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New	  Mexico	  IS	  unique	  in	  many	  aspects.	  	  Par�cularly,	  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	  implemen�ng.	  	  Lew	  Wallace	  was	  correct.	  
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Average	  scale	  scores	  and	  proficiency	  levels	  have	  trended	  upwards	  between	  2007	  and	  2011.	  	  
A�er	  2011,	  reading	  s�ll	  trended	  upward,	  but	  mathema�cs	  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	  con�nuum	  of	  scores	  or	  percentages.	  	  Also,	  NM	  has	  o�en	  shown	  a	  “bi-‐modal”	  
distribu�on	  of	  scores	  in	  standardized	  tests,	  where	  a	  part	  of	  the	  school	  popula�on	  peaks	  
below	  the	  average,	  while	  another	  part	  peaks	  above	  the	  average.	  	  By	  having	  these	  peaks	  
move	  rela�ve	  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	  excep�on	  of	  the	  
scale	  score	  for	  2012	  in	  reading.	  	  This	  could	  be	  caused	  by	  the	  above,	  or	  it	  might	  be	  a	  simple	  
one-‐year	  aberra�on.	  	  It	  is	  not	  easy	  to	  “back	  out”	  the	  data.	  
	  
It	  is	  clear	  that	  the	  introduc�on	  of	  the	  use	  of	  Common	  Core	  Standards	  (2013/2014)	  for	  math	  
and	  reading	  appeared	  to	  have	  li�le,	  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	  excep�on	  of	  2010	  
reading,	  which	  went	  down	  suddenly.	  	  This	  could	  be	  a	  simple	  one	  year	  aberra�on,	  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	  transi�on.	  
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The	  Na�onal	  Assessment	  of	  Educa�onal	  Progress	  (NAEP)	  or	  the	  na�on’s	  report	  card,	  as	  it	  is	  
o�en	  called,	  is	  one	  of	  the	  most	  comprehensive	  standardized	  tests	  given	  in	  the	  na�on.	  	  It	  is	  
given	  every	  odd	  numbered	  year	  (beginning	  in	  2003)	  and	  shows	  rela�vely	  smooth	  
trending,except	  for	  4th	  grade	  reading.	  	  	  NM	  has	  either	  decreased	  in	  2011	  and	  2013	  or	  
stayed	  at	  approximately	  the	  same	  level.	  
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Gradua�on	  rates	  as	  measured	  by	  the	  current	  formula	  that	  the	  PED	  arrived	  at	  during	  the	  Mar�nez	  
administra�on	  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	  aberra�on.	  	  It	  is	  difficult	  to	  tell	  at	  
this	  late	  date.	  	  (The	  NMSBA	  was	  contracted	  to	  a	  new	  tes�ng	  group	  and	  “rescaled”	  in	  2011.	  	  It	  is,	  
however,	  hard	  to	  link	  gradua�on	  rates	  in	  2011	  with	  NMSBA	  scores.)	  
	  
There	  has	  been	  some	  rather	  significant	  bragging	  about	  how	  the	  magazine	  “Educa�on	  Week”	  has	  
NM	  ranked	  as	  the	  highest	  gaining	  state	  in	  the	  na�on	  with	  respect	  to	  gradua�on.	  	  They	  use	  this	  
formula:	  

	  	  
Percent Graduating = 10th graders (this year) / 9th graders (this year) X 11th graders 
(this year) / 10th graders (this year) X 12th graders (this year) / 11th graders (this year) 
X # Diplomas Spring (this year) / 12th graders (this year) 
	  
This	  is	  a	  single	  point	  es�mate,	  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	  incompa�ble	  with	  the	  way	  
New	  Mexico	  calculates	  gradua�on	  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,	  accoun�ng	  for	  mobility	  	  When	  we	  do	  look	  at	  these	  data,	  
the	  greater	  part	  of	  the	  growth	  in	  gradua�on	  rate	  occurred	  from	  2007	  to	  2009.	  	  Unfortunately,	  we	  
do	  not	  know	  what	  formula	  NM	  was	  using	  to	  account	  for	  gradua�on	  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	  scru�nized	  as	  one	  
goes	  back	  in	  �me.	  	  For	  example,	  note	  that	  the	  2009	  6	  year	  rate	  is	  the	  same	  as	  the	  2009	  four	  year	  
rate.	  	  Some	  of	  this	  can	  be	  a�ributed	  to	  how	  the	  data	  were	  accounted	  for,	  and	  some	  may	  simply	  be	  
a	  lack	  of	  accoun�ng,	  or	  an	  error	  in	  accoun�ng.	  
