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“...things which apply elsewhere often do not
apply in New Mexico.”
Lew Wallace, circa 1880

“And then he quit trying to effect change and

wrote Ben-Hur.”
M. Kim Johnson, Circa Many Years Ago

New Mexico IS unique in many aspects. Particularly, our demographics are unique. A few
other states are similar, but what we can do when we look at New Mexico data rarely
translates to what we can glean from other’s data. Just because something works in
another state or country does not mean it will work in NM. It MAY. But it requires a very
careful analysis before implementing. Lew Wallace was correct.
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CESE BACKGROUND

* CESE, is a non-profit, non-partisan 501(c)(3)charitable
corporation

* Members include National Laboratory personnel and
retirees, industrial scientists, educators, parents,
college professors, etc.

* We have analyzed New Mexico public education data
and policy issues for over 15 years

* Our primary focus is to help improve New Mexico
schools using New Mexico unique data
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* NMSBA Test based performance results in the last 7 years -
School and student performance results and short analysis

* ABCDF Act, as implemented — Some background, good news,
and critique

* How to Supplement the ABCDF Act — We must show schools
HOW to improve and close the Achievement Gap

* Teacher Evaluations — The 50% based on Student Growth —
This is a potentially serious problem that needs addressing
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Past Performance from 2007
Using New Mexico Standards
Based Assessment Tests
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* Average scale scores have been trending generally upwards for math until 2011.

* Reading scale scores have trended upward with an anomaly in 2010 and have
slightly decreased in 2013 and 2014 from its high in 2012.

* Proficiency percentages follow a similar but smoother pattern as scale scores.

* The adoption of Common Core Standards probably does not explain recent
trends (NMSBA is based on different standards).

Average scale scores and proficiency levels have trended upwards between 2007 and 2011.
After 2011, reading still trended upward, but mathematics trended downward. When
comparing with proficiency scores, the similarity is, at is should be, about the same. There
are differences because proficiencies are the percentage of students scoring above a
certain scale score (40 on a scale of 0 to 80), which makes this a cutoff percentage, rather
than a continuum of scores or percentages. Also, NM has often shown a “bi-modal”
distribution of scores in standardized tests, where a part of the school population peaks
below the average, while another part peaks above the average. By having these peaks
move relative to each other, the proficiency can also appear to be not quite synced with
the scale scores. But the actual trending for both are very similar with the exception of the
scale score for 2012 in reading. This could be caused by the above, or it might be a simple
one-year aberration. It is not easy to “back out” the data.

It is clear that the introduction of the use of Common Core Standards (2013/2014) for math
and reading appeared to have little, if any, effect on the NMSBA standardized scores. Since
2011, proficiencies for math and reading have trended downward slightly, but perhaps not
significantly. However, prior to 2010, both scale scores and proficiency scores were
trending upward at what appears to be a significant rate with the exception of 2010
reading, which went down suddenly. This could be a simple one year aberration, also.
Overall, scores have not improved since the spring tests of 2011. It remains to be seen if
the PARCC test can actually be equated to the NMSBA tests, such that there is a smooth,
reliable transition.
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* There are some significant negative differences in change for New Mexico
compared to many states regarding “improvement” in scores for 2013.

* Prior to 2013, New Mexico was generally trending similarly as the nation was,
but was still staying toward the bottom of the other states.

* Neither math nor reading for 4th and 8th grade showed improvement over 2011
scores. In two cases (4t" grade Reading and 8t grade math) this may be
statistically significant.

The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) or the nation’s report card, as it is
often called, is one of the most comprehensive standardized tests given in the nation. Itis
given every odd numbered year (beginning in 2003) and shows relatively smooth
trending,except for 4t grade reading. NM has either decreased in 2011 and 2013 or
stayed at approximately the same level.
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* The rates have been trending generally upward
except for 2010 to 2011, and 2012 to 2013 is level (4
year rate).

Graduation rates as measured by the current formula that the PED arrived at during the Martinez
administration shows that there was some change since 2009. There was a rather significant
decrease in 2011 and a corresponding significant increase in 2012. But the 2012 increase is only
significant because of the decrease in 2011. The last data point is the 4 year average for 2013. It
has not changed from the previous year. 2008 may have been an aberration. It is difficult to tell at
this late date. (The NMSBA was contracted to a new testing group and “rescaled” in 2011. It is,
however, hard to link graduation rates in 2011 with NMSBA scores.)

