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Qak Park and River Forest High School
201 N. Scoville
Oak Park, 1L 60302
An Instruction Committee of the Wheole Board
August 17, 2010

An Instruction Committee meeting was held on Tuesday, August 17, 2010, in the Board Room. Dr.
Ralph H. Lee opened the meeting at 7:35 a.m. Committec members present were Terry Finnegan,
Dr. Ralph H. Lee, Dr. Dietra D. Millard, Amy McCormack, and Sharon Patchak Layman. Also
present were Steven T. Isoye, Superintendent; Amy Hill, Director of Assessment and Research;
Philip M. Prale, Assistant Superintendent for Curriculum and Instruction (departed at 8:03 a.m.);
Cheryl L. Witham; Chief Financial Officer (arrived at 8:30 p.m.); Nathaniel L. Rouse, Principal; and
Gail Kalmerton, Executive Assistant/Clerk of Board. '

Visitors: James Paul Hunter, Faculty Senate Executive Committee Chair; Janel Bishop, Assistant
Principal for Student Health and Safety (departed at 8:37 a.m.); Debra Mittleman, Outreach
Coordinator; and Devon Alexander, Coordinator of the Conversations about Race Facilitator
Development Program.

Approval of June 17, 2010 Instruction Committee Minutes
It was the consensus of the Instruction Committee members to accept the June 17, 2010 meeting
minutes, as presented.

Discussion of Committee Operations

While this was planned to be a discussion at the Board of Education retreat, Dr. Millard outlined
the workings of the Committee meetings as she intended.

® In order for all Board of Education members to have more involvement in the agendas and
discussions related to committees and in an effort to be more efficient and collaborative,
co-chairs will be assigned to lead the committees.

The co-chairs will meet with the administration monthly to jointly set the agenda.

The co-chairs would alternate chairing the committees.

The co-chairs will have the responsibility of keeping the length of meeting to 90-minutes.
Consideration of Committee member suggestions will be included on the agendas/dockets
as placeholders for discussion at more appropriate times, i.¢., a calendar of reports.

Report on FREE, MUREE. HARBOR. and OMBUDSMAN
Ms. Bishop provided the annual report on the Females Reaching for Educational Excellence
(FREE) and Males United Reaching for Educational Excellence (MUREE) Programs.

The mission of these programs is to assist Oak Park and River Forest High School students with
the following:
% building productive relationships with fellow students, teachers, adults, and community-
members;
% experiencing increased academic success,
+ achieving emotional, social, and physical well-being;
< making a successful transition to adulthood.
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The program changes this year included adding a counseling component/counselor to the
programs,

The following is a list of weekly topics that were covered by the facilitators:
% Peer mediation Sexuality
<+ Conflict resolution Health issues
% Relationships, abuse Substance abuse
Gang involvement

%% Setting goals — future plans
% Self-esteem, self respect Preparing for a Job Interview/Resume
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> Life skills — hygiene, etiquette Writing
Opportunity to feel heard by others

Additionally, the participants benefitted from the following enrichment/bonding/volunteer
activities:

Borders Bookstore visits

Concordia University & Triton College visit

Viewing of “Precious” the movie

“Just Us Girls” Seminar @DePaul University

Conducted 2-week Food Drive and donated 7 boxes of food to Oak Park Food Pantry
Attendance at school plays and programs such as Black Professionals Day and Wake Up
Visit to the Shedd Aquarium

Goal setting

Journal writing

Seasonal celebrations

Birthday outing to a restaurant to celebrate participant birthdays

Basketball

Combined session with FREE and MUREE for “Relationships™ topic

End of the year trip ~ Navy Pier Luncheon Cruise
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Ms. Bishop was confident that these groups were making a difference in the lives of these students
even though the discipline stats did not reflect that fact. However, most of the discipline
infractions were attendance related. Each week the groups meet on different topics, deal with
social/emotional issues, and participate in enrichment activities. The order of the meeting topics
has not influenced participation. In the future, data will be used to determine how many times
students contact the group facilitators outside of the meetings. Dr. Lee commended the purpose of
these programs which was to keep these students from becoming dropouts. While discussion
ensued about offering more groups to more students, it was explained that another session had
been started, but the participation had dwindled. There are three of our facilitators for each group.
If more students were interested, the District would review its resources, e.g., facilitators and
funds, etc., and try to accommodate this interest.

Repert on Ombudsman and HARBOR ACADEMY Schools
it was suggested that the Board of Education members a tour Ombudsman and HARBOR.
Discussion ensued about as to what a student’s GPA was before attending Ombudsman or



HARBOR. Mr. Isoye stated that these schools are strict in terms of discipline. If a student 1s sent
to one of these schools, it is because it is a better placement for the student. 'If the student violates
the rules, he/she must return to campus. If a student is sent there because of an expulsion held in
abeyance and he/she does not follow the rules, he/she will be removed from the program and
expelled. While the GPA is a good reference point, GPAs are established early in a student’s high
school career, making it difficult to gain significantly after that. Students may do well at
HARBOR as compared to when they started at OPRFHS. Grades at these schools are pass/fail, so,
in fact, the GPA may not change.