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We	  have	  to	  be	  careful	  in	  saying	  just	  what	  the	  “monetary	  loss”	  and	  the	  “puni�ve	  measures”	  
might	  be	  without	  a	  waiver.	  	  It	  is	  not	  clear	  how	  the	  overall	  penalty	  might	  impact	  anything	  
but	  Title	  I	  money.	  	  In	  fact,	  when	  reading	  the	  NCLB	  Act,	  it	  appears	  that	  only	  Title	  I	  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	  execu�ve	  driven	  discre�onary	  excep�ons,	  and	  these	  tend	  to	  
change	  over	  �me.	  	  What	  would	  a	  possible	  impact	  be?	  	  In	  2013	  Title	  I	  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	  ques�on	  has	  a	  good	  answer	  at	  this	  �me,	  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	  jus�fiable	  
(more	  later).	  	  Addi�onally,	  “growth”	  has	  been	  shown	  to	  be	  chao�c,	  even	  over	  the	  three	  
years	  allowed	  in	  these	  areas.	  	  For	  the	  large	  scale	  growth	  characteris�cs	  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	  
reflec�ve	  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	  chao�c	  nature.	  
	  
The	  weigh�ng	  of	  these	  factors	  is	  NEVER	  jus�fied.	  	  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.	  
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Short	  term	  growth	  for	  any	  given	  school	  may	  be	  rather	  chao�c	  with	  large	  swings	  in	  test	  
performance	  by	  students.	  	  This	  is	  a	  sample	  of	  proficiency	  percent	  varia�on	  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.	  
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Value	  Added	  Models	  (VAMs)	  cover	  a	  very	  wide	  category	  of	  mathema�cal	  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.	  	  It	  is	  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	  
manipula�ng	  results	  into	  a	  standard	  format.	  	  This	  is	  probably	  more	  than	  most	  people	  want	  
to	  know	  about	  the	  “arithme�c”	  por�on	  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)	  
propor�on,	  School	  size	  (enrollment)	  and	  student	  prior	  scores	  have	  li�le,	  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	  informa�on.	  	  That	  is,	  
one	  can	  predict	  almost	  anything	  from	  student	  performance,	  even	  totally	  wrong	  
demographics.	  	  An	  example	  will	  follow	  further	  on.	  
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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	  le�er	  
grades	  on	  the	  ver�cal	  axis	  versus	  the	  mathema�cally	  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.	  	  It	  is	  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	  correla�on	  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	  ver�cal	  axis.	  	  Note	  that	  the	  grades	  o�en	  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	  weigh�ngs	  used.	  
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To	  properly	  analyze	  the	  effect	  of	  the	  federal	  “waivers”	  based	  on	  school	  grading,	  AMOs	  
(annual	  measurable	  objec�ves),	  and	  teacher	  performance	  as	  par�ally	  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	  a�endant	  penal�es	  of	  the	  No	  Child	  Le�	  Behind	  
Act.	  	  It	  appears	  that	  this	  may	  not	  have	  been	  done	  using	  due	  diligence	  in	  considering	  all	  the	  
unintended	  nega�ve	  consequences	  of	  crea�ng	  a	  ques�onable	  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	  a�empt	  to	  tell	  the	  schools	  HOW	  to	  improve.	  