There has been some rather significant bragging about how the magazine “Education Week” has
NM ranked as the highest gaining state in the nation with respect to graduation. They use this
formula:

Percent Graduating = 10t graders (this year) / 9th graders (this year) X 11t graders
(this year) / 10t graders (this year) X 12t graders (this year) / 11th graders (this year)
X # Diplomas Spring (this year) / 12t graders (this year)

This is a single point estimate, and not a cohort rate, and may contain degrees from students older
than any of the grades shown in the formula, since it uses the number of degrees handed out, and
does not necessarily track the degrees with the age of a student (e.g., an older student receiving a
degree from a GED test.). Also, it does not account for mobility. This is incompatible with the way
New Mexico calculates graduation rates and also almost certainly gives a number that is NOT the
same as dividing the number of diplomas given at the end of the fall of this year by the number of
9th graders entering school 4 years ago, accounting for mobility When we do look at these data,
the greater part of the growth in graduation rate occurred from 2007 to 2009. Unfortunately, we
do not know what formula NM was using to account for graduation in 2007, though that data may
exist, so we do not show it in this graph. Also, these data may decrease in accuracy the further
back one goes, simply because errors that do occur are simply not caught nor scrutinized as one
goes back in time. For example, note that the 2009 6 year rate is the same as the 2009 four year
rate. Some of this can be attributed to how the data were accounted for, and some may simply be
a lack of accounting, or an error in accounting.
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 State law requirement (the ABCDF Act).

* The Federal Department of Education instituted
“alternate” state evaluation methods to NCLB or
“waivers,” and this current form has been approved.

* Without the waivers, essentially all schools in all states
would have failed NCLB requirements by 2014.

* We have no choice but to accept either monetary loss
and punitive measures if we don’t get the waiver.

We have to be careful in saying just what the “monetary loss” and the “punitive measures”
might be without a waiver. It is not clear how the overall penalty might impact anything
but Title | money. In fact, when reading the NCLB Act, it appears that only Title | money or
use of the money would be impacted, though the other related Titled money could be
impacted, too. We have not looked at this in any great detail and probably will not, since
there are provisions to make executive driven discretionary exceptions, and these tend to
change over time. What would a possible impact be? In 2013 Title | money for NM was a
bit over $112 million. Would that be withheld, if any? Would it be redirected in terms of
how it is to be used? We are not sure that question has a good answer at this time, or
even if it did that the answer may not change over the next few years.
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The Current Standing, School Growth, Student Growth of Highest Performing Students
(upper 75%, on average), and the School Growth of Lowest Performing Students is all
adjusted by a Value Added Model (VAM) based on parameters that are not fully justifiable
(more later). Additionally, “growth” has been shown to be chaotic, even over the three
years allowed in these areas. For the large scale growth characteristics of all students,
there is a slight trend to favor those students with less favorable demographics compared
to those with more favorable. This division of growth into two categories appears to have
been an effort to work on the “Achievement Gap.” However, this is not necessarily
reflective of the achievement gap in New Mexico nearly as much as is the difference
between schools with less favorable demographics compared to those with more favorable
demographics, as will be shown later. It is not clear that these categories used for grading
are the most appropriate, and in the case of growth, it appears that there is a reasonable
chance of mis-grading a school’s performance because of its chaotic nature.

The weighting of these factors is NEVER justified. Being divisible by a factor of 10 or 5
implies that it is a best guess as opposed to a carefully calculated value that applies
rigorously to all similar schools in the state.

11
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Short term growth for any given school may be rather chaotic with large swings in test
performance by students. This is a sample of proficiency percent variation for some
random Albuquerque schools. The second graph show that there is a slight overall trend
for schools at the advantaged end of the demographic spectrum to show less growth than
those at the disadvantaged end. These graphs are from 2010, but the nature of growth
does not change over the years, whether looking at proficiencies or scale scores.

12
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Th e N M P E D VAM a dj usts for* . ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS, READING, 2011
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* School size does not significantly correlate with NMSBA***,

* Prior performance correlates with demographics AND everything
else. (According to W.L. Sanders, prior performance contains all
demographic information, but does it do so in a useable
manner?)****

* FAY provides relatively low correlation to performance.