Ms. Bishop concluded by stating that five students would have been expelled if these educational
options had not been available in this District.

Rl Update
Mr. Rouse provided the Committee with background information as to the impetus for

implementing Ril and what agencies assisted in its formation, e.g., Illinois ASPIRE which focuses
on designing and implementing a multi-tiered early intervening services model, Flexible Service
Delivery Project Standards-Aligned Classrooms, and Illinois Reading First. Rtl is an overall
school improvement process designed to provide scientifically based, appropriate instruction all
students, not just special education students, in a multi-tiered early intervening services model. Dr.
Nikki Paplaczyk, the District’s Program Director for Support Services, is also the ASPIRE North
Coach to help implement Rtl. Faculty members John Costopoulos and Sarah Rosas are the
District’s Rt coaches. This summer the Rtf team worked to develop ways to provide professional
development to faculty and staff on the Rtl initiative. This team will also help to develop the
School Improvement Plan (SIP) which drives instruction within the District. A data retreat with
West 40 has been scheduled for September 27 to review achievement data to inform the direction
of both SIP and Rtl initiatives.

Mr. Rouse recommended the following in order to be compliant with the state mandate for
implementation of a core, scientific research-based progress monitoring process for Rtl.

1. .4 Release for Rtl Coaches

Hiring Rtl coordinators to monitor the implementation process would be the minimum re-
allocation of resources to accomplish the goal. A description of coordinating responsibilities and
how they will assist in the implementation efforts is forthcoming. The RtI Coordinators will be
required to submit quarterly reports outlining their work to the Assistant Superintendent for
Curriculum and Instruction and to the Principal.

John Costopoulos — Science Teacher (Math/Science Rt Support)
Sarah Rosas- English Teacher (English/History/Language Arts Rtl Support)

2. Rtl Implementation Committee (4 teachers + Division Heads)
Fach division will be required to have one teacher per grade level/content area that is
responsible for working with the division head to ensure that Rtl and progress monitoring is
supported within the division. A quarterly report will be submitted by division heads to the
Assistant Superintendent for Curriculum and Instruction and the Principal to support the
division’s efforts.




3. Rtl Lead Teacher Team
Lead Teacher Team consists of one representative from each division and serves as a
department liaison for Rt that meets regularly with RtI Coordinators. These Teacher Leaders
are required to support the Division Head in the implementation of RtI in their divisions, and
report progress to the Ril coordinators at their monthly meetings.

4. PDC
The Professional Development Committee should support the RtI mplementation process by
providing professional development for faculty on progress monitoring, tiered interventions,
differentiated instruction, and new Special Education requirements during the 2010-2011
school year.

5. Collaboration Days
Effective the 2010-2011 school year, all late start Mondays, save agreed upon PD-approved by
both the Principal and the Assistant Superintendent for Curriculum and Instruction, and will be
designated for RtI implementation and sustainability within divisions.

In addition, the Monday morning Teacher collaboration teams with address the following
questions:

What do we want our students to learn?

How will we know when they’ve learned it?

What will we do when they don’t learn it?

What will we do when they do learn 1t?

e & & @

Teachers will work in course-alike teams and focus on College Prep and Transitions level courses.
The 2010-11 Proposed Plan for Lunch and Learns is as follows:

e September Topic: Fall 2010 Illinois Guidelines for Special Education Eligibility and the
Impact on All Classrooms

October Topic: Developing Rubrics as a Progress Monitoring Tool

November Topic: Literacy Interventions Across the Curriculum

December, January, February Topic: TBD (Social Emotional)

March Topic: Fall 2010 Nlinois Guidelines for Special Education Eligibility and the
Impact on All Classrooms

e April Topic: Developing Rubrics as a Progress Monitoring Tool

e May Topic: Literacy Interventions Across the Curriculum

® @ & @

Mr. Rouse recommended that the summer curriculum development for the 2010-11 school year be
used only for differentiated instruction, curriculum alignment for progress monitoring, or the
development of curriculum that increases cultural diversity and sensitivity related.

Mr. Rouse provided Illinois ASPIRE’s schedule of workshops and their agendas.
Race apd Student Achievement Professional Development Update

Mr. Rouse reminded the Board of Education of its number one goal last year “OPRFHS will
provide an inclusive education for all students by reducing racial predictability and
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disproportionality in student achievement and reducing systemic inhibitors to success for students
and staff of color.” Mr. Rouse provided a summary of the budget submitted to support the Board
of Education’s goals and a job description for the Coordinator of the Conversations about Race
Facilitator Development Program position. Devon Alexander, the Coordinator, presented a series
of questions and responses used in this Courageous Conversations about Race Facilitator
Development Program, its objectives, the projections for the coming year and a syllabus of the
program. The Courageous Conversations about Race Facilitator Development Program is
designed to build a cohort that possesses the knowledge of the content, process, and protocol
outlined in Pacific Educational Group’s text. This group is learning how to facilitate Courageous
Conversations about Race. This group is not attempting to develop a Systemic Equity
Transformation Program.

