

relevant and appropriate for all New Mexican students. This team will be meeting frequently

during November 2011 and January 2012 1n order to complete the implementation plan.

This work will be informed by an alignment study between the CCSS and the current New
Mexico standards that West Ed. has performed for NMPED. This study was completed 1n
October and will be used to determine how we proceed with curriculum mapping and
determining what professional development and technical support 1s required for educators to
teach the new CCSS.

I addition to this work, we have developed and administrated a Transition to Common
Core State Standards Planning Survey to all our districts and state administrated charter
schools. The results from this survey will provide critical information on the needs of districts
1n order to prepare their teachers for the transition, and their technical needs 1n order to
administer new, computer-based assessments provided by PARCC (Partnership for
Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers). This information will contribute to the
relevancy and accuracy of the professional development, assessment, and communications
sections of our implementation plan. Lastly, we have established a CCSS webpage, and begun
work developing pertinent resources and updates on the transition to be made available for
stakeholders.

Upon the completion of our transition plan in January 2012, PED will use the plan to solicit
funding from multiple sources to support our implementation process. Implementation will
begin 1n spring and summer 2012 with increased communication on the transition and
professional development on the CCSS tor grades K-3. Grades K-3 will begin teaching to the
CCSS n fall 2012, followed by grades 4-8 1n fall 2013. Grades 9-12 will begin teaching to the
CCSS 1n fall 2013, and grades 3-11 will be fully assessed on the CCSS during spring 2015.
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Select the option that pertains to the SEA and provide evidence corresponding to the option
selected.

Option A

X] The SEA is participating in

one of the two State

onsortia that received a

orant under the Race to the

Top Assessment
competition.

. Attach the State’s
Memorandum of

Understanding (MOU

under that competition.

Attachment 6

Option B
|| The SEA is not

participating in etther one
of the two State consortia

that recetved a grant under
the Race to the Top
Assessment competition,
and has not yet developed

or administered statewide
aligned, high-quality

assessments that measure

student growth 1n

reading/language arts and

in mathematics in at least

orades 3-8 and at least once
in high school 1n all LEAs.

. Provide the SEA’s plan
to develop and

administer annually,
beginning no later than

the 20142015 school
year, statewide aligned,
high-quality assessments
that measure student
orowth 1n
reading/language arts

and 1n mathematics 1n at

east grades 3-8 and at
| in high school

L

least once 1n
in all LEAs, as well as

set '

cademic
achievement standards
for those assessments.

ption C
The SEA has developed

and begun annually

administering statewtde
aligned, high-quality
assessments that measure
student growth 1n
reading/language arts and

in mathematics in at least

orades 3-8 and at least once
in high school 1n all LEAsS.

. Attach evidence that the

SE.A has submitted these
assessments and

academic achievement
standards to the
Department tor peer
review ot attach a

timeline of when the
SEA will submit the

assessments and

academic achievement
standards to the
Department tor peer

review. (Attachment 7
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2.A1  Provide a description ot the SEA’s ditterentiated recognition, accountabulity, and support

system that includes all the components listed in Principle 2, the SEA’s plan tor
implementation of the ditterentiated recognition, accountability, and support system no later
than the 2012-2013 school year, and an explanation ot how the SEA’s ditferentiated
recognition, accountability, and support system 1s designed to improve student achtevement
and school pertormance, close achievement gaps, and increase the quality ot instruction tor
students.

Introduction to New Mexico’s Model

 The Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) has had several tangible effects on
education and the monitoring of schools. There have been both intended and unintended
consequences. While ESEA monitoring requirements under NCLB has set clear and concrete
goals and firmly established that all students need to be considered, there 1s now opportunity to
build upon these strengths and develop a school accountability system that further enhances
policy makers ability to fairly and accurately monitor schools. The literature (Linn, 1998; Baker,
Linn, Herman, and Koretz, 2002; Cho1, Goldschmidt, and Yamashiro, 2005; Baker,
Goldschmidt, Martinez, and Swigert, 2003) 1s clear that 1n order to effectively monitor schools
for interventions and reward, several pieces must be 1n place in order to create a coherent,
comprehensive, unbiased, and fair system. Differentiating among schools for the purposes of
providing support where needed and recognition where warranted should, to the extent possible,
avold confounding factors beyond school control with factors for which schools ought to be held
accountable (Goldschmidt, 2006).