* From the PED “New Mexico “School Grading Technical Guide Calculation and Business Rules” (Date not shown, but posted in 2012)
** Full Academic Year

*** This may be an attempt to “adjust” results for schools with statistically small quantities of students.

**** When prior scores do not correlate with demographic predictions, this correction will probably lead to anomalies.

Value Added Models (VAMs) cover a very wide category of mathematical models, usually
used to manipulate data so that it is “adjusted” to allow something to be seen that would
not normally be seen, or to adjust the real data to fit an another format. Itis our
understanding that originally, the PED VAMs were used to simply adjust for certain
demographic effects, but that these were also adjusted to account to some extent for
manipulating results into a standard format. This is probably more than most people want
to know about the “arithmetic” portion of VAMs. The point is that using any form of a
VAM with the parameters of FAY (Full Academic Year — a measure of mobility of students)
proportion, School size (enrollment) and student prior scores have little, if anything to do
with how a school performs TODAY. In fact, to correct for school size appears to be nearly
meaningless, FAY is barely correlated with student performance, and prior score is so well
correlated with student performance that it ceases to have any real information. That s,
one can predict almost anything from student performance, even totally wrong
demographics. An example will follow further on.

13
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People almost always want to know how well the PED ABCDF scores compare with the
actual test scores of the students for schools. This graph shows the PED scores and letter
grades on the vertical axis versus the mathematically combined reading and math scores
for 2012 elementary schools in New Mexico on the horizontal axis. Each blue marker
shows one school — how it was scored by the PED and what the students actually scored,
on average, per school. Itis clear that the PED scores do not account for demographics,
since the combined scores on the horizontal axis correlate very well with demographics,
and a “best fit” line through the schools show some decent correlation with the PED
scores. But there are some significant problems. That is, the PED scores are used to assign
grades to the schools. The red circled schools show where a school is mis-graded. That is,
look at the actual score (below on the horizontal axis) and compare it to the PED grade as
shown on the vertical axis. Note that the grades often do not match the performance. In
fact, there are numerous examples on this graph with only a few red ones circled as
examples. Many schools are scoring at what would normally be a low level, but are given
high grades, while many schools are scored a a high level, but are given low grades. This is
very confusing to the schools and is not at all certain that the specific categories being
scored by the PED are really meaningful along with the weightings used.

14
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* What the ABCDF Act does to help NM Schools:

v It provides immediate relief to the NCLB requirements that all students
be proficient by 2014

v It sets new goals for improvement (AMO’s — Annual Measurement
Objectives or SGT’s for the NM waiver —Student Growth Targets)
* The ABCDF data:
v’ “Kind of” reflect actual school/student performance, but with some
significant anomalies
v’ Appear to be too complex to show a path to improvement
*  Without a “Path to Improvement” New Mexico will not get better

at turning out well-educated K-12 students and meet the Student
Growth Targets.

To properly analyze the effect of the federal “waivers” based on school grading, AMOs
(annual measurable objectives), and teacher performance as partially determined by
student test performance (to be addressed later in this briefing). A cost benefits analysis
should really be performed showing whether or not the state could do away with the
grading scheme and not be impacted by the attendant penalties of the No Child Left Behind
Act. It appears that this may not have been done using due diligence in considering all the
unintended negative consequences of creating a questionable school grading scheme and
not have a way to address school improvement, rather than simply saying “We won’t be
penalized if we do this by the federal government, and the schools will be graded” with no
real attempt to tell the schools HOW to improve.
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What Do We Suggest?
—THE CESE METHOD-

How we might get better
Without Silver Bullets
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Elementary Schools, 2010, Canonical Combined Score
Sources of Explained Variance

0 %Minority Alone (6.3%)
0% Poverty Alone (5.4%)
O Minority & Poverty Together (44.1%)

B Other Demogr. Factors (4.9%)

O Not Explained by School Demogr. (39.3%)

* Poverty by itself is not the major factor

* Minority status by itself is not a major factor

* But, the combination of minority status and poverty overwhelms all other
factors

v Minority students tend to be economically disadvantaged
v Economically disadvantaged students tend to be minorities

Between 60% - 80% of school performance is explained by
school demographics

The key things to note on this slide are: 1) minority fraction explains just a little bit more
than poverty fraction regarding student test outcome, but the combination explains the
majority of the outcome compared to all other demographics measured in New Mexico,
and 2) when looking at all combinations of year versus elementary, primary, and high
schools, demographics explain from 60 to 80% of the student standardized test outputs.
The other 20 to 40% is explained by either unknown demographics not being accounted
for, or systemic effects of the schools, districts, and state. The amount of student
performance explained by the teachers is (from numerous other studies), generally less
than 15%, regardless of the demographics associated with a school or student. This is not
the case for each and every school in the state, but it is the case for at least 95%. The
other 5% are either scoring significantly higher or significantly lower than the
demographics explains. Unknown demographics effects, school, district, or state system
effects, or teacher/administrator effects may explain the performance of the schools that
lie within that 5% of exceptionally well or poor performing schools.

