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The Average fAchievement Test Score!

A Demagogue Stat:istic

t.igon, Glynn: Wilkinson, Davaid

Austin (TX) Independent School Distraict

INTRODUCTION

Avarage achievement test scores have become the ultimate
touchstone for measuring success 1n public school!s. Ee i1t a mean
or a median. this overpublicized statistic 1s a demagogue that
tells us much less about student achievement than the public
believes. This paper focuses on other statistics that together
with achi2vement test averages often better describe the state of
learning in our schools.
¢

Nur 'school system 1n Austin, Texas 1s remarkably average compared
to national norms. However, our i1ndividual schools are a study 1in
contrasts. Moreover, the student popuiations within,each of our
schools are guite diverse as a consequence of cross—town bussing
for desegregation. An excellent example of the misrepresentation
of an average comes from one of our elepentary schools that has
few average students-—about half are high achievers from one part
of the city and about half are low achigvers from another part of
the city. An average represents few of the students i1n this

- school.

Those of us who report achievement test results have begun to
expand the statistics we provide to the public and to educational
decision makers. Most y{test scoring services also report
information beyond measures of tentral tendency:? however, i1n the
quest to draw the bottom line for judging school effectiveness,
the mean and median have almost exclusive rei1gn. As we have
compiled an array of alternatives for describing’ student outcomes
1n ways that better target stremrgths and wealnesses., the
1mportance of using several types of i1nformation has also become
evident.

Our urban school system, the Austin Independent School District
(AISD), and 1ts community attend closely to achievement test
scores. Aowever. the community 15 so diverse 1n 1ts citizens that
few are satisfied with knowing an average score for 358,000
students. Quest1ons\constantly are raised as to whéther the
schools are doing a good Job with high—achieving students. When
the progress of the academically able 1s touted by the
Superintendent, low-income parents demand to know how their
children are faring. FRecently, we have come, full cycle and are
hearing questions of whether we are i1gnoring the average students
and catering to special populations too much.

%.
In response to this situation, AISD's Qffice of Reseé;ch and
Evaluation (ORE) published a report that attempted to describe the
achievement of several identifiable groups of students. In



volumes to aid 1n responding to further :inguiries about specific
groups of students. -

Jur nethod was s1mpié1 compile a list of all the ways acni evement
test results have been requested and all the statistics necessary
Lo respond to these i1nformation needs. This pap2r presents a |
collection of options for describing achievement test rasults and

other student outcomes 1n ways that better aid decisitin mal @s and
the public. The data source for this paper 1s the i1nstitutional
wisdom of educators and researchers who have worted 1n our O+ffice
of Research and Evaluation for the past five years and who have
come to realize that means and medians on ouwr standardized, norm-
referenced achievement tests are merely the first step 1n
describing achievement and other outcomes.

¥
) addi1tion. summary statistics were reported 1n ouwr more technical

An example of reporting that draws upon multiple i1nstruments and
multiple statistics to describe achievement comes from a recent v

Aptitude Test (SAT) in AISD outperform bdth the
state and national averages. The number of ouwr
students recognized in the National Mer:t Scholar-
ship competition 1s three times the average number
for a school system the size of AISD.

demonstrate at least ninth—-grade level skills in
both reading and mathematics on one of several ‘
achievement tests ((Austin's BEST., ITEBS, TAF. or
TABS). In 1983-84, only &% of the graduates. (other
than untestable spegial education students) failed
. to do sa, NationallY., about 20% of the seniocors
score below this level on achievement tests.

?0th percentile on the Iowa Tests of BRasic Siills N
(ITBS), represent three to four times the
percentage of AISD students compared to high
achievers i1m other urban districts.

Nationally, the achievement of average students has

\ .over the past few years.. K The aver'age student { ~
AYSD has not only kept pace with\this
5 {mpyovement, but has noved up faster .in most areas.
\/
. Low—achieving students in AISD perform at about the
average for low achievers around the State. ~0n the . -

statewide Terxas Assessment of Basic Skills (TAES) ,

AISD has & smaller percentage of low achievers 1n

readding than most other Texas urban districtsi: however,
+ Iy ,

) : .
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at the elementary level, AISD has a higher peréentage
24 low achievers i1n mathematics than most others.