Below is a list of the recommended needs.

® Pacific Educational Group Presentation — Reach out to the company in order to find out
about its Systemic Equity Transformation Program for secondary school districts.
& Development of Leadership/Infrastructure — Deepening the leadership’s understanding of

the intersection of race and education, the culture of how race-work is done at OPRFHS,
and authentic/institutionalized support for a systemic equity transformation program.

@ Racial Equity Assessment — The district needs to assess the culture around race/race-work
in the OPRFHS school community.
o Systemic Equity Plan — Since 2007-08, Courageous Conversations has been presented as

professional development work that the entire district would engage. The district did not
and does not have a Systemic Equity plan for doing district-wide Conversations about Race
professional development.

The Beyond Diversity training is a two-day workshop designed to help teachers, parents and
administrators consider the implications of racism, exclusion and prejudice on student learning.
The District will hold a workshop on October 12 and 13 for Board of Education members, the
administration, and the Courageous Conversations Cohort I and 2. Approximately 70 participants
will be invited.

The Board of Education will be asked to approve a copy of the revised contract with Pacific
Education Group at its regular meeting on August 26.

The Beyond Diversity Training will include two cohorts of approximately 40 to 45 individuals
composed of staff, faculty, and administration. Mr. Rouse asked what the Board of Education
wanted to do besides the Beyond Diversity Workshop.

When asked what type of information the Board of Education would like to receive throughout the
year from Mr. Rouse, the responses were as follows:

1) The State’s requirements in terms of compliance as the assumption was made that it would
be used as an evaluation to meet that standard compliance;

2) Whether all teachers are trained in PBIS as mentioned in PEG’s flow chart and what is the
expectation to the baseline and if those teachers were working at all levels, i.e., Basic,
Regular, and Honors, etc.



Mr. Rouse continued that districts were working with the Regional Office of Education to ensure
that they were looking at scientifically based research to monitor progress. The State has not
provided a template for this work. Rtlis not new; it is something that has been utilized in
elementary schools, just as PBIS has. Thus, Ril has not been developed for a high school
environment and information has to been shifted from K-9 to 9-12 because the information 1s
skewed. Much of PBIS speaks to the elementary tenants. Discussions are occurring. However,
the School Improvement Plan should drive instruction and that PBIS is part of the SIP.

The District is working with a model of Rtl where the faculty will work with a cohort of teachers
through the division. On Monday mornings, the District will look to see if this model 1s being
implemented and will monitor those results. The biggest piece of Rtl will be progress monitoring,
e.g., determining where the student is at a particular time and deciding whether there is a need for
differential education. Data must be used to improve instructional practices.

Dr. Lee assumed that Rtl was going to be the high school’s major thrust in improving academic
achievement for all students and that will be the largest single issue in this move. He wanted to
see what RtI truly accomplished. Mr. Rouse stated that the SIP will drive Rtl as it is a component
of it. Rtl is best practice and differentiated instruction, something that is already being
accomplished, and the high school is confident that it can meet the requirements of the state. It is
named differently because of Special Education. The rationale for Rl is that in the State and in the
Nation there is an overpopulation of students designated as Special Education. So, the government
has said that educators must show data that says they are meeting the students’ needs.

Mr. Hunter added that the unspoken part of this falls on the shoulders of the faculty for the
monitoring of this data. He felt a better job should be done of selling what the teachers are already
doing well. Rtl means that the faculty will have to complete more paperwork which will leave less
time for teaching and if the form is filled out incorrectly the administration will reprimand the
teacher. This is another unfunded mandate. Dr. Lee concurred. Dr. Lee continued that the Board
of Education has planned for resources that may relieve the teacher of the time necessary to fill out
paperwork. He suggested that the infrastructure may need to be different from what is currently in
place.

Mr. Isoye met with three Rt Commitice members. While OPRFHS does have many best practices
in place, this discussion allows the District to take an audit of them and determine whether there
are other areas to help people. Best practices may have a bell curve and Rt coaching will help
teachers. Mr. Isoye continued that everything on this meeting’s agenda was about coaching, e.g.,
FREE and MUREE, Parent Outreach, Rtl, etc. Coaching is typically very successful and he was
impressed with what he had heard about Rtl. Rtl is a model about instruction and that should be
remembered; while not be the driving force but it should be kept in mind when looking at best
practices in meeting the needs of all students. The key to working with the State is to work with
West 40, as it will be the filter as to the documentation and paperwork. FREE and MUREE is part
of Rtl, as it is the affect of domain. The strategies in place and these three reports are remarkable
even though for a small population of students. The fact that the resources are available is
remarkable.