17
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Interestingly, the factors chosen by the legislature to measure in the ABCDF Act and its
implementation by the PED are not necessarily good metrics to use to determine how a school’s
students are actually performing on standardized tests. This slide shows the correlation between
each factor and all schools’ demographics factor. Demographics are used to represent the
expected performance on the NMSBA and has greater than an 80% correlation to the performance.
So this slide shows how well the ABCDF Act factors correlate both to demographics and, by
inference, to schools’ standardized test performance.

Note that the VAM measures have essentially the same correlation as does the standing (VAM
adjusted proficiency percentage). This is redundant and adds no new information to how well a
schools is performing with respect to proficiency measurements. School growth still does correlate
with demographics, but we have already shown that this is fairly unreliable on a year-by-year basis
for any given school. The upper 75% growth rate (Q3 growth as originally labeled) and the lower
25% growth rates (Q1 as originally labeled) are supposed to be a measure of the achievement gap,
but really reflect the amount of growth for lower performers compared to higher performers. The
real achievement gap is generally for whole schools rather than a school's lower 25% performers. It
is not clear that this really provides any very useful information in the aggregate, though it may be
something a school would wish to know to make internal adjustments to how it applies its
resources. Also note the the Q1 growth is negatively correlated with the demographic index. The
better the growth of the lower 25% of the students, the lower the correlation to the demographic
index. This is also true of the Bonus points. It is not at all clear how this shows the schools how
well they are performing when aggregated to make a single grade. OTL is almost not correlated
(within the noise for this particular year — 2012) and adds nothing to showing a school how well it is
performing. And finally, the Overall correlation is clearly driven by the standardized test results in
terms of proficiencies, which begs the question of what the other factors really add to telling a
school how well it is doing. There is clearly no information that tells a schools how to do better,
except “Score higher on the standardized test!” And, of course, that is a goal that schools already
understand.

18
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- IMPROVING SCHOOLS

* CESE developed an objective method that accounts
for factors beyond schools’ control.

Minority population
Students learning English
Students with disabilities
Poverty percentage
Student mobility

AN NN NN

* The method also shows schools’ comparison of
performance to standards.

The biggest problem, other than unnecessary complexity, with the ABCDF Act is that there
is no mechanism to tell the lower performing, or even the higher performing schools how
to improve. We believe that this should be the primary function of grading schools — to
determine which schools need to improve the most and HOW they should go about doing
so. We use the elements shown in a Canonical Correlation, a well known and used method
of combining explanatory factors that are related to measured factors (test scores) to
determine how well a school performs. Note that the factors shown are demographic
factors. Also note that no single factor explains performance, nor does the simple addition
of the individual factor. However, when they are canonically combined, the cross
correlations (cross covariance, actually for the mathematicians) are accounted for such
that an optimum linear combination can be made to show the optimum relation to
performance, including the multiple performances measured — math and reading along
with others in the future, if needed.

19
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o~ MERIT?
Demographic Effect
Determined by “Canonical School
Correlation Modeling) Effect Unquantified Effects

v CESE

Measure of
SUBTRACT Merit Near zero demographic

ouTt effect

The CESE method of determining WHERE to look for best practices to improve schools
involves the isolation and subtraction of the demographically correlated effects. The red
in this slide represents demographically explained effects, and the green/white are those
other effects attributable to the schools or unknowns that impact how well a school
performs. The next two slides show this in some detail, but the key point is that to isolate
schools performing considerably about expectations, one must subtract out the effects
explained by demographics, first. Then those schools that are significantly outperforming
schools of similar demographic makeup can be studied to see what it is (probably multiple

factors) that causes its exceptional performance that overcomes the demographics effects.

The results of the studies would then be used to determine the best practices to use on
similar type schools with similar demographics that are not performing at exceptional
levels.

20
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* Data shows NM schools that significantly outperform predictions and
are candidate models for HOW to improve.

* This also shows how well schools perform with respect to the state
NMSBA test results (normalized to the highest performing school).

Acknowledgement: this and the next slide appear to be very “busy’ and complex slides of this section. But they are probably the most
important in showing you how the CESE method for improvement works. The horizontal axis shows the school scores that are predicted
using canonical correlation with the previously shown demographic factors as the inputs. Note that the left end represents the least
advantaged (demographically) and the right end is the most advantaged. The scores are normalized so that 1 represents the highest
possible over the range measured. The vertical axis shows the actual canonically combined scores of reading and math from the NMSBA
test (4t grade elementary schools in this case), normalized to the highest score in the state. Generally speaking, this is very similar to
adding the reading and math scale scores together and dividing by 2, but that is not the case when the two individual scores are far
apart, which indicates there is probably a data error or sever problem at the given school. Each blue marker represents one school.