In the short time since 1984 at @ Glance has been published., ther=
have been many encouraging 1nd1cat 1 oNs that this reporting
approach 1s more affective than averages alone.

JResults are more freguently quoted.

Resulis ares more often cited 1n connection wilth
goals and action plans.

The good news has been more convincingly
communiczted to realtors and the community.

The bad news has been quicily delegated to
appropriate sta++ for action.

-

CASE STUDIES

As mentioned above. we did not begin with this reporting approach:
rather, 1t evolved as we encountered cases 1n which reporting only
averages left something to be desired. The following case studies
are offered as examples. y

CASE STUDY #1i: A SCﬁDDL'S AVERAGE SCORE MAY REFRESENT
VERY FEW COF ITS_STUDENTS.

In 1987~-84, the median percentile for this school at grade 1 on
thne ITES Composite was the 41st percentile. Based on this
statistic alone, a common and reasonable conclusion would be that
the achievement of these students was below average. Yet, a
closer loal at the entire range of achievement reveals a somewhat
different picture. As seen below, achievement at this grade was
distinctly bimodal. Thirty-one percent (31%) of the students
scorea 1n the top quartile (04), while 3074 of the students scored
1n the bottom quartile (01). Only 79% of the students scored in
the midrange of achievement——between the I5th percentile and the
75th percentile-—compared with 307 of the students at tS&s grade
1in the natipnal norming sample. In other words, reporting the
nedi1an alone misgepresents the achievement picture at this school
where appro: 1mately two thirds of the students scored at either
the top or the bottom of the achievement distribution.

|
YEAR: 1987-84 \
TEST: ITES Compos1té
RANGE 7% SCORING IN THIS RANGE
75 - 99 Yile =1 ‘
1 - 25 Zale 3 ~

4
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CASE STUDY #2: A MEDIAN SCORE MAY MASE
THE SCHOOL'S ACHIEVEMENT GAINS.

Below 1s a comparison of a school’'s median pchent1le at grade 3
on the ITBS Capitalization test for the two most recent vyears
during which 1t was administered, 19872-87 and 1987-84. & defline
2f one percentile point apparently i1ndicates that achievement on
this test at this grade declined slightly from one year to the
next. In fact, this was not the case for low achiavers, as
demonstrated by the percentage of students scoring i1n the bottom
quartile (Q1) 1n these two years. In 1982-87, T8% of the students
scored 1n the bottom quartile, whilg i1n 1982-84, & percertage

points fewer of the students scored 1n that range. See below.
1

YEARS: 1982-87 AND 198Z%-84
5 TEST: ITRS Capitalization

1982-8% 1982-84

_______ MEDIAN 47 71le 46 Yiie
~N -
STUDENTS SCORING .

IN D1 8% 2%

This illustrates that with a median. the only thing that matters
1s the number of students who gain from below to abové the
eriginal midpoint. As illustrated in tbis'case. when the N

low achievers make gains, the median may not reflect this positive
change 1n achievement. Indeed, as occurred here, a median may
even go down. When this happens, the school is not "getting
credit" for the students® achievement gains.

CASE STUDY #3: A TOTAL GROUP'S AVERAGE MAY DECLINE WHILE ALL
SUBGROUFS® EﬁhQES RISE.

1

In the results of our AprA\l. 1981, ITBS elementary school testing,
we encountered a case where the total median percentile and grade-
equivalent scores at grade T on the ITES Reading Total#* dropped.
apparently indicating a decline i1n achievement at that grade +from
1280 to 1981. At the same time, however,. the .three ethnic
subgroups®™ median percentiles and mean grade equivalent scores
rose. What happened? ) -
As seen in the figure on the next page, there was a shift i1n the
school system™s ethnic distribution from 1980 to 1981. In 1981,
* AISp{bRE has a locally calculated Reading Total based upon the
ITBS Vocabulary and Reading Comprehension tests.
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AEE{I(\)J hg 1380 - . 1981 CHAEGE