We address the four elements (coherence, comprehensive, unbiased, and fair) that are the
basis for the New Mexico school accountability system that enhances our ability to differentiate
school performance 1n a more nuanced way than under the current ESEA system. A coherent
system 1s one that seamlessly links together the elements of the system and incorporates

stakeholders’ beliefs regarding what schools ought to be held accountable for. Hence, a coherent |
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that supports inference based on school grades; a notion similar to content and construct validity
evidence (Messick, 1995; Mehren, 1997). That 1s, each element of the system should logically
relate to better school performance (content validity evidence) and overall, the accumulation of
elements should adequately represent the domain of interest (i.e. school performance). Hence,
we directly link the New Mexico A-F School Grading System to the AMOs (which we term
School Growth Targets, or SGTs). We detail below ( in 2.B.) how basing SGTs on school
grades captures exactly the types school performance and growth that policy makers intended,
but does so without creating a secondary set of (potentially) conflicted indicators of school
performance. The A-F Grading System 1s also consistent in methodology to the portion of the
highly effective teacher evaluation system that will be based on student assessment results. This
1s an extremely important concept as: one, 1t holds schools accountable in a manner similar to
teachers (based to some degree on student achievement growth; two, 1t allows for similar types
of inferences about schools and teachers; three, 1t provides for similar nomenclature, which help
teachers, school administrators, parents, and other stakeholders place meaning on school and
teacher performance; and four, it creates consistent and coherent incentives for improvement (1.e.
teachers’ improvement leads directly to school improvement, and conversely, where school
grades play a role 1n teacher evaluation, school grades are based on factors to which all teachers
contribute.

Components of New Mexico’s Model

x The notion of comprehensive system 1s linked with coherence 1n that a coherent set of
elements that forms the basis for making inferences about school performance should be
comprehensive and 1s consistent with the 1dea of basing school inferences on multiple measures
(Baker, et. al. 2002). Tables one and two summarize' the elements in the New Mexico school

~grading system.

rrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrr

' Attachment X3 details how a school receives points in each category.
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We also consider bias and fairness. There 1s considerable agreement that monitoring schools
based on unconditional mean school performance or the percentage of student’s proficient does
not hold schools accountable for processes under school control and tends to place large diverse
schools at a disadvantage (Novak and Fuller, 2003). Static average student performance
measures tend to confound input characteristics (1.e. student enrollment characteristics) of

chools with actual school performance (Goldschmidt, Roschewski, Choi1, Autry, Hebbler,
Blank, & Williams, 2005; Cho1, Goldschmidt, and Yamashiro, 2005; Meyer, 1997; Goldstein &

piegelhalter, 1996) and are unduly influenced by factors outside of school control more than
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Martinez, and Swigert, 2003; Meyer, 1997). Hence, the New Mexico school grading model, and
the corresponding SGTs were carefully developed to reduce bias 1n attributions of school
performance, and we monitored carefully fairness — 1n that all schools must have equal
opportunity to do well on the elements of the school grading system. We monitor bias
considering the extent to which school grades are influenced by the background characteristics of
enrolled students. g
== For, example, the correlation between the percent of students meeting the previous NCLB
AYP requirements and the percentage of students who are classified as free and reduced lunch
eligible (FRL), 1s -.57 (truncated to some extent by the generally high proportion of FRL
students in New Mexico). Our goal in developing the A-F School Grading System was to reduce
the undue influences of student enrollment characteristics on school grades. We accomplished
this by using both growth models and conditional performance estimates, which to some extent
level circumstances taced by schools throughout the state, a process generally accepted and
recommended 1n the literature Chou, et. al., 2005; Aitkin & Longford, 1986; Goldstein, &
Spiegelhalter, 1996; Willms, & Raudenbush, 1989; Hanushek, 1979; Hanushek, Rivkin, &
Taylor, 1996; Meyer, 1997; Heck, 2000).