Qutreach Coordinator End-of-Year Report

Debra Mittleman, Outreach Coordinator, reported that the District’s goals for parental involvement
were incorporated into the SIP which called for an Outreach Coordinator to “organize, implement,
and evaluate efforts to support all parents, but in particular the parents of underachievement
students and to consider ways to expand that support with afternoon and evening parent education
programs...and “enhance and build upon the existing connections to the parent networks of our
African-American and Special Education parent networks and the School Improvement Plan team
in order to develop and strengthen family/school connections, engage parents in their children’s
learning and improve student and academic social learning.” As such, OPRFHS hired Debra
Mittleman, a community member and parent, as the Outreach Coordinator.

Ms. Mittleman reported that her focus on parental development for the 2009-2010 school year was
as follows:

¢ Resources currently available at OPRF to support students academically, socially and
emotionally.

e Community resources available to help and encourage students.

e Enrichment opportunities available to students.

e Grant and scholarship money available to help finance enrichment and educational
opportunities.

¢ Resources available which can be accessed from home via computer to support students
academically.

e FEffective communication between OPRFHS and parents.

The parents targeted for contact in the past school year included those with students in the § to 9
Program and the 9 to 10 Program, Title I parents, the parents of 2013 students who failed to meet
the College Readiness Benchmark in math or reading based on the EXPLORE test results, and the
parents of students identified by PSS Teams. Ms. Mittleman contacted these parents by scheduling
individual parent meetings so that she could introduce herself, explain the summer assignments,
give an overview of OPRFHS’s parent organizations, and the resources available to help students
academically. She also wanted feedback from them in the following areas:

1. What was the best way to communicate with them moving forward?

2. What topics did they want to see covered in future parent meetings or seminars?
and

3. What were their main challenges or concerns during the transition from middle
school to high school?

Ms. Mittleman also provided connection meetings/seminars on the following subjects:
¢ Intro to Parent online Tools e QOPRFHS Innovative Science Cuarriculum
¢ Intro to Agile Mind ¢ Reading Plus Seminar
e Percy Julian Symposium

Ms. Mittleman asked parents to take a parent survey at each Parent Connection meeting and

received approximately 100 responses throughout the year. Ms. Mittleman sends out an electronic
copy of “The Parent Connection” newsletter which includes a recap of the information covered at
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the last meeting, support program information, scholarship and grant information, and information
on the next meeting. Her original list of possible contacts included over 400 students. As the year
progressed, she started focusing on the bottom 200 score-wise.

The Plans for the 2010-2011 School Year include:

One-On-One Parent Meetings With Incoming Freshmen Parents (Summer 2010)

Monthly Parent Connection Meetings (Monthly From September- May)

Parent Connection Newsletter (Monthly As A Follow Up To Parent Connection Meetings)
Work With Districts 97 And 90 To Align Parental Involvement Goals And Initiatives
(Ongoing) '

Participation In Appropriate Professional Development Seminars (Ongoing)

e Implement Parental Component Of Rt] {Ongoing)

s Participate In School Improvement Plan Process (Ongoing)

e & @ &
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Ms. Mittleman’s contact with parents by being a liaison for parent volunteer support such as the
Volunteer Breakfast, Parent Action Committee (Teen Drug and Alcohol), and Parents who Care
(Parent Mentoring Group). She feels that some of her programs do for parents what
extracurricular activities do for students. She tries to filter the material they receive.

Board of Education members asked for follow-up information:
e Information to determine the following:
e What has been accomplished and what resources have been put into this position?
e Should this position be expanded?
e Should this position be curtailed?
Student GPA, discipline record, attendance record, etc.
e Where did the student come from, e.g., a feeder school, transfer student, etc?
What is their involvement in cocurriculars? Would participation in FREE an MUREE
groups keep these students out of cocurricular activities?
s Had the parents offered suggestions on how the school should work with them?

Additional Instructional Matters for Committee
Ms. Patchak-Layman asked for information about how many students were coming back to the
school as a result of transitioning and what their progression would be over first semester.

Adjoarnment
The Instruction Committee meeting adjourned at 9:43 a.m. on Tuesday, August 17, 2010.



Oak Park and River Forest High School
District 200

201 North Scoville Avenue e Oak Park, IL 60302-2296

To:  Instruction Committee of the Board of Education

From: Amy Hill

Date: September 16, 2010

Re:  ACT Score Summary for the Class of 2010 and PSAE Score Summary for the Class of 2011

BACKGROUND:

In the graduating class of 2010, 765 students took one or more ACT tests. Results of those tests are summarized
in this report, as are the results of the 2010 Prairie State Achievement Exam for 747 students in the class of
2011,

SUMMARY:

ACT Composite and Scale Scores

Average aggregate ACT scores for the class of 2010 represent achievement well above state and national
averages as well as the highest ACT achievement of any OPRFHS graduating class in the past ten years (Tables
1 and 2). The 2010 average composite, 24.4, was .5 points higher than the 2009 average (23.9); this increase
compares to relatively flat state and national trend lines (Table 2). Disaggregating the data reveals that while
each racial/ethnic group at OPRFHS had higher average scores than their peers at the state and national levels,
score gaps persist between racial groups at OPRF: White and Asian students’ average scores were 7-8 points
higher than Black students’ averages and 3-4 points higher than Hispanic students’ averages in all subject areas
and the composite. Analysis also reveals lower average outcomes for OPRFHS Special Education students than
for General Education students, with differences of 5-7 points across the subject areas and the composite (Table
3).