o

MEAN G.E. N | PEAN G.E. N | MEAN G.E. N

I.
BLACK: 3,10 760 330 757 (t.11 -3 ‘
HISPANIC 373 1078 337 1108 .04 +30

-

ANGLO/OTHER yue 243 | 50 1917 Y04 - 5286

ot | 395 481 | 393 3782 |~.02 —499

Case Study #3: Comparison of (hanges in mean prade equivalent scores from 1980
- to 1931 ., . . . LIBS, Reading Total, Grade 3, ALSD,

\




there was a lower overall proportion of Anglo students 1n the
° District. This higher achieving group exerted less upward
mfluence on the 1981 District total score. Even though evervy
ethMic group’ s mean grade eaquivalent score rose. the total was
1nfluenced less'by the highest ach:eving group.

A second factor entering 1nto the picture was a change 1n the
percentage of students taling the test i1n 1980 and in 1981, by
ethnicity. An 1ncrease 1n the percentage of =ligible Elact -2nd
Hispanic studentg testeod 1n 1981 over 1980 also raised the
proportion uf lower achieving minority students represented 1n the
districtwide medn grade equivalent score.

. Ngth thi1s case, the erplanations of the test resulYs are logical,
- and even obvious when one concentrates on the phenomena i1nvolved.
But 1¥ one loots oniy at the over111 average, the achievemnent
pi1&tture is puczzling.
e
Our resporise to this anomaly, a decreasg\ln total group score
while the subgroups all i1ncreased, focused on estimating the
1impact of shifts 1n the ethnjic percentages or the three groups 1n
AISD and the total .number of students tested. We calculated &n
estimate of the 1981 grade-equivalent scores, based upon the 1980
. scores. Achievement was held constant. but we took 1nto account
.o - the change 1n the percentage of students tested by ethnicity.
These estimated 1981 grade-equivalent scores were compared to the
actual 1981 scores to determine the expected change in achievement
which could be attributed to fhis shift 1n ethnic composition and
number of students tested. ‘
i
Through the use of these projected scores, AISD scores 1n reading
, would be expected to be lower in 1981 in grades 1-7 and higher 1n
grade 8 if there weré no actual change in ‘achievement. A
comparisan of these projected scor®s with actual 1981 achievement -
indicated that: ‘ ' 3
. Achievepent was actually higher rather than lower 1nm
grades 1, 2, and S-7 compared to the expected levels.
. Achievement in grades 3 and 4 declined no more than
expected.
. Achievement 1n grade B8 improved more than expected.

Py

Since that time, we have been reporting longitudinal data for
students who have been tested every year, thus making our year-tc-

M year comparisons on the same students in addltlon to comparisons

on grade levels whose make-up might shift annually.

A —_——— S amaeaes

The cases just aresented serve to 1llastrate three major po1ntsf

1. The average score is inadequate for representing the
often complex elementyg which make up the complete
achievement picture.



—. Besides baing 1nadeguata, 1£ 13 rrequently misleaoina.

nd

Wher2 achie.2ment test results are itnvolved., cautioh and
14
eutra attention to the phenomena 1nvolved are necessary

- o avord coming ko Yae wrodyg conclusion.
What 13 needed, tnarefore, to esent] the whole story 1s a more
s tensive li1st of shatistics f Qh,wh{ch ty selegct alternatives as

n=2nrdad. The follcocwing "menu" wad.developed bessed on our vears of
2.perience 1n responding to questions fromn ow community and the
de@ci1sion maters 1n our District. It 15 termed a menu to emphasize
the point that the user may selact . .trom the list those statistics
which best fi1t the user’'s 1nformation nesds at a given time.