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The	  key	  things	  to	  note	  on	  this	  slide	  are:	  1)	  minority	  frac�on	  explains	  just	  a	  li�le	  bit	  more	  
than	  poverty	  frac�on	  regarding	  student	  test	  outcome,	  but	  the	  combina�on	  explains	  the	  
majority	  of	  the	  outcome	  compared	  to	  all	  other	  demographics	  measured	  in	  New	  Mexico,	  
and	  2)	  when	  looking	  at	  all	  combina�ons	  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	  excep�onally	  well	  or	  poor	  performing	  schools.	  
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Interes�ngly,	  the	  factors	  chosen	  by	  the	  legislature	  to	  measure	  in	  the	  ABCDF	  Act	  and	  its	  
implementa�on	  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	  correla�on	  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%	  correla�on	  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	  essen�ally	  the	  same	  correla�on	  as	  does	  the	  standing	  (VAM	  
adjusted	  proficiency	  percentage).	  	  This	  is	  redundant	  and	  adds	  no	  new	  informa�on	  to	  how	  well	  a	  
schools	  is	  performing	  with	  respect	  to	  proficiency	  measurements.	  	  School	  growth	  s�ll	  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	  informa�on	  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	  nega�vely	  correlated	  with	  the	  demographic	  index.	  	  The	  
be�er	  the	  growth	  of	  the	  lower	  25%	  of	  the	  students,	  the	  lower	  the	  correla�on	  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	  par�cular	  year	  –	  2012)	  and	  adds	  nothing	  to	  showing	  a	  school	  how	  well	  it	  is	  
performing.	  	  And	  finally,	  the	  Overall	  correla�on	  is	  clearly	  driven	  by	  the	  standardized	  test	  results	  in	  
terms	  of	  proficiencies,	  which	  begs	  the	  ques�on	  of	  what	  the	  other	  factors	  really	  add	  to	  telling	  a	  
school	  how	  well	  it	  is	  doing.	  	  There	  is	  clearly	  no	  informa�on	  that	  tells	  a	  schools	  how	  to	  do	  be�er,	  
except	  “Score	  higher	  on	  the	  standardized	  test!”	  	  And,	  of	  course,	  that	  is	  a	  goal	  that	  schools	  already	  
understand.	  
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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	   func�on	  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	  Correla�on,	  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	  addi�on	  
of	   the	   individual	   factor.	   	   However,	   when	   they	   are	   canonically	   combined,	   the	   cross	  
correla�ons	   (cross	   covariance,	   actually	   for	   the	   mathema�cians)	   are	   accounted	   for	   such	  
that	   an	   op�mum	   linear	   combina�on	   can	   be	   made	   to	   show	   the	   op�mum	   rela�on	   to	  
performance,	   including	   the	   mul�ple	   performances	   measured	   –	   math	   and	   reading	   along	  
with	  others	  in	  the	  future,	  if	  needed.	  	  	  
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The	  CESE	  method	  of	  determining	  WHERE	  to	  look	  for	  best	  prac�ces	  to	  improve	  schools	  
involves	  the	  isola�on	  and	  subtrac�on	  of	  the	  	  demographically	  correlated	  effects.	  	  The	  red	  
in	  this	  slide	  represents	  demographically	  explained	  effects,	  and	  the	  green/white	  are	  those	  
other	  effects	  a�ributable	  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	  expecta�ons,	  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	  mul�ple	  
factors)	  that	  causes	  its	  excep�onal	  performance	  that	  overcomes	  the	  demographics	  effects.	  	  
The	  results	  of	  the	  studies	  would	  then	  be	  used	  to	  determine	  the	  best	  prac�ces	  to	  use	  on	  
similar	  type	  schools	  with	  similar	  demographics	  that	  are	  not	  performing	  at	  excep�onal	  
levels.	  