This graphic shows the REAL achievement gap. As schools become more and more demographically favored, the difference between
individual students with the most disadvantaged demographics and other students in that school become less and less noticeable,
eventually blending such that there is minimal, if any, way to predict how an individual student will perform based on his or her
individual demographic status. This demonstrates that there is absolutely no physiological reason that any student (without mental
disabilities that would cause an inability to learn at grade level) cannot learn at high levels in this state.

Now, note that there are some schools, such as the one circled in red, that significantly outperform other schools within the same
demographic range. In fact, there are many such schools in this state that perform near or above a statistically higher level (greater than
one standard error) that is predicted. Additionally, there are about the same number of schools that are performing significantly lower
than is predicted, with the rest at some level in between. This suggests a way to improve performances of schools by carefully observing
those that are scoring at or above a significantly high level based on the demographically predicted level. These observations should be
performed by trained observers in classroom teaching, school administration, and systems analysis. The observations should take a
sufficiently long enough time to provide a definitive guide to what these schools are doing with respect to best practices that allow them
to overcome demographic effects to score as high as they do. At the same time. The significantly lower performing schools and a
sampling of mid level performing schools should also be observed to see what they are doing that apparently causes their lower
performance. These observations should be grouped according to slices of demographic similarity. For example, there may be five
divisions of demographic similarity shown here. Or there may be more, depending on initial surveys. Additionally, it is probably the case
that the not every school in a given demographic slice of above significant performance is doing the same things to excel. For example,
an outperforming school on the Navajo reservation may be doing some things differently than would a school on the southern or eastern
border of the state to achieve the higher performance. This is something that will have to be studied and accounted for in selecting
which schools to observe.

The end result is to have a set of best practices for the various demographic slices and perhaps culturally different schools that can be
applied to schools at lower levels. And that is not just to significantly underperforming schools, but to all schools. We understand this is
not a trivial undertaking, but believe it will be far better than the “Silver Bullet” approach that has been used for so many years to
accomplish very little. A great deal of studying has been performed, but so far, the New Mexico schools have not progressed significantly
and show a tremendously large, and in our opinion, unacceptable achievement gap linked directly to demographics. We believe that this
method will pave the way to closing that gap and significantly improving schools in the state, regardless of any individual’s silver bullet
approach.

(Note: this chart also illustrates how the use of prior performance to predict current performance with a VAM is potentially wrong. Note
that the underperforming schools performance for the year shown would cause a VAM to predict the school SHOULD underperform. In
fact, the schoo?should NOT underperform. It is simply not appropriate to use prior performance for any given school or student as a
VAM parameter, except for those schools close to the middle, black regression line.)
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to be used for similar comparisons

See Next Slide for “Recipe” for Overall School Improvement:

This slide is derived by subtracting the predicted canonical scores from the actual canonical
scores. In essence, it rotates the previous graph such that the demographic effect is not
seen, however, the effect manifests on the horizontal axis. The light green shaded box at
the top represents candidate schools to study for best practices based on their “Measure
of Merit” which is that difference in predicted from actual scores by school. Note that the
red circled school in the upper left of the shaded box is the same school circled on the
previous slide.
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Recipe for Overall School Improvement

1. Select a variety of higher than expected scoring schools (e.g.,
Navajo reservation schools, southern border schools, northern
schools, far east plains schools, etc.) across a range of
demographics (e.g., as divided by the blue, vertical lines on the
previous slide) to study for best practices.

2. Select lower performing schools to study for comparison

3. Send in one or more teams: a teaching expert observer,
administrative expert observer, and a systems analysis expert
observer.

4. Take sufficient time to observe and document the schools’ best
practices.

5. Compare the differences between highest and lower performing
schools in the same demographic sectors to derive a set of best
practices for each demographic and similar group.

6. Apply the best practices and periodically re-observe as applicable.

This slide summarizes the previous discussion, step-by-step. It is very important to again
note that not just any set of observers will do. They must be expert in the areas they are
observing, trained observers, and they must contain one systems person to provide an
overview input. Also, this cannot be done in a day. It will take time — perhaps several
months per school (though it may take less time) the first time through after surveying the

schools for appropriate selection.
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Target Performance

Performance Level

v

Least Demographic Index Most
Advantaged Advantaged

* To lift the disadvantaged demographic end so that performance is
minimally dependent on demographics and any other factors
v We predict this provides a path to help close the Achievement Gap
* To raise total performance so that all students perform to their potential

This is where we think the state should wind up compared to where it started. Itis not a
short term process, but it should be a lasting improvement and do away with, if not
significantly eat into the really unwarranted achievement gap.