ACT College Readiness Benchmarks

In the aggregate, OPRFHS 2010 graduates scored at or above ACT College Readiness Benchmark scores
(CRBs) at higher rates than their peers across the state and nation, with 47% scoring at or above the CRBs in all
four subjects, compared to 22% of Illinois graduates and 23% of the nation’s ACT-tested graduates (Table 5).
The OPRFHS class of 2010 outperformed their 2009 counterparts in CRB rates in every subject area,
continuing an apparent upward trend among OPRFHS graduates over the past six years (Table 6). When the
College Readiness Benchmark data were disaggregated, there were considerable differences among racial
groups at OPRFHS and between our General Education and Special Education students. While 62% of White
students in the class of 2010 met CRBs in all four subject areas, for Black students the rate was 11%. 15% of
Special Education students achieved or surpassed all four CRBs, compared to 50% of General Education
students (Table 7). Over the past five years, we have seen an overall increase in the rates of CRB attainment
among White, Black, and Special Education students (Table 8).

Growth Trends from PLAN to ACT

693 students in the class of 2010 had freshman year PLAN test scores that were compared to their ACT scores
to provide a measure of their academic growth in high school. Those data have been disaggregated by PLAN
test scoring ranges and by race. In Tables 9-12, data are grouped into pairs of columns, with the left-hand
column in each pair portraying data for White students and the right-hand column depicting data for Black
students. Data are not reported for groups of five or fewer students, which explains why in some cases one
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Summary of Standardized Test Results
September 2010

column of the pair is missing. In other cases, very small numbers of one racial group are compared to relatively
large numbers of the other racial group (e.g. in the 20-23 scoring range in Table 10, where data for 119 White
students are compared to data for 15 Black students). Given statistical anomalies present with small sample
sizes, it is important to acknowledge that such comparisons present challenges for drawing meaningful
conclusions about the students in those particular groups. Still, the overall pattern that appears in the
disaggregated growth analysis is clear: student growth rates varied by race and to some extent by the student’s
initial PLAN scoring range. Black students experienced less growth from PLAN to ACT test scores compared
to White students with similar baseline scores on the PLAN. In most of the comparison groups, White students’
average growth exceeded expected growth rates (of roughly two points per school year) while Black students’
average growth fell below expected rates. Two notable exceptions to this pattern were for Black students with
the lowest initial PLAN scores in Reading and Math, where growth averaged 5 and 4.4 points, respectively.
Growth differentials between White and Black students were smallest in Math (Table 10) and most pronounced
in Science among students scoring 13-19 on the PLAN test. Growth analyses were not completed for other
racial groups because the small sizes of those groups, spread across the PLAN scoring ranges, produced
numbers too small to be meaningful.

PSAE Results

Results from the 2010 PSAE (class of 2011) bear some similarities to those described for the Class of 2010
ACT. OPRFHS students’ rates of meeting and exceeding were at least 15 percentage points higher in all
subject areas compared to Illinois students (Table 13). Tables 14-17 reflect student outcomes at OPRFHS that
differed by race, Special Education status, and income status (note that disaggregated state-level data are not
currently available for comparison). Tables 14-16 depict the performance of the whole group and of each
subgroup in Reading, Math, and Science. Note that the number of students in each group varies considerably—
for example, the third column summarizes the results for 18 Asian/Pacific Islander students, while the seventh
column shows results for 435 White students. Proportions of each group scoring at each performance level
(Warning, Below Standards, Meets Standards, Exceeds Standards) are shown by the different colors within each
column, and the number of students at each level appears within the colored portions of each column. These
tables indicate that the modal performance level for Asian, Hispanic, White, and Multiracial students is “Meets
Standards”, while the modal performance level for Black, Special Education, and Low Income students is
“Below Standards.”

Positive indicators from this year’s PSAE data include higher Meets/Exceeds rates in Reading, Math, and
Science for Special Education students and low income students, as well as higher success rates in Science for
Black (slight increase), Hispanic, and Multracial/ethnic students compared to 2009 (Tables 18, 20, and 22).
Overall performance in Reading, Math, and Science was lower in 2010 compared to 2009 (Tables 18, 20, and
22). At the state level, 2010 Reading performance was also lower than in 2009, while 2010 rates of
Meets/Exceeds in Math and Science were up from 20009.