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Acknowledgement:	  this	  and	  the	  next	  slide	  appear	  to	  be	  very	  “busy’	  and	  complex	  slides	  of	  this	  sec�on.	  	  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	  correla�on	  with	  the	  previously	  shown	  demographic	  factors	  as	  the	  inputs.	  	  Note	  that	  the	  le�	  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	  ver�cal	  axis	  shows	  the	  actual	  canonically	  combined	  scores	  of	  reading	  and	  math	  from	  the	  NMSBA	  
test	  (4th	  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	  no�ceable,	  
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	  
disabili�es	  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	  sta�s�cally	  higher	  level	  (greater	  than	  
one	  standard	  error)	  that	  is	  predicted.	  	  Addi�onally,	  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	  observa�ons	  should	  be	  
performed	  by	  trained	  observers	  in	  classroom	  teaching,	  school	  administra�on,	  and	  systems	  analysis.	  	  The	  observa�ons	  should	  take	  a	  
sufficiently	  long	  enough	  �me	  to	  provide	  a	  defini�ve	  guide	  to	  what	  these	  schools	  are	  doing	  with	  respect	  to	  best	  prac�ces	  that	  allow	  them	  
to	  overcome	  demographic	  effects	  to	  score	  as	  high	  as	  they	  do.	  	  At	  the	  same	  �me.	  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	  observa�ons	  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	  ini�al	  surveys.	  	  Addi�onally,	  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	  reserva�on	  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	  selec�ng	  
which	  schools	  to	  observe.	  
	  
The	  end	  result	  is	  to	  have	  a	  set	  of	  best	  prac�ces	  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	  be�er	  than	  the	  “Silver	  Bullet”	  approach	  that	  has	  been	  used	  for	  so	  many	  years	  to	  
accomplish	  very	  li�le.	  	  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	  poten�ally	  wrong.	  Note	  
that	  the	  underperforming	  schools	  performance	  for	  the	  year	  shown	  would	  cause	  a	  VAM	  to	  predict	  the	  school	  SHOULD	  underperform.	  	  In	  
fact,	  the	  school	  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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This	  slide	  is	  derived	  by	  subtrac�ng	  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	  prac�ces	  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	  le�	  of	  the	  shaded	  box	  is	  the	  same	  school	  circled	  on	  the	  
previous	  slide.	  	  	  
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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	  �me	  –	  perhaps	  several	  
months	  per	  school	  (though	  it	  may	  take	  less	  �me)	  the	  first	  �me	  through	  a�er	  surveying	  the	  
schools	  for	  appropriate	  selec�on.	  
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This	  is	  where	  we	  think	  the	  state	  should	  wind	  up	  compared	  to	  where	  it	  started.	  	  It	  is	  not	  a	  
short	  term	  process,	  but	  it	  should	  be	  a	  las�ng	  improvement	  and	  do	  away	  with,	  if	  not	  
significantly	  eat	  into	  the	  really	  unwarranted	  achievement	  gap.	  	  
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The	  use	  of	  a	  99%	  ra�ng	  of	  “effec�ve”	  or	  higher	  for	  teachers	  since	  the	  three	  �er	  system	  went	  into	  effect	  has	  
been	  broadcast	  far	  and	  wide	  with	  no	  one	  actually	  valida�ng	  that	  number.	  	  There	  was	  a	  survey	  a	  few	  years	  
ago	  that	  I	  spoke	  about	  with	  Walt	  Murfin,	  former	  CESE	  sta�s�cian	  who	  passed	  away	  last	  spring.	  	  I	  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	  effec�ve	  or	  higher	  was	  closer	  to	  about	  80%.	  	  But	  that	  is	  from	  
memory	  and	  the	  small	  sampling	  I	  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	  I	  to	  Tier	  II	  and	  Tier	  II	  to	  Tier	  III	  licensure	  level.	  	  
The	  actual	  number	  quoted	  in	  a	  poli�cal	  adver�sement	  by	  Governor	  Mar�nez	  was	  99.8%,	  and	  she	  used	  it	  in	  
the	  sense	  of	  individual	  teacher	  evalua�ons,	  not	  licensure	  between	  �ers.	  	  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	  I	  have.	  	  Of	  course	  the	  licensure	  between	  �ers	  is	  a	  very	  high	  pass	  rate.	  	  In	  order	  to	  be	  
approved,	  a	  teacher	  must	  meet	  certain	  criteria	  ahead	  of	  �me,	  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	  
submi�ng	  anything	  to	  the	  PED	  is	  almost	  certainly	  going	  to	  pass	  to	  the	  next	  �er.	  	  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	  effec�ve	  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.	  