Science & Math

CESE
Education

_

TEACHER MERIT EVALUATIONS

The Portion Based Only on Student
Performance — 50% of the Evaluation
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(The Portion Based Only on Student Performance — 50% of the Evaluation)

* Problem—under the previous NM evaluation system, 99%
of teachers were rated effective, or above, and the public
believes that poor performing teachers are difficult to
remove from the classroom. (The general perception: Do
Something!)

* The U.S. Dept. of Education requires the basic provision to
use teacher performance based on students’ growth to
receive a waiver from NCLB.

* The NM PED developed the details of how performance is
determined within the Federal Dept. of Education
guidelines.

The use of a 99% rating of “effective” or higher for teachers since the three tier system went into effect has
been broadcast far and wide with no one actually validating that number. There was a survey a few years
ago that | spoke about with Walt Murfin, former CESE statistician who passed away last spring. | have
actually seen some of those results recently on the web, but there were only a few school districts
represented, and the net number evaluated as effective or higher was closer to about 80%. But that is from
memory and the small sampling | saw recently. In fact, the 99% number seems to have come from the PED,
itself, but in response to how many teachers pass the PED Tier | to Tier Il and Tier Il to Tier Il licensure level.
The actual number quoted in a political advertisement by Governor Martinez was 99.8%, and she used it in
the sense of individual teacher evaluations, not licensure between tiers. This was a misuse of the data. The
99.8% licensure passing percentage is backed up by the PED through an IPRA request made by the NEA that
explains it the way | have. Of course the licensure between tiers is a very high pass rate. In order to be
approved, a teacher must meet certain criteria ahead of time, be approved within their district (i.e., the
dossier required for the PED to review must be polished), and then reviewed by two individuals who contract
to the PED for their review. One would expect that any teacher who passes all the wickets before ever
submitting anything to the PED is almost certainly going to pass to the next tier. The system is set up to filter
out those who would not be eligible. But to conflate that number with the number of teachers at the district
level scoring as effective or higher is simply put, lack of performance of due diligence. However, the press,
the Governor, and perhaps even more importantly, the public appears to take that number as being true and
factual. So, based on faulty data, there is a demand to “do something.” This provides added support to
grade teachers based on students’ scores on standardized, or supposedly standardized tests.

Additionally, the federal government, as backed by President Obama and the Secretary of Education, Arne
Duncan, are insisting that teachers be evaluated based on standardized test results in order to get a waiver
from the No Child Left Behind Act which requires the impossible goal of all schools and all students scoring at
or above the proficient level on state standardized tests. If a state does not do all the things necessary for
the waiver, then the federal government can dictate numerous ways in which federal Title | money can be
spent (over $100M in New Mexico per year). The details are laborious, but this amounts to a penalty that
most states were not willing to take on, though several have said “No!” to the waiver. New Mexico, and
specifically the Secretary designate of Education, Hannah Skandera, decided that the waiver was needed.
However, that waiver’s requirement that some part of the individual teacher evaluations be done based on
their students growth was a requirement that she and the Governor apparently agreed with. In fact, the
federal requirement is less strict in terms of how much of a teacher’s evaluation should be based on their
student’s growth than was Skandera. When Federal Secretary of Education, Arne Duncan, said that this
requirement would be relaxed for a year, because of the many implementation problems, Skandera said:
“INew Mexico will] not be breaking the commitment we made in our waiver. Delayed accountability won't
help the students of New Mexico.” So, the PED has implemented the waiver requirements and this has been
accepted by the federal government. But Skandera believes so strongly in them that she will not relax the
requirements to grade a teacher based on standardized test results.
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e 50% of a teacher’s evaluation is based their students’
performance growth.

* The evaluation assumes that teachers are the ONLY
cause for student performance variations other than
demographics. (It does remove students’ demographic
effects.)

* Many teachers are graded on End of Course (EoC) tests
that are not professionally created to use as a
standardized test.

* Some teachers are graded on the basis of what different
teachers did in different subjects.