Table 17 summarizes our 2010 status with regard to Adequate Yearly Progress. With a minimum performance
target of 77.5% in Reading and Math, our aggregate group fell short in both subjects. Among the subgroups,
White students and Special Education students made AYP in Reading and Math, and Low Income students
made AYP in Math. Black students and multiracial students did not make AYP in Reading or Math, and Low
Income students missed the mark in Reading.

Tables 18-23 provide a longer view of our PSAE results over the past ten years. Rates of meeting and exceeding
standards have fluctuated in that time span, and in 2010 our overall rates were somewhat lower than they were
when the test was first administered in 2001. Two comparisons seem apt:
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e The overall state results in Reading and Math over the past ten years mirror those just described for
OPRFHS. In other words, at the state level there has been no significant or sustained increase in
aggregate student performance on the PSAE as a result of No Child Left Behind accountability
requirements and sanctions.

e Flat or slightly declining overall PSAE trend lines for OPRFHS cohorts from 2001-2010 are in contrast
with overall OPRF ACT results, which have steadily increased in the same time span (Tables 2 and 6).

RECOMMENDATIONS:

Among the many data sets presented in this report, the most useful are those that indicate growth patterns for
students during their high school years. PSAE and ACT data provide a snapshot of a student’s test performance
at a given point in time, and while those data contribute to an understanding of the overall effectiveness of the
academic program at OPRFHS, they do not clearly account for differences in student academic readiness.
Because they lack a baseline data point, they also do not highlight the differential impact of the student’s
experience while in high school. In contrast, the growth data raise a number of questions about why student
growth rates might differ. What high school experiences or factors—course taking patterns, grades earned,
attendance and discipline records, co-curricular involvement, for example—might correlate with growth rates
that vary by race? To answer this question and to continue to address student outcomes that differ on the basis
of race, the following steps are recommended:

e [or selected groups of students represented in the growth data charts, begin to mine Skyward data to
identify their initial course placements and subsequent courses in the core academic areas; grades
earned; attendance and discipline records; co-curricular participation; and other data fields that may
provide insight regarding differences in the students’ high school experience.

e Add afield to Skyward for indicating a student’s participation in specific test preparation courses, and
include that field among those that are analyzed for correlations with test score growth.

e Analyze the results of the data mining to identify patterns that correlate with differential growth
outcomes. District and building leaders should then develop action plans for addressing one or more
evident contributing factor(s) that lead(s) to student outcomes that differ by race.

e Establish a goal to reduce by 25% test score differentials among student cohorts, beginning with the
class of 2012.

e Continue to share growth data with District and building leaders and with faculty. These conversations
have already begun and have produced a sense of urgency to respond more effectively to provide an
equitable and excellent high school experience for all students.

e Continue work to improve the equity and excellence of teaching and learning by research-proven
strategies, including the implementation of learning targets, formative assessments, progress monitoring
of struggling students, and common assessments.

e Continue to implement school-wide professional development in Courageous Conversations about Race.
Make these data and other relevant data sets a point of reference for our work.

! Since a large proportion of students in the class of 2011 will already have completed their ACT testing by the time of this report, our
ability to influence their learning in time to be reflected in ACT end scores is necessarily limited. A focus on the class of 2012, most
of whom have yet to take an ACT, provides better opportunities for effective intervention.
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ACT Data for the OPRFHS Class of 2010

Average ACT Composite, 2001-2010
Local, State, and National Comparison

Table 1
Local, State, and National ACT Averages, Class of 2010
30
25
20
15
10
5
0
ENGLISH MATH READING SCIENCE COMPOSITE
B LOCAL (N=765) 24.1 23.6 24.9 23.3 24.1
B LOCAL (N=724)* 24.5 24 24.9 23.6 24.4
m STATE (N=145,520)* 20.3 20.7 20.8 20.5 20.7
B NATIONAL (N=1,568,835)* 20.5 21 21.3 20.9 21
Table 2

25
24
23 .\V‘
22

M

R =
20

19
18
17
16
15
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
=—4—Local* 23.6 22.6 22.9 22.9 23.2 23.4 23.8 23.5 23.9 24.4
== State* 21.6 20.1 20.3 20.3 20.3 20.5 20.5 20.7 20.8 20.7
==fe=National*| 21 20.8 20.9 20.9 20.9 211 21.2 21.1 21.1 21

*Data exclude scores for students who tested with accommodations.
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ACT Data for the OPRFHS Class of 2010