	  
Addi�onally,	  the	  federal	  government,	  as	  backed	  by	  President	  Obama	  and	  the	  Secretary	  of	  Educa�on,	  Arne	  
Duncan,	  are	  insis�ng	  that	  teachers	  be	  evaluated	  based	  on	  standardized	  test	  results	  in	  order	  to	  get	  a	  waiver	  
from	  the	  No	  Child	  Le�	  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	  I	  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	  Educa�on,	  Hannah	  Skandera,	  decided	  that	  the	  waiver	  was	  needed.	  	  
However,	  that	  waiver’s	  requirement	  that	  some	  part	  of	  the	  individual	  teacher	  evalua�ons	  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	  evalua�on	  should	  be	  based	  on	  their	  
student’s	  growth	  than	  was	  Skandera.	  	  When	  Federal	  Secretary	  of	  Educa�on,	  Arne	  Duncan,	  said	  that	  this	  
requirement	  would	  be	  relaxed	  for	  a	  year,	  because	  of	  the	  many	  implementa�on	  problems,	  Skandera	  said:	  
“[New	  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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Consider	  that	  the	  New	  Mexico	  teacher	  evalua�on	  system	  requires	  that	  50%	  of	  the	  evalua�on	  be	  based	  on	  
teacher	  performance,	  the	  maximum	  amount	  recommended	  by	  the	  federal	  Educa�on	  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	  situa�on	  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	  assump�on	  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	  li�le	  
effect	  on	  others.	  	  The	  effects	  may	  be	  posi�ve	  or	  nega�ve.	  	  But	  the	  largest	  effect	  is	  probably	  the	  cumula�ve	  
demographic	  plus	  systemic	  effect.	  	  Truly	  outstanding	  teachers	  can	  promote	  growth	  be�er	  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	  rela�onship	  with	  each	  student	  that	  depends	  on	  a	  number	  of	  possible	  
systemic	  factors.	  	  (More	  specifics	  in	  slide	  31.)	  
	  
Addi�onally,	  in	  New	  Mexico,	  teachers	  are	  o�en	  being	  graded	  on	  the	  results	  of	  End	  of	  Course	  (EoC)	  tests	  that	  
are	  not	  professionally	  designed	  or	  ve�ed.	  	  Yes	  –	  mul�ple	  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	  o�en	  are	  really	  not	  totally	  related	  to	  the	  the	  subject	  the	  teacher	  is	  responsible	  for	  
(compare	  physics	  and	  biology,	  for	  example.)	  	  Some�mes,	  there	  are	  not	  two	  years	  to	  compare	  with,	  and	  the	  
comparison	  data	  are	  calculated,	  but	  not	  demonstrated	  to	  be	  accurate.	  	  For	  teachers	  at	  the	  3rd	  grade	  or	  under,	  
separate	  tests	  are	  given,	  and	  no	  a�en�on	  is	  paid	  to	  poten�al	  systemic	  causes	  of	  lower	  than	  “effec�ve”	  
grades.	  	  In	  short,	  a	  teacher	  may	  be	  graded	  on	  a	  mathema�cal	  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	  a�empt	  has	  been	  made	  to	  control	  for	  that	  nor	  has	  any	  a�en�on	  
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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If	  you	  assume	  that	  a	  student’s	  learning	  rate	  is	  solely	  determined	  by	  the	  teacher,	  a	  bad	  assump�on,	  
but	  the	  one	  that	  is	  used	  in	  the	  New	  Mexico	  performance	  por�on	  of	  the	  teacher	  evalua�on,	  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	  assump�on	  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	  varia�ons	  from	  previous	  teachers,	  
presuming	  that	  these	  consist	  of	  high	  performing,	  medium	  performing,	  or	  low	  performing	  teachers.	  	  