We are also concerned with fairness; that 1s, not disadvantaging schools and limiting
opportunities to demonstrate high performance or changes in performance. Hence, we monitored
closely whether larger schools are disadvantaged or importantly, whether schools with high
status levels (1.e. a high percentage of students proticient) would limit the amount of growth a
school could exhibit. We present evidence related to both bias and fairness in appendix XX

E A system that merely counts the percentage proficient students 1s limited because i1t reduces
the amount of information available and 1gnores performance changes within categories that can
be quite large (Thum, 2003; Goldschmidt and Cho1, 2007). Moreover, basing inferences about
schools on static measures 1gnores that learning 1s a cumulative process and that schools often
face challenges related to the input characteristics of its students (Hanushek, 1979; Chou, et. al.,
2005; Goldschmidt, 2006). For example, some schools consistently recerve an extremely high
proportion (>75%) of students who are English language Learners (ELL). While there may be

debate as to the length of time 1t takes an ELL to acquire academic language skills — and the
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system should pili‘ov‘idé“incentivé;s for a school to educate those students by recognizing the

achievement gains along the performance continuum.

We next provide detail related to the New Mexico School Grading System summarized in

tables one and two.

The underlying framework for the New Mexico A-F School Grading System 1s that schools

ought to be monitored based three general factors: one, current performance, or status; two,

achievement growth; and three, other factors considered important outcomes and/or that

contribute meaningfully to desired outcomes.

Status consists of two elements: percent proficient and a conditioned estimate of status base

on Wilms and Raudenbush (1989) and Choi, Goldschmidt, and Martniez (2004)*. This

conditioning uses the difference between observed and expected outcomes and would be

considered a value added model (VAM). We use the estimated current year status as the

conditional status estimate for a school. This effectively accounts for variation 1n student
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enrollment characteristics, for which schools have no control. This 1s evidenced by the
correlations presented 1n table three, which indicates that variation 1n schools’ student

background has effectively been accounted for.

Table 3:

Correlations - Does VAM!
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work?
Bottom
VAM School Quartile
School Percent status Growth Growth
African Amer. -0.050 -0.017 0.034
Hispanic -0.063  -0.004 0.044
Asian 0.055 0.145 0.141
Native Amer. -0.001 -0.051 -0.063
Female 0.011 0.030 0.038
FRL -0.079  -0.097  -0.056
SWD -0.058 -0.069  -0.036
ELL -0.044 -0.074  -0.033

Notes: 1) based on HS results (elementary/middle results are
similar, but exclude bottom quartile growth (this is captured
differently in elementary and middle school — see text).

Hence, this portion of a schools status grade 1s unaffected by its enrollment characteristics.
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A school’s grovﬁvthmis score also consists of two elements. We include both a school arowth
component and an individual student growth component3. It 1s 1n the growth component that
New Mexico explicitly considers subgroups in the calculation of school grades. Careful
examination of New Mexico data reveals that simply using the traditional race/ethnic, language,
disability, and/or economic status does not fully identify schools with improvement needs. As
table 4 indicates, by 1dentifying the bottom quartile of students in each school, we explicitly
consider how large the performance gap 1s for the poorest performing students and how this gap
1s changing over time, 1rrespective of student classification. This directly identifies the greatest
need based on actual performance, rather than classifications that furthers a deficit model by
labeling students as poor performers simply because their background characteristics. Moreover,
by definition, every school has a bottom quartile and by explicitly placing extra weight on these

students’ growth, we incentive continuous improvement.

