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Priority School Methodology 

Title I schools with “proficiency score-R/M” below 50% in the 
previous and one of the two prior years 

+ 
Title I participating or eligible (non-participating) high schools 
with graduation rate below 60% in previous and one of the 
two prior years 

+ 
SIG Schools  
 
Goal:  at least 5% of Title I Schools in 2010-11 
 
Result  77 Schools 



Priority Schools Steps 

• Initial pool – all 2011-12 active schools 

1. Lowest 5% of all Title I schools 

– Title I Schools in 2010-11 and 2011-12 

– Lack of progress  R/M score < 50% in 2010-11 
and in either 2008-09 or 2009-10 

– Rank lowest-highest based on 2010-11 R/M score 

– Select top 65 schools = 5% of 1296 Title I schools 
in 2010-11 



Priority Schools Steps (cont’d) 

2. Title I Participant and Eligible High Schools 

– Title I High School 

– Title I Eligible, not served High School 

– Grad rate < 60 % in 2010-11 and in either 2008-09 
or 2009-10 

 

3. SIG schools in 2010-11 and 2011-12 

 

 



Focus Schools Methodology 

Title I schools with in-school gaps in achievement that are 
above state average (38.7%) when averaging gaps in the 
previous and at least one of the two prior years between the 
highest-achieving subgroup and lowest-achieving subgroup 

+ 
Title I schools with “proficiency score-R/M” with a subgroup 
with proficiency score below 50% in the previous and one of 
the two prior years 
 
Goal: 10% of Title I Schools in 2010-11 
 
Results  130 Schools 
 



Focus Schools Steps 

• Initial pool – all 2011-12 active schools 

1. Title I School w/performance gap > state gap 

– Title I Schools in 2010-11 and 2011-12 

– Avg achievement gap > state avg gap (38.7%)  

• Gap between lowest performing subgroup and highest 
performing subgroup.  “All students” not included 

• Calculate average for the past 2 or 3 years 

– Remove Priority schools 



Focus Schools Steps (cont’d) 

2. Title I Schools w/subgroup lack of progress 
– Title I Schools in 2010-11 and 2011-12 

– At least one subgroup with proficiency score R/M 
< 50% in 2010-11 and in either 2008-09 or 2009-
10 

– Remove Priority Schools 

– Remove schools from step 1 

– Rank lowest-highest based on R/M score of lowest 
performing subgroup for 2010-11 

– Select first 21 schools (130 – 109 from step 1) 

 

 



Reward Schools Methodology 

Title I schools with poverty rate at  or above 50% for the previous year with average gap for 
the past 3 years between the highest and lowest performing subgroups below the state 
average gap for the past 3 years between the highest and the lowest performing subgroup 
and: 

 + 
Schools make AYP in the previous year, and all subgroups with performance data, including 
“all students”, are performing above the specific subgroup state performance when 
averaging R/M performance composite in the previous and the two prior years; and at the 
high school level, all subgroups also have graduation rate above the specific subgroup state 
graduation rate when averaging the graduation rate in the previous and the two prior years.   
or 
Schools with a performance composite for the previous year equal or above 60% that are 
among the highest 10% of schools when measuring the progress on the R/M performance 
composite score of “all students” between the previous year and the one from two years 
ago; and at the high school level, are also among the highest 10% schools when measuring 
the progress on the graduation rate of “all students” between the previous year and the 
one from two years ago.  
 

Results  120 Schools 



Reward Schools Steps 

• Initial pool – all 2011-12 active schools 

1. Schools Eligible for consideration 

– Title I Schools in 2010-11 and 2011-12 

– Poverty Percentage >= 50% in 2010-11 

– Avg achievement gap < state avg gap (38.7%) 

• Gap between lowest performing subgroup and highest 
performing subgroup.  “All students” not included 

• Calculate average for the past 2 or 3 years 



Reward Schools Steps (cont’d) 

2. Highest Performing Schools 
a. Made AYP in Reading and Math in 2010-11 
b. Subgroup performance > state performance 

• Calculate average performance for each subgroup for the past 2-
3 years, including “all students” 

• Average subgroup performance > state average subgroup 
performance for each single subgroup 

c. Subgroup graduation rate > state graduation rate 
• Calculate average graduation rate for each subgroup for the past 

2-3 years, including “all students” 
• Average subgroup graduation rate > state average subgroup 

graduation rate for each single subgroup 

d. Elementary and Middle schools from step b. 
e. High schools from both step b. and c. 