So	  this	  table	  shows	  those	  possible	  combina�ons	  and	  how	  I,	  an	  average	  teacher,	  will	  compare	  based	  
on	  the	  previous	  two	  teachers.	  
	  
In	  the	  first	  line,	  you	  can	  see	  that	  we	  have	  the	  one	  possible	  combina�on	  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	  I	  am	  a	  high	  performing	  teacher,	  even	  though	  I	  am	  only	  average.	  	  The	  next	  line	  shows	  
the	  possible	  combina�on	  of	  the	  previous	  two	  teachers	  students	  scoring	  at	  average	  and	  low	  growth,	  
respec�vely.	  	  This	  makes	  it	  look	  as	  if	  I	  am	  somewhat	  higher	  than	  a	  medium	  performer,	  though	  that	  
is	  not	  the	  case.	  	  And	  so	  on	  un�l	  we	  come	  to	  the	  last	  line	  where	  it	  looks	  like	  I	  am	  a	  low	  performing	  
teacher,	  because	  the	  previous	  two	  teachers’	  students	  had	  shown	  more	  annual	  growth	  than	  they	  
did	  under	  me.	  	  So	  my	  evalua�on	  of	  performance	  based	  on	  my	  students’	  previous	  two	  years	  growth	  
is	  governed	  as	  much	  or	  more	  by	  those	  teachers	  than	  by	  me!	  	  Even	  if	  I	  were	  outstanding,	  there	  is	  a	  1	  
in	  9	  chance	  I	  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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This	  slide	  had	  to	  be	  included,	  since	  that	  simple	  model	  shown	  on	  the	  last	  slide	  led	  to	  this	  
predic�on.	  	  And	  the	  teacher	  performance	  evalua�on	  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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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	  par�cularly	  interes�ng,	  since	  they	  
show	  that	  the	  average	  6th	  and	  8th	  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	  8th	  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	  8th	  grade	  
math	  or	  reading.	  	  If	  you	  do	  not	  wish	  to	  be	  scored	  low	  on	  a	  student	  growth	  basis,	  do	  NOT	  
teach	  the	  6th	  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	  
capabili�es	  at	  ins�lling	  the	  tes�ng	  capabili�es	  and	  knowledge	  by	  the	  NMSBA.	  	  (Prior	  years	  
show	  the	  same	  trends,	  but	  were	  le�	  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	  11th	  grade	  did	  not	  start	  
taking	  the	  NMSBA	  test	  seriously	  un�l	  they	  determined	  that	  it	  was	  key	  to	  their	  gradua�on.	  	  
That’s	  just	  a	  guess,	  but	  it	  raises	  the	  same	  ques�on	  about	  earlier	  standardized	  tes�ng	  that	  
does	  not	  count	  towards	  students’	  grades.	  	  Do	  they	  care	  enough	  to	  perform	  at	  their	  best?	  
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This	  is	  a	  fairly	  conclusive	  statement.	  	  The	  ASA	  performed	  this	  study	  specifically	  to	  answer	  
this	  ques�on,	  theore�cally	  without	  any	  pre-‐bias.	  	  This	  is	  a	  world	  recognized	  expert	  
organiza�on.	  	  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	  are	  a	  few	  studies	  (e./g.,	  the	  Melinda	  and	  Bill	  Gates	  Founda�on	  being	  the	  most	  o�en	  
quoted	  that	  I	  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	  �me	  has	  shown	  what	  all	  manuals	  we	  have	  found	  regarding	  professional	  
personnel	  evalua�on	  	  say:	  Evaluate	  professional	  personnel	  via	  good	  observa�onal	  
techniques.	  	  Determine	  criteria,	  get	  inputs	  from	  others,	  evaluate	  formally	  at	  least	  once	  a	  
year,	  but	  evaluate	  con�nually	  –	  with	  feedback	  –	  at	  all	  �mes,	  etc.	  
	  
This	  slide	  speaks	  for	  itself.	  
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This	  slide	  speaks	  for	  itself.	  
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