Table 4:
Performance Gaps of various student groups
Performance

Percent Gaps1

of

students Math Reading
African American” 2.3 -6.3 54
Hispanic 59.7 5.6 5.5
Asian 1.4 3.1 1.0
America Indian 9.9 -7.3 7.6
Economically Disadv. (FRL)  69.6 -6.2 -6.2
ELL 20.2 95 -10.6
SWD 13.1 -14.1 -16.1
Bottom Quartile 25.0 -15.1 -14.1

Notes: 1) State assessment scale 1s 0-80 (sd ~ 10.5).
2) Race/ethnicity comparisons are vs. White.
Reaming gaps are vs. students not in the

classification.

We emphasize that school grade results will be disaggregated by the traditional NCLB
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> Like most states, New Mexico currently assess students once in HS, so individual student growth is not part of the
grade calculation. However, New Mexico has adopted common core standards and 1s governing state in the PARCC
consortium, which intends to develop assessment for grades 3-11. Hence, the A-F school grading model framework
1s prepared to include individual student growth at the student level once assessments become available.
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for Priority and Focus schools.

The growth of the bottom quartile at each school 1s included 1n both the elementary/middle
school and the high school. In high school the growth estimate 1s based on the VAM model
depicted in Attachment 15. In elementary and middle school, the growth for the bottom quartile
1s 1dentified 1n the individual student growth model described next.

The second element of growth 1s based on an individual student growth model |
(Raudenbush and Bryk, 2002, Willet and Singer, 2003, Goldschmidt, et. al., 2005). The threat of |
potential confounding factors (PCFs) in non-randomized cross-sectional designs (Campbell & |
Stanley, 1963), and the limitations of pre-post designs (Bryk & Wesiburg, 1977; Raudenbush &
Bryk, 1987; Raudenbush, 2001) 1n making inferences about school, program, or teacher effects
(1.e. change 1n student outcomes due to a hypothesized cause) are also increasingly understood.
These and other related methodological challenges lead many to consider the advantages of
examining growth trajectories to make inferences about change (Rogosa, Brandt, & Zimowski,
1982; Willet, Singer, & Martin, 1998; Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). The New Mexico model 1s
detailed in Attachment 16.

| Research indicates that growth models are well suited to monitor school performance over
ttme and provide a more robust picture of schools’ ability to facilitate student achievement than
simple static comparisons. (Chot et. al., 2005). Growth models are a subset of the more general
longitudinal models that examine how outcomes change as a function of time (Singer and Willet,
2003); these model are more flexible than traditional repeated measures designs because data
need not be balanced nor complete (Singer and Willett, 2003; Raudenbush and Bryk, 2002).

This latter point 1s important as the growth mode 1s robust to student mobility and can include
students in a school’s estimate of growth whether or not the student has a complete set of data”
New Mexico uses three years to estimate growth for a student, which logically fals within the
tested spans of elementary and middle school”. As multiple authors have reported, static results

tend to reflect student input characteristics (Goldschmidt, Roschewski, Choi, Autry, Hebbler,
Blank, & Williams, 2005; Choi, et. al., 2005; Meyer, 1997) and factors outside of school control

* A simple gain model, for example is limited because if a student is missing either assessment a gain cannot be
calculated.
> And will in high school once the PARC assessments come on line in 2014-15.
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Goldschmidt, Martinez, and Swigert, 2003; Meyer, 1997).

As noted above, student performance 1s a process that accumulates over time (Hanushek,
1979) and results 1gnoring this are unlikely to accurately i1dentify performance due to processes
under school or teacher control. A growth model explicitly connects student performance from
one test occasion to the next.