MENU OF ALTERNATIVES FOR REPORTING ACHIEVEMENT

i .

il. Students 3coring 1n gggg_LQ ranges
A. Low-achieving students 1n the district
1. Below the 25th percentile
Z. Below tﬁe Z0th percentile
7. Eelow the 4¢Cth percentile
E. High-achieving students 1n the district
1. Above the 7%th percentile
Z. Above the 20th percentile
. .Z. Above the 95th percentile

C. Students scoring above and below the national average
(S50th percentile)

\
(1tems answered correctly 1n skill areas

within each standardized test)
»

ITI. Skills analyse

A. By 1ndividual student

\\//7..9 o




E. By groups
1. Clas;room

2. School

~y5

>. Distract
Iv. Test results by subgrouwp (using statistics as i1n I, II,
and IID) ,
A. By ethn3c1ty
E. By sex
N C. By classroom

‘ D. By scheol
‘ E. By grade T
I
B F. For special education students :
|

5. For limited-English-proficient (LEF) students

' [
| V. Comparison with reference groups (using statistics as in I,
. II. and III. and groups
| as 1n IV)
| A. With a national norming sample
E. With the state "
| €. With other similar districts
| D. With surrounding suburban districts
E. With the district 1n previous years
. St.andardized norm-referenced or criterion-referenced test scores '
- do not represent the full range of options available for *
' describing student academic progress or for i1dentifying needs

within a school or school system.

VI. Si1gns of éuccess

DadaS = D assmsE=ssS

A. C(College-bound seniors

E. High school graduates attending college : <




- ) / v
C. Natironal Merit Scholarship winnmners
1. Seglflnallsts
2. Finalists
Z. Scholarsh:ip recipients
D. Students scoring at or above gJrade level
E. Students on the honor roll

F. Students not fai1ling any courses

5. High schoédl graduates meeting minimun competency
requirements

H. Students promoted

1. S¥udents meeting or eiceeding their predicted achievement .
levelg

J. Students garning one or more vyears 1n a yei:J

F.. Gifted and talented students \\‘

\ X \
o L. Stwdents receiving awards \ .

— ¢

M. Average daily attendance rates }

Cye

vIiit. Needs assessment }

] A. Special education students
3

v L

BE. Students 1n bilingual education

C. Students in compensatory?education programs

~

D. High school dropouts
“
E. Students failing at least one course .

X

- »
F. Students eligible foﬁ free or reduced-price meals
! L

3
- L

. 6. Students disciplined

H. Limited—éﬁg;ish—prgficient (LEP) students
| I. Minority students
J. Students below grade level - . .
T; K. Studernts not meeting @inimuq competency requirements
| Q r

-

) L 9, 11 -




Lo Students rnct meeting their arec.i-tec acT .=, 3 = /
. /‘)
., Students nat ma<ing & year's gain .n X, Ea -
~— //
N. Stuagents rnot promoted
EXAMPLE OF ACHIEVEMENT REPORTED FOR A SCHOOL
ARttachment | contains samplies of some of the achievene - = -
oravides to campuses. AR page 15 1ncluded rroor 2ach of " = YL oL
. A longitudinal presentation of a Lilmitec zet .- 5
characteristics,
. Median scores for tne schawl, reportec loinzit . F. .. - |
ethnic group,
. Percentages of students scoring i1n se.ected percert. .= -~
|
|
. Current achievement and other performance data "o - &
scnacl, and
. A comparison of the schacol’'s actual and preciceec ach.eve e
(accompaniecd by a descripticn of the report).
CONCLUSION
Cur reoorting cptions are limited more by time tham Sy lac- 17 creaticity
or shortages of ather resources. Our hope 1s that tnis (15t f Dotertia.
statistics can serve as a quick reference for us anc wthers as ~e dec.ce

which one or ones cof these we will report whenever stucent orcgress is
peing described.
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AUSTIN 'INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICY

ACHIEVEMENT PROFILE/MEDIANS
10WA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