Consider that the New Mexico teacher evaluation system requires that 50% of the evaluation be based on
teacher performance, the maximum amount recommended by the federal Education Department. (The
minimum is 33%.) New Mexico chose to use growth as the measure of performance. That is, each student’s
growth performance (compared to a scale score of 40) for the last two years is averaged and compared to
projected (scale score of 40) for all students for the current year. The resultant comparison actually does
negate the effects of any given student’s demographic situation if all have come from the same or similar
schools. But we have already seen that growth per year varies significantly, on average. But the biggest, and
most obvious fallacy in this method is the assumption that even with demographic effects removed, ONE
INDIVIDUAL TEACHER PROVIDES THE ONLY IMPACT ON STUDENT PERFORMANCE. This has no basis in
evidence, though one can cherry pick studies and find some that conclude this. However, when reading
between the lines, the real answer is that teachers can have a profound effect on some students and little
effect on others. The effects may be positive or negative. But the largest effect is probably the cumulative
demographic plus systemic effect. Truly outstanding teachers can promote growth better than an average
teacher as can a truly bad teacher promote lack of growth in learning compared to an average teacher. But
most teachers have a very complex relationship with each student that depends on a number of possible
systemic factors. (More specifics in slide 31.)

Additionally, in New Mexico, teachers are often being graded on the results of End of Course (EoC) tests that
are not professionally designed or vetted. Yes — multiple teachers from New Mexico are used to construct
and review the tests and they are first given to selected students on a trial basis. But they are not
professionally constructed, and they do not appear to reflect the results of professionally constructed
standardized tests, in general.
Furthermore, many teachers students’ “growth” are compared to subjects that the teacher is not teaching.
For example, a science EoC (End of Course test) may cover biology, physics, chemistry, etc. But these are very
different subjects, and often are really not totally related to the the subject the teacher is responsible for
(compare physics and biology, for example.) Sometimes, there are not two years to compare with, and the
comparison data are calculated, but not demonstrated to be accurate. For teachers at the 3™ grade or under,
separate tests are given, and no attention is paid to potential systemic causes of lower than “effective”
grades. In short, a teacher may be graded on a mathematical guess or even by comparing to a subject not
directly related with the one the teacher is teaching.

Finally, none of this methodology has been truly and fully tested in New Mexico, which as first stated in this
briefing, is different than other states. No attempt has been made to control for that nor has any attention
been given to the fact that teachers only have some control over the learning done by the student — not 50%
by any recent measure.
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[t FEATURES AND CONCLUSIONS

The hidden assumption: for this VAM approach, only teachers control how well a
student is performing. The inescapable conclusion: An average teacher’s ranking is

determined primarily by the previous two teachers’ performance.

L L M H —
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H L M M

L M M MH

M M M M S—
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L H M M
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H H M L —
L = Low Perf., M = Median Perf., H = High Perf This is simply not fair or

reasonable!

If you assume that a student’s learning rate is solely determined by the teacher, a bad assumption,
but the one that is used in the New Mexico performance portion of the teacher evaluation, then it
becomes apparent that any teacher’s score will be solely determined by what the teachers for the
last two years have done. This table says to let us presume that assumption is true. What does
that mean for ME, an average teacher (of which one would expect there to be many. We can do a
simple comparison and look at all possible student performance variations from previous teachers,
presuming that these consist of high performing, medium performing, or low performing teachers.
So this table shows those possible combinations and how |, an average teacher, will compare based
on the previous two teachers.

In the first line, you can see that we have the one possible combination of the two previous
teachers performing at a low level (as would be indicated by the students’ average growth for that
year), and me performing at my average medium level. Based on the other two teachers, it
appears that | am a high performing teacher, even though | am only average. The next line shows
the possible combination of the previous two teachers students scoring at average and low growth,
respectively. This makes it look as if | am somewhat higher than a medium performer, though that
is not the case. And so on until we come to the last line where it looks like | am a low performing
teacher, because the previous two teachers’ students had shown more annual growth than they
did under me. So my evaluation of performance based on my students’ previous two years growth
is governed as much or more by those teachers than by me! Even if | were outstanding, thereisa 1
in 9 chance | would be scored as just an average teacher.

This (though simplified in this example) is happening, and is simply based on flawed reasoning.
Plus, the performance data shows this (second slide, following).

Can this work in any circumstances? It probably can pick out extraordinarily high and
extraordinarily low performing teachers. But all else is suspect.
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PREDICTION BASED ON THE PREVIOUS

SIMPLE MODEL
(BEFORE ANY GRADES WERE HANDED OUT)

This year, most teachers (3 quarters or so) will
still be scored as “Effective.”