 



Reward Schools Steps (cont’d) 

3. High Progress Schools 
a. Calculate performance progress for “all students” subgroup 

from 2008-09 to 2010-11 
b. Remove if negative progress & R/M score < 60% in 2010-11 
c. Select top 10% based on highest-lowest performance 

progress 
d. Calculate graduation progress for “all students” subgroup 

from 2008-09 to 2010-11 
e. Remove if negative progress & R/M score < 60% in 2010-11 
f. Select top 10% based on graduation progress highest-lowest 
g. Elementary and Middle schools from step c. 
h. High Schools in both step c and f. 

 
 



Questions from the Field 

Q1: Where does the test data come from?  

 

The Performance Score R/M is a new score created for SIG and 

ESEA Flex Waiver purposes.  It adds the number of students 

proficient in Reading to the number of students proficient in 

Math and divides it by the total number of students tested in 

Reading and in Math.  In some cases it may be the same as the 

AYP, in some it may not.  The Performance Score R/M was 

calculated for the past 3 years for all subgroups. 

 



Questions from the Field (cont’d) 

Q2: I cannot see where my school has a performance score R/M in 2010-11 that was > 50%? 

According to the AYP report, the all student subgroup was 36.8% proficient in Reading (English I 

and Grade 10 Writing) and 48.9% proficient in Math (Algebra I) for 2010-11.  When I add the 

number of students proficient in Reading to the number of students proficient in Math and divide 

by the total number of students tested, I get 43.1%.  

  

The data shows this school with a Proficiency Score R/M of 56.1% in 2010-11.   Basically there are 

several possible reasons that the numbers used wouldn't match the figures used for AYP (besides 

the fact that the reading/math composite is a new calculation): 

- It does not apply growth, TAS, or exited student rules; 

- It has a slightly different logic for applying minimum N; or 

- 3-8 and 10th grade scores are combined when both available. 

  

In this case, the difference comes from the exclusion of writing from high school reading (done 

only for 2010-11) when doing this analysis.  Grade 10 Writing was only used for calculating the 2 

previous year's performance R/M (2008-09 and 2009-10).  The High School Performance R/M in 

2010-11 is based only on English I scores.   



Questions from the Field (cont’d) 

Q3: In calculating for the identification of focus schools, was the 
average between the subgroups with the largest achievement 
gap calculated no matter what the subgroups were or was it the 
achievement gaps by each individual subgroup calculated?   
 

The subgroup gap analysis was calculated based on a three year 
average gap between the highest performing subgroup and 
lowest performing subgroup regardless of whether the subgroup 
was the same year to year. 
 



Questions from the Field (cont’d) 

Q4: Is the identification of Priority, Focus and Reward schools 
based on the results across the state or is it determined by LEA, 
meaning that every LEA would have these types of 
schools.  Aren't the schools being compared/ranked across the 
state rather than LEA?   
 
For all schools identified for each category (i.e., Priority, Focus, 
Reward), schools were compared and ranked (in some cases) 
across the state. Ultimately some LEAs do not have schools 
identified in any category. 
 



Questions from the Field (cont’d) 

Q5: Why is my school not on the ESEA Waiver list? 
 

• Priority 

– Performance Score R/M in 10-11 >50% 

– Graduation rate in 10-11 > 60% 

• Focus 

– Average Performance Gap < 38.7% 

– Lowest performing subgroup Performance Score R/M in 10-11 > 50% 

• Reward 

– Did not make AYP in 10-11 

– Performance Score R/M for all students in 10-11 < 60% 
 



Questions from the Field (cont’d) 

Q6:  Can you share the background data to determine the within 
school gaps between the highest and lowest achieving subgroups 
for my school and how it was included in the Focus list?    
  

08-09  Lowest Performing Subgroup = SWD 16.3% 

  Highest Performing Subgroup = WHTE 74.3% 

  Lowest-Highest Performance Gap = 58% 

 

09-10 Lowest Performing Subgroup = BLCK 47% 

  Highest Performing Subgroup = WHTE 81% 

  Lowest-Highest Performance Gap = 34% 

 

10-11  Lowest Performing Subgroup = LEP 48.1% 

  Highest Performing Subgroup = WHTE 78.4% 

  Lowest-Highest Performance Gap = 30.3% 

Average Performance Gap = 40.8 
> state average gap (38.75), 
therefore school is in the Focus 
School List.  
 



Questions from the field (cont’d) 

Q7: My school is not on the focus list, but my calculations 
showed they might be. 
  
This school had an Average Achievement Gap of 36.2% for the 
past 3 years.  This is below the state average achievement gap of 
38.7%.  This means that the school was performing better than 
the state average and therefore it was not included in the Focus 
list. 
 



Questions 

Loreto Tessini 
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loreto.tessini@dpi.nc.gov 

919-807-3961 

mailto:loreto.tessini@dpi.nc.gov
mailto:loreto.tessini@dpi.nc.gov