. ESTED
sctooL : SR YEARS
GRADE: 03 ALL STUDENTS TESTED s sCHool
DATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1984 IN THIS SCHool EAR
— G 3 GR 3/ Git 3 GR 3 GR 3 GR 3
79:80 eo-aﬁ;al-eg 82-83 83-84 | 83-84
MAIH JOTAL '
GE 368 3.74 4 08 4 18 4.00 3 70 83 .30
ALL STUDENTS XILE 46 48 59 _83 58 47 51 68
, : NUMBER TESTED 69 73 43 a5 51 41 25 25
- [l
GE 3.78 3.25 3 00 3 6B 3 S0 3 50 .83 B0+
8LACK %ILE 49 29 20 ' 48 39 39 40+ 51
t NUMBER TESTED 62 36 21 27 22 22 13 13
GE 3.30¢ 3 715, 3 20 3 00+ 60" .00
HISPANIC %1LE 31, a7 27 19, 38+ 21
NUMBER TESTED 5 4 8 6 4 4
GE 451 4 75+ 5 {0+ 4 73 + 4 Bl 0B+ 150
ANGLO/OTHER o __RILE 75 81« 60+ BO s B2 85+ 90+
NUMBER® TESTED 35 18 15 21 13 8 8
MATH CONCEPYS F;
* GE 3.55 378 4 10 4 46 3 B5 3 83 .84
ALL STUDENTS %ILE a1 49 59 88 51 44 42
. NUMBER TESTED 69 73 43 45 51 41 25
GE 360 300 298 3 41 3 15 315 .56+
BLACK %ILE 43 23 22 38 27 27 3@,
NUMBER TESTED 62 36 21 27 22 22 13
- GE | 2 Bg. 4 30 3 30. 3 o8 3Q.
HISPANIC XILE 19+ 63+ 32 26+ 24
NUMBER TESTED 5 4 8 8 pl
o GE | - 463 519+ 5 4 74 5 08+ 10+
f ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 73 85+ B9+ 75 83+ 90+
. NUMBER TESTED a5 18 21 13 8
MATH PROBLEMS
GE 385 398 400 4 10 3.98 3 BO 3 ot
ALL STUDENTS %ILE 5% 55 58 59 55 49 57
NUMBER TESIED 69 73 43 45 51 41 25
GE 388,357 275 380 3 40 2 40 2 78+ ,3
BLACK %ILE 55 42 20 43 37 37 4p- ¥
NUMBER TESTED 62 38 21 27 22 22 13
GE 3.40¢ 3.60° " 2.75¢ 2 35 2 20+
HISPANIC XILE 37 43, 22+ 14, 32
NUMBER TESTED 5 4 B 8 a
GE 4.48 4 50+ 4 91+ 4 76 4 90+ 4.15¢
ANGLO/OTHER %ILE 70 71s, 82+ - 78 81, 80+
NUMBER TESTED a5 18 15 21 13 8
PN
MATH COMPUTATION s
GE 3.81 3 87 3.78 4 13 4 31 4 186 10
ALL STUDENIS %ILE 50 41 48 67 75 _29 78
S NUMBER TESTED a9 73 -43 45 51 1 25
GE 3,95 330 3.04 3 BO 4.05 35 4.05 ) .83+
BLACK %ILE ’59 22 14 50 64 b 64 64+ 6+
i NUMBER TESTED 82 38 21 27 22 22 13 3
v ’
GE 3 43, 3 70+ 3.70¢ 3.65¢ .85 . 450
HISPANIC ) 2LYLE 28 47 43 40+ 65+ 31
) NUMBER TESTED 5 4 8. ] 4 4
’ ; GE 4.13 4 45+ 4.80* 4.73 4 83 50+ .25+
LANGLO/OTHER ~ %ILE 67 B0+ 889+ 07 89, 80+ p6+
x e NUMBER TESTED s 18 15 21 13 8
(S N
FRIC - — ¢ ‘ - ]
P e A MEDIAM CAIGULATED FOR A SMAIL NUMBLCR OF STUDEHTS SHOULD NOT BE CONSIDERED AS A RELIABLE MEASURE OF

<

I

(¢ 30 7 @3eq)

A GROUP'S ACHIEVEMENT.