This slide had to be included, since that simple model shown on the last slide led to this
prediction. And the teacher performance evaluation results for the 2013/2014 school year
are very close to this. Of course that is not proof, but it doesn’t hurt!
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Given the rules for calculating teacher performance using growth:

» A6t grade teacher in math will consistently score low on performance
evaluation based on “growth.”

* An 8 grade reading and math teacher will consistently score high on
performance evaluation based on “growth.”

* The 11t grade scores are consistently the lowest — except in 2014. Perhaps
the students “cared” more this year because they must score above
proficient to graduate the next year? (Just a guess)

These data actually show the fallacy of grading a teacher based on the previous two years’
growth. Note the first two red circled points on each graph. Each of these points is the
average scale score for the NMSBA taken for grades 4 and 8 (each point is an average scale
score for other grades, as indicated.) Grades 4 and 6 are particularly interesting, since they
show that the average 6t and 8t grade teacher in both reading and math (except for 2014
reading) has students who would cause them to score low for the sixth grade and high for
the 8t grade. This is the average for the state. This means that if you are a teacher and
wish to have the odds on your side that you will be scored at a high level, teach 8 grade
math or reading. If you do not wish to be scored low on a student growth basis, do NOT
teach the 6" grade! Of course, this is ridiculous as far as choosing what grade level to
teach at, but it illustrates the fallacy of grading teachers on a student growth basis. Other
things are happening that are not captured by how well or how badly the teachers are
performing. And they are big enough drivers that they appear to overcome a teacher’s
capabilities at instilling the testing capabilities and knowledge by the NMSBA. (Prior years
show the same trends, but were left off for readability reasons.)

One might also note that grade 11 is circled. One can see that from 2012 to 2014, the 11th
grade scores increased. This could mean that students at the 11" grade did not start
taking the NMSBA test seriously until they determined that it was key to their graduation.
That’s just a guess, but it raises the same question about earlier standardized testing that
does not count towards students’ grades. Do they care enough to perform at their best?
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B CONCLUSION

A statement by the American Statistical Association dated
April 8, 2014* concludes:

“VAMs should be viewed within the context of quality
improvements, which distinguishes aspects of quality that
can be attributed to the system from those that can be
attributed to individual teachers, teacher preparation
programs, or schools. Most VAM studies find that teachers
account for about 1% to 14% of the variability in test scores,
and that the majority of opportunities for quality
improvement are found in the system-level conditions.
Ranking teachers by their VAM scores can have unintended
consequences that reduce quality.”

*ASA Statement on Using Value-Added-Models for Educational Assessment https://www.amstat.org/
policy/pdfs/ASA_VAM_Statement.pdf

This is a fairly conclusive statement. The ASA performed this study specifically to answer
this question, theoretically without any pre-bias. This is a world recognized expert
organization. The results in the red underlined text are very straight forward —only 1%
to14% of the variability of test scores are accounted for by teachers. THIS DOES NOT
MEAN THAT TEACHERS DONOT CONTRIBUTE SIGNIFICANTLY WITHIN THE SYSTEM TO
STUDENT LEARNING —JUST A SMALL AMOUNT TO STUDENT STANDARDIZED TEST SCORES.
Therefore, what sense does it make to use standardized test scores, presuming they even
are applicable to what the teacher is teaching, to determine how well the teacher is doing?
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* There probably is no good way to
measure any but the best and worst of
teachers’ performances using student
performance growth.

* A 50% weighting of a bad measure may
provide an even worse result.

The best way to evaluate any professional is through
good observation. This has been demonstrated in
almost all professional organizations.

There are a few studies (e./g., the Melinda and Bill Gates Foundation being the most often
guoted that | have found) that say teachers should be evaluated on student growth. Yet
there are no other professionals we have ben able to find who are similarly evaluated. In
fact, the test of time has shown what all manuals we have found regarding professional
personnel evaluation say: Evaluate professional personnel via good observational
techniques. Determine criteria, get inputs from others, evaluate formally at least once a
year, but evaluate continually — with feedback — at all times, etc.

This slide speaks for itself.
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OVERALL CONCLUSIONS

* Look more inward than outward for solutions to raise NM
education results.

* To date, NM student performance has not improved significantly
over the last 6 or 7 years. Actually, it has probably not improved
significantly over the last 30 years.

* The ABCDF Act needs to be modified or recast to provide
information that educators can use to help them improve.

* CESE has a method we believe will provide a way to improve
performance.

* That portion of teacher evaluation based on student growth is
almost certainly not going to cause improvement, help teachers
improve, or provide accurate assessment of most teachers’
performance. Until the requirement for this goes away, we must
minimize the impact.

This slide speaks for itself.
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