x There may be some debate as to what constitutes the optimal psychometric characteristics for
assessments to be used 1n systems desiring to use growth models (Briggs & Weeks, 2009; Yen,
1986;), A key element for considering the use and interpretation of results based on growth
models 1s that the outcome must have constant meaning over time (Raudenbush, 2001). Hence,
the scale 1s important 1n drawing conclusions from individual growth curves (Yen, 1986).
Theoretically, the optimal metric to use when examining change 1s a vertically equated IRT-
based scale score that 1s on an interval scale and 1s comparable across grades (Hambleton &
Swaminathan, 1987). Scores represent content mastery on a continuum and may be used to
measure absolute academic progress over time. Different scaling methods affect results (Briggs
and Weeks, 2011) and there 1s some concern that vertical equating using IRT does not guarantee
an equal interval scale (Ballau, 2009). Also, equating 1s generally designed to compare
contiguous grade pairs (Yen, 1986) and scales may be less meaningful as the grade span
increases. However, previous research also indicates that the metric may be less important for
relative decisions and inferences about schools based on growth models (Goldschmidt, Chor,
Martinez, and Novack, 2010). The New Mexico assessments are based on a vertically
moderated scale which form strong basis for incorporating growth into the accountability
system®. Growth must be considered with respect to some reference. Some have argued that a
good reference may be typical growth (Betebenner, 2009). New Mexico basis its growth on the
notion of a year’s worth of growth as 1dentified, a priori1, by the vertical articulation of standards
across grades. This notion reduces the 1ssues noted above related to scaling across more than
contiguous grade spans. Hence, a year’s worth of growth can be considered as moving from
proficient one year to the next. In the New Mexico model, an esttmated growth coettficient of O

(zero) relates to a year’s worth of growth, and a positive coefficient indicates that students are

rrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrr

° We note that the school growth VAM model we use is not dependent on scale (Choi, et. al., 2004).
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- considering AMOs (SGT 1n New Mexico).

Previous research has also addressed statistical 1ssues, and compared the effects of model
specification (particularly with respect to student background characteristics) in some detail
(Tekwe, Carter, Ma, Algina, Lucas, Roth, Ariet, Fisher, & Resnick, 2004; Ballou, Sanders, &
Wright, 2004; McCaftrey, Sass, Lockwood, & Mihaly. 2009; McCatfrey, Lockwood, Koretz,
Louts, & Hamilton, 2004; Wright, 2010; Goldschmidt, et. al,, 2010; Lockwood, & McCatirey.

2007; Wright, 2008) and we used this previous research to provided significant guidance for the
model selection and specifications we developed for the A-F grading system. Also, we
emphasize that schools grades are explicitly based on status and growth and schools will receive
these grades separately (along with other factor grades as well). Hence, a school could be an
“A” school 1n growth and a “C” school 1n status, which would (depending on the other factor,
which 1s only 10% 1n elementary and middle school) result in a school being given an overall
grade of “B.”

Finally, we turn to the other factor 1in the school grading model. This consists of a student
opportunity to learn survey (similar to those used in the MET study and by Wu, Goldschmadt,
Boscardin and Sankar, 2009). The intent of this survey 1s to provide information related to
average school opportunities to learn the materials, as these have been consistently demonstrated
to be related to student performance, and provide a tangible mechanism for assisting in the
process of school improvement. We also include student attendance and 1n high school we
include two critical elements: graduation and college and career readiness. We consider college
and career readiness 1n a manner that, again, incentives school to appropriately motivate
students, while attempting to minimize unintended consequences. Hence, schools receive points
for participation 1n college and career readiness activities (detailed 1n appendix X3). But schools
receive double the points for success (also defined in appendix X3). While there are substantial |
complexities involved in calculating school grades (including estimating individual student
growth trajectories and school growth VAM models), the tradeott 1s that these model provide a
significantly more nuanced examination of school performance. Consistent with the literature on
school accountability (Linn, 1998; Baker, et. al., 2002; Goldschmidt, et. al., 2005; Chot, et. al.,
2005; Goldschmidt and Choi, 2007; Thum, 2003), The New Mexico A-F school grading system

~uses multiple measures, incorporates growth, incorporates the full range of student achievement,
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and spec1ﬁcally monitors the progress of the lowest achlevmg students 1n each school.

Table 2 on pages 45 — 56 includes a preliminary list of Reward, Priority, and Focus Schools.