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

PROFILE OF HIGH AND LOW ACHIEVERS
IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKItLS

SCHOOL : ™
GRADE: 03 ENTS TLSIED

DATE OF REPORT: JUNE, 1984 scHooL

3 GR3 GR 3 GR 3

-81 01-82 82-83 83:84

80-99 14% 12% 24%

75-99 30% 42% 40%
1-25 25% 30% 20%
t-10 10% 19%

% AT LEAST THIS +1 GE 19% 20%
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL — -% GE 16% 23%

NUMBER TESTED 43

MATH CONCEPIS

X OF STUDENTS 80 -99
BCORING IN 75 99
THESE XILE 1-25
RANGES 1-10

X AT LEAST THIS (]
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL -1 GE

. HUMHER TESTED

MATH PROBLEMS

%X OF STUDENTS 90-99
SCORING IN 75-99
THESE %ILE 1-25
RANGES t-10

%X AT LEAST TMIS v
FAR FROM GRAOE LEVEL -1 GE

NUMBER TESIEO

MATH COMPUTATION

%X OF STUDENTS
SCORING IN
THESE XILE
RANGES

X AT LEAST THIS
FAR FROM GRADE LEVEL

NUMBER

ERIC

1
O
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. AUSTIN INDEPENDEN? SCHOOL DISTRICT
Of fice of Research and Evaluation

THE ROSE~-THE REPORT ON SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS

1983-84

Qhat s ROSE?

ROSE, the Report on School Effectiveness, provides information about AISD
schools that 1s more than just descriptive. It is the result of a series of
statistical analyses which answer the question, ' 'How do the achievement gains
of a school's students compare with those of othgr AISD students of the same
previous achievement levels and background charaEtéristics’" Regression
analysis is used to produce predicted achievement levels- in reading and math
for each student based on the following characteristics:

Previous achievement level,
Sex,
Ethnicity,
Family income (whether or not the student or a sibling 1
received a free or reduced-price lunch),
Whether or not the student's school wWwas impacted by \k
" desegregation, . . . , ¢
e Whether or not the student was reassigned by the deseg4 .
regation plan, ' ’
. » Whether or not the student was a transfer student, and
{\ o The average pupil/teacher ratio for the student's grade

»

s e Q0O

at his/her school (elementary only).

The predicted scores are then compared with the students' actual scores. On
the elementary and junior high printouts, the numbers in parenthesesigive the
average difference between the ptedicted and actual scores in grade equiva-
lents. TFor example, a value of +.10 would\mean that the students at that
.grade scored one month higher on the average than gimilar students distyict-
“wide. The verbal descriptors, "Exceeded Predicted Gain,' "Achieved Predicted
Gain," and "Below Predicted Gain" are assigned according to the Statistical
significance of ithe results. 'If the obtained average is far enough ahove or
below the expected value of zero so that it would have occurred only 5% of
the time or less by chance, then the "Exceeded" or "Below" label is-assigned.

In producing the high school printouts, the comparison of actual and predicted
scores is used to classify students as being either above or below their ex-
pected level of achievement. Again a statist}cal test is-used to assign the
verbal descriptors usﬁng the same decision rule, p<.0S. 4

What {8 the purpose of ROSE? .
- .

The purpose of ROSE is to improve student achievement in reading and math
through the identification qf groups of students who are experiencing excep-~
tional succesk or failu;zntjmhe ideptification of these students creates an
opportunity for improve in the pverall program if practices or conditions
- . associated with the success or failure of thede students can be identified

~
)
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N . If a school has students who are scoring above the predicted levels in read-

ing and math, an examination of the practices of their teachers may reveal
information which will be useful in improving performance for students in -
other groups or subject areas. Cases where the students are scoring balow
_the predicted level also require close attention so that practices or condi-

® ‘ tions which.are retarding student growth can be identified and altered.
Some Cautions! v
. S
) In using ROSE, keep the following points in mind:

a. ROSE has its greatest value when the results do not entirely-match
your informal assessment; i.e., when it is providing you with new
information. If the results are the complete opposite of your expe-
rience, howeveér, then the analyses should be viewed'with caution.

or poor performance in other areas has not been examined.

c. ROSE attempts to adjust for as many factors outside the school's control
as possible. When above-~ or below—average performance is found, addi-
tional factors outside the school's control may still be operating.
Knowledge of the situation at the school is important to a full under-
standing of the geport.

o

d. ROSE should be used constructively. The emphasis should be on initiating
and reinforcing godd practices and identifying problems. Remember, the
purpose is to improve the education of our students.