Table 3
Average ACT Scores, OPRFHS Class of 2010
Disaggregated by Race, Economic Background, and Accommodations
30.0
25.0
20.0
15.0
10.0
5.0
0.0
English Math Reading Scienc e Composite
m All Students (N = 765) 24.1 23.6 24.9 23.3 24.1
M General Ed (N = 657) 25.1 245 25.7 24.0 25.0
m Special Ed/504 (N = 108) 17.9 18.0 20.3 18.6 18.8
B White (N = 454) 27.1 26.0 27.7 25.5 26.7
M Black (N =201) 17.6 18.5 19.0 18.6 18.6
m Asian (N = 20) 26.5 26.2 27.7 25.4 26.6
m Hispanic (N = 53) 22.9 22.2 23.3 22.1 22.8
m Multiracial/ethnic (N = 37) 23.3 21.7 23.9 22.0 22.9
Table 4
Average OPRFHS ACT Composite, 2001-2010
Disaggregated by Race/Ethnicity*
29
27
25
23
21 v
19 ~§ = — —
17
15
2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010
=¢=—\\hite 25.6 | 249 | 25.1 | 249 26 25.1 | 25.7 | 25.6 | 25.7 | 26.7
== Black 18.2 | 185 | 184 | 189 | 199 | 18.1 | 179 | 18.3 18 18.6
== Asian 24.2 26 243 | 229 23 24,5 | 23.8 25 24.7 | 26.6
== Hispanic 216 | 21.9 | 22.6 | 20.2 | 22.8
=i=Multiracial 23.2 | 22.6 226 | 229
=@=Mexican-American/Chicano| 19 23.6 | 21.4 | 21.7 | 225
=== Pyerto Rican/Hispanic 20.5 21 229 | 22.4 | 20.3

*Prior to 2006, we relied upon racial/ethnic disaggregations provided by ACT, and this analysis included subgroups for White, Black,
Asian, Mexican-American/Chicano, and Puerto Rican/Hispanic students. Beginning in 2006, we began to use OPRF data to
deriveracial/ethnic subgroups, including White, Black, Asian, Hispanic, and Multiracial students.
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ACT Data for the OPRFHS Class of 2010

Table 5
Percent of Students in the Class of 2010 Achieving ACT College Readiness
Benchmarks
Local, State, and National Comparison

90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10

English Math Reading Science All Four Subjects

M Local 79 62 71 49 45
M Local* 82 66 72 51 47
i State* 66 40 48 27 22
M National* 67 42 53 28 23

*Data exclude scores for students who tested with accommodations.

Table 6
Percent of OPRFHS Students Achieving ACT College Readiness Benchmarks
2004-2010

90

80 —_— e ———

70

60 —‘.;é: ﬁ

50

40 W ——

30

20

10

0
2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

—&—English 78 78 81 81 80 79 82
~fi—Math 58 59 58 61 58 62 66
~#—Reading 64 64 70 69 67 67 72
=36=Science 36 41 43 a7 45 46 51
== All Four Subjects 32 37 39 42 39 42 47
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ACT Data for the OPRFHS Class of 2010

Table 7

Percent of OPRFHS Students, Class of 2010, Achieving ACT College Readiness

Benchmarks
Disaggregated by Race, Economic Background, and Accommodations

100
80
60
40
20
0 I
. . . All Four
English Math Reading Science Subjects
H All Students (N =765) 79 62 71 49 45
B General Ed (N = 657) 85 69 76 54 50
M Special Ed/504 (N = 108) 46 22 41 19 15
B White (N = 454) 93 79 87 66 62
m Black (N =201) 47 25 36 15.0 11
m Asian (N = 20) 90 85 85 60 55
m Hispanic (N = 53) 77 58 62 43 40
 Multiracial/ethnic (N = 37) 86 49 65 32 19
Table 8

Percent of OPRFHS Graduates Achieving ACT College Readiness Benchmarks in
All Four Subjects, 2006-2010
Disaggregated by Race/Ethnicity and Accommodations

70

60 f— _,__4.

50

40 ——

30 e—=9

20

10 ; pE— A

0
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

—=—Al| 39 42 39 42 47
== White 49 55 52 53 62
=== Black 6 5 9 9 11
== Asian 59 50 51 50 55
== Hispanic 29 26 29 21 40
=@-Multiracial 33 33 40 19
«=t==Special Education 6 6 15 20 15
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Score Growth for the Class of 2010: Freshman Year PLAN Test to ACT

Table 9
English Growth Comparison--White and Black Students
35
5.2
30 6.1
25 69 53 |
7
20 a 2.7
15 =57 T L7
2.2
10
5
0
//@ y Q\ /’1}\ /(’;1> '\:f?\ /&b\ 'e)(')\ q’b) &Q\ //v\ /q'b\ /’0\
Q $/ $/ $/ 4 $/ 4 Vi 4 ® $/ @
N N \ N N N N N\ N ) \ )
OO > AR o0 8 AR o N v
N 2] N N $o) . Q) %
0,'\/ & ’b’\’ R (o,,\,q K » ,19:1’ N,{/\ e %9; >
v ~S D v v
PLAN Scoring Range by Race (W = White, B = Black)
m Average PLAN Score Average Growth, PLAN to ACT
Table 10
Math Growth Comparison--White and Black Students
35