As PED will be finalizing the A-F School Grading Act rule in December and releasing final
baseline data to all schools, the state will share a final list of Reward, Priority, and Focus Schools

with the US Department of Education at that time.

2.A11  Select the option that pertains to the SEA and provide the corresponding information, 1t

any.
Option A Option B
X] The SEA only includes student achievement | [ | If the SEA includes student achievement on
on reading/language arts and mathematics assessments in addition to reading/language
assessments in 1ts ditterentiated recognition, arts and mathematics 1n its ditterentiated
accountability, and support system and to recognition, accountability, and support
tdentity reward, priority, and tocus schools. system and to tdentity reward, priority, and

tocus schools, 1t must:

a. provide the percentage ot students in the
“all students” group that performed at the
profictent level on the State’s most recent
administration ot each assessment tor all
orades assessed; and

b. tnclude an explanation ot how the
included assessments will be weighted 1n a
manner that will result in holding schools
accountable tor ensuring all students
achieve college- and career-ready
standards.

::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::

n/a

Select the method the SEA will use to set new ambitious but achievable annual measurable

objectives (AMOs) 1n at least reading/language arts and mathematics for the State and all LEAs,
schools, and subgroups that provide meaningtul goals and are used to guide support and
improvement efforts. It the SEA sets AMOs that ditter by LEA, school, or subgroup, the AMOs
tor LEAs, schools, or subgroups that are turther behind must require greater rates ot annual
progress.

Option A Option B Option C
| Set AMOs in annual equal [ ] Set AMOs that increase in | [X] Use another method that is
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increments toward a goal ot
reducing by half the
percentage ot students in
the “all students™ group
and 1n each subgroup who
are not protictent within six
years. The SEEA must use
current profictency rates
based on assessments
admintstered 1n the 2010—
2011 school year as the

starting point tor setting 1ts
AMOs.

1. Provide the new AMQOs

and an explanation ot
the method used to set
these AMOs.

annual equal increments and
result in 100 percent of
students achieving
profictency no later than the
end ot the 2019-2020
school year. The SEA must
use the average statewide
protictency based on
assessments administered 1n
the 2010-2011 school year
as the starting point tor
setting 1ts AMOs.

1. Provide the new AMOs
and an explanation ot the
method used to set these

AMOQOs.

educationally sound and
results 1h ambitious but

achievable AMOs for all
[LLEAs, schools, and

subgroups.

1. Provide the new AMOQOs

and an explanation ot

the method used to set

these AMOs.

it. Provide an educationally
sound rationale for the
pattern ot academic
progress retlected in the
new AMOs in the text
box below.

ut.  Provide a link to the
State’s report card or
attach a copy ot the
average statewide
proticiency based on
assessments
administered in the

2010-2011 school year

in reading/language arts
and mathematics tor the
“all students” group and

all subgroups.
(Attachment 8)

::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::

Given the A-F School Grading System (described 1n 2a1). We base each school’s SGT
(formerly AMO) on the school grade. Our target is the recommended 90™ percentile of current
performance. It 1s important that we set rigorous but obtainable goals (Linn, 1998) and the
underlying question 1s whether the 90 percentile of current performance 1s an appropriate long
term target. Given that New Mexico has an A-F System, a target that aims for every school to
be an A creates a meaningless measure that loses 1ts ability to differentiate among schools their
performance. Hence, we want a system where the long term goal meets the original intents of §
ESEA.

E Unpacking the 90 percentile target 1s paramount in demonstrating that the A-F school

~grading system can serve as both the mechanism for monitoring school performance, but also
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- comprehensive, and using 1t as a basis for SGTs maintains coherence for stakeholders. We
again turn to the notion of validity evidence that corroborates the notion that a school at the 90
percentile 1s school performance worth emulating. We consider elementary/middle and high
school 1n turn.