, b. Test results have been considered only for reading and math. Exemplary
A»
\
|

e. Given that ROSE controls for certain background characteristics, some
schools with high concentrations of low-income, low-achieving students
will be found to exceed predicted achievement at some grades, even
though their average achievement level is low. It is ,a strength of
ROSE that it recognizes the effectiveness of the teachers of these stu-
dents; however, nothing in the ROSE report should be taken as an indica-

~ tion that the District is satisfied with the achievement of our low-
~ achieving students. Indeed, it is a priority goal of the District that
low student achievement be improved at all grade levels. We expect over
time that the effect of certain factors now expiaining low achievement
will have less effect on predicted]achievemert. ROSE may contribute to
the success of that goal by reinforcing the efforts of effective teachers
and by highlighting effective practices for others to follow.

f. The statistical significance of the results are influenced by the number
- of students tested; i.e., any given value is more likely to represent a
real difference from the expected value if it is obtained from 100 stu-
dents rather than 50. Therefore, in some cases elementary and junior
high results that are significant may appear to be less extreme than
other results thﬁt are nonsignificant if the sizes of the groups differ
greatly.

School Characterdistics In@nma,tam

-

The values for the school characteristics listed on the ROSE may differ from
those listed in individual school achievement profiles or elsewhere. The
ROSE values are based op the population used in doing the analyses and there-
fore may not exactly peflect the total school population.

Q )
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~TJraditional Faré

1. Avenage Achlevement Test Scores -

* Means

# Medians

~ En trees

Students Scorning in Certain Ranges -

* Low-achieving students in the district

¢ Below the 25th percentile
¢ Befow the 30th percentile
© ¢ Beaw the 40th percentile

* High-achieving students in the distrnict

¢ Above the 75th percentile
© ¢ Above the 90th percentile
¢ Above the 95th percentile

+*
* Students sconing above and below the
: national average (50%h perceéntife) ! -/\J
3. Skills Anatyses - / i
* By individual student . N

* By groups '
# CLlasaroom

!
* Schoot 1
\ * Distniet '

* Average Daily Atténdance Rai.u



~Kors d oeuvres

4, Test Results by Subgroup -

5. Comparison with hregerence ghroups -

~Desserts

6. Signs of Success - i

{

* By ethaicity

* By sex

* By cLassnoom

® By school

* By grade

* Fon special education students

* Fon Limited-English progicient (LEP) students

* W.ith a national nonming sample

¢ Wiith the state

* With othern simibarn disinicts

* With swuounding subunban districts
¥ With the district in previous yearns

* ColRege-bound senions
% High schoof gnaduates attending college
¥ National Menit Scholanship winners )
® Semigd e
* Finalisits
7 - @ Scholarship necipients |

- % Students scorning at on above grade £Level

¥ Students on the ho%m holl
¥* Students not gailing any courdes

% High school graduates meeting mindmum competency
requirements

¥ Students promoited

¥ Students meeting or exé:eedx’ng theirn predicted
achievement Levels




> Pfus des desserts

¥ Students gaining one on more years {n a yean
¥ Gifted and talented students
* Students nrecelvdng awands

/

~‘E/ntr‘em et's

7. Needs Assessment

e Special education students

* Students <n bilingual education

¢ Students An compensatony education

* High school dropouts .

¢ Students failing at Least one course

o Students eligiblLe fon gnree on neduced-price meals
¢ Students disciplined

¢ Linited-English progicient (LEP) students
Minondity students

Students sconing below grade Level

* Students not meeting minimum competency requirements
gon graduatian

Students not meeting theirn predicted achievement fLevels
¢ Students not making a year's gain (n a year
Students not promoted

L 4
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* Menu Design by Efaine E. Jachson*
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