A school at the 90™ percentile on the school grading metric has an average of approximately
47 on the New Mexico state assessment. (Given the state average school size (to determine the |
standard deviation and estimate how many students are scoring above proficient) this implies
that approximately 75% of students in math’ are proficient. Also, a school at the 90"
percentile on the school grading metric demonstrates, on average, a growth rate that 1s slightly
above a year’s worth of growth. In fact, this growth implies that about 12.5% of students
would be proficient within a three year time frame. Hence, this 1s equates to roughly 88% of
elementary or middle school students either being on track or at proficient or above. These
same calculations for reading indicates 100% of students, attending a school with a school
grade at the 90" percentile are either proficient or on track to proficient.
: Next we can examine how many points (out of a 100) a school will need to earn to be at the
oo™t percentile. Overall for all grade levels this equates to about 72 (out of 100 points). Hence,
a school would be “average” on the overall school grade, and this relates to about average (75
or a C) on status and about 83 or (a B on growth). This 1s exactly where the system ought to
place schools. If status 1s influenced by factors beyond school control (albeit less 1n the New
Mexico A-F system), then tenable expectations are warranted 1n terms of status, but to
compensate, we must have higher expectations for growth.
x For high school a school at the 90" percentile based on the current distribution of school
grades would exhibit the following average performance on the grading elements: A four year
graduation rate of 92%; a five year graduation rate of 93%; an attendance rate of 97.5 percent.
Proficient or on target to proficiency (only a single additional year) of 83%° in mathematics
and 100% 1n reading. Importantly, students in the bottom quartile would demonstrate growth

with an effect size that 1s about 2.0 — indicating top performing schools are improving the

" The means are slightly different in reading, but the estimated percent proficient would be about 89%.
® We will have to target the 95t percentile to reach this status level in mathematics.
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outcomes of the poorest performing students quite well and are substantively (statistically p
<.01) closing the achievement gap”. The SGT for high schools would also be calculated 1n a
like manner as elementary and middle schools.

Given that our aim is to move all schools to the current 90"

percentile based on the current
distribution of grades), we need to establish meaningtul, rigorous, but obtainable targets. The
New Mexico goal 1s to have all schools improve so that their grade would be equivalent to the
90" percentile score in the base year. We believe that a growth effect size of about 0.15 1s both
substantively meaningful and obtainable for schools. We accomplish this, on average, given

the current distribution of school performance and calculating SGTs 1n the following manner:

SGT; = (Target; — CSG;)/10.

th

Where 1arget; 1s the current average score for a school at the 90 percentile on the school

grading system. There are j=3 targets: 1) school grade points 2) growth- reading top three

quartile of students; 3) growth-reading bottom quartile of students; 4) growth-math top three

quartile of students; 5) growth- math bottom quartile of students. We present a tangible

example below.

Example of A School's SGT

Bottom qgrtile Bottom qrtile Top 3 grtiles Top 3 grtiles
POINTS ELEM Growth Math Growth Read Growth Math Growth Read

School A 43.0 3.0 4.5 4.0 4.0
TARGET 77.0 5.0 9.0 8.0 9.0
SGT 3.4 0.2 0.5 0.4 0.5

Metric 1s school grade points.
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2.C1 Describe the SEA’s methodology tor identitying highest-pertorming and high-progress

schools as reward schools.

In fact, elementary, middle and high schools in New Mexico are closing the achievement, on average, p < .01, but
the rate of gap closing varies significantly as well, p <.01).
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New Mexico proposes that using the A-F grading system as the mechanism to 1dentity

~schools and to maintain coherence. Moreover, as described above, the school grades translate
~directly into tangible differences among schools on multiple indicators. Hence, we use the
- 95% percentile of performance on the overall school grade, as Reward Schools would be

scoring above the statewide target of the 90™ percentile set through the SGTs. We again tumn

to the base year distribution and use this distribution as a basis for identifying the highest

performing schools. The highest performing schools then are the schools that receive “A/A”

et mafe e e sl oo e

(status/growth) ratings and would be considered the highest pertorming Reward schools.
However, schools with “A/B” or “B/A” grades will also be considered Reward school based
on either high progress or high performance. We will also recognize schools that have <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>