PLAN Scoring Range by Race (W = White, B = Black)

M Average PLAN Score Average Growth, PLAN to ACT
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Score Growth for the Class of 2010: Freshman Year PLAN Test to ACT

Table 11
Reading Growth Comparison--White and Black Students

N
&
N N &S

O TN o0 N SR AN N v

N ¢ > o5 > S~ A v 2 " 7 0
N N "o N 1 % %4 Vv b
v v
PLAN Scoring Range by Race (W = White, B = Black)
m Average PLAN Score Average Growth, PLAN to ACT
Table 12
Science Growth Comparison--White and Black Students

35
30
25
20
15
10
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PLAN Scoring Range by Race (W = White, B = Black)

M Average PLAN Score Average Growth, PLAN to ACT
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2010 PSAE Results (Class of 2011)

Table 13
2010 PSAE Results--Percent of Students Meeting/Exceeding
Standards
Local and State Comparison
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0
Reading Math Science
® Local 69.3 65.7 67.6
W State 54 52.7 52.4
Table 14

PSAE Reading 2010
Number and Percent of Students at Each Performance Level
Disaggregated by Race, Gender, Accommodations, and Income Status

B Warning M Below = Meets M Exceeds
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2010 PSAE Results (Class of 2011)

Table 15
PSAE Math 2010
Number and Percent of Students at Each Performance Level
Disaggregated by Race, Gender, Accommodations, and Income Status

100%
90%

80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

B Warning ®Below & Meets M Exceeds
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2010 PSAE Results (Class of 2011)

Table 16
PSAE Science 2010
Number and Percent of Students at Each Performance Level
Disaggregated by Race, Gender, Accommodations, and Income Status

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

B Warning mBelow & Meets M Exceeds
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Table 17

2010 Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) Status Report
Calculated based on 08/31/10 Approved Assessment Data and E-report Card 86-43 Data

Has this school been identified for School Improvement according to the AYP

Is this school making AYP? No Yes
specification of the federal No Child Left Behind Act?
Is this school making AYP in reading? No
2010-11 Federal Improvement Status Restructuring Implementation
i i i ics?
Is this school making AYP in mathematics? No 2010-11 State Improvement Status Academic Watch Status Year 4
Percent Tested on State Tests Percent Meeting/Exceeding Standard* Other Indicators
] . . . Attendance .
Reading Mathematics Reading Mathematics Rat Graduation Rate
ate
Safe Safe
Met Met Met Met Met Met
% % % Harbor % Harbor % %
AYP AYP
Target** Target**
State AYP 95.0 95.0 77.5 77.5 91.0 80.0
Minimum Target
ALL 99.1  Yes 99.1 Yes | 69.3 5.7
White 99.6 Yes 996 Yes | 87.2 Yes = 83.1 Yes
Black 99.6 = Yes 99.6 Yes | 37.7 48.6 No 34.1 40.8 No 90.9
Hispanic

Asian/Pacific
Islander

Native American

Multiracial/Ethnic | 100.0 | Yes @ 100.0 @ Yes 64.4 No 62.2 No

Students with

R 99.2 Yes 99.2 Yes | 413 45.3 Yes @ 36.4 32.1 Yes 98.2
Disabilities

Economically
. 100.0 Yes 100.0 Yes 35.1 41.5 No 29.8 31.4 Yes 100.0
Disadvantaged

Three conditions required for making Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) are:

1. At least 95% tested in reading and mathematics for every student group. If the current year participation rate is less than 95%,
this condition may be met if the average of the current and preceding year rates is at least 95%, or if the average of the current
and two preceding years is at least 95%. Only actual participation rates are printed. If the participation rate printed is less than
95% and yet this school makes AYP, it means that the 95% condition was met by averaging.

2. At least 77.5% meeting/exceeding standards in reading and mathematics for every group. For any group with less than 77.5%
meeting/exceeding standards, a 95% confidence interval was applied. Subgroups may meet this condition through Safe Harbor
provisions.***

3. At least 91.0% attendance rate for non-high schools and at least 80.0% graduation rate for high schools.

* Includes only students enrolled as of 5/01/2009.

** Safe Harbor Targets of 77.5% or above are not printed.

*** Subgroups with fewer than 45 students are not reported. Safe Harbor only applies to subgroups of 45 or more. In order for Safe Harbor
to apply, a subgroup must decrease by 10% the percentage of scores that did not meet standards from the previous year plus meet the other
indicators (attendance rate for non-high schools and graduation rate for high schools) for the subgroup. For subgroups that do not meet their
Safe Harbor Targets, a 75% confidence interval is applied. Safe Harbor allows schools an alternate method to meet subgroup minimum
targets on achievement.
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PSAE LONGITUDINAL ANALYSIS

Table 18
Percent Meets/Exceeds in Reading, 2001-2010
Disaggregated by Gender, Accommodations, and Economic Background

90
80 r~
70
Cd
&
50 K"l
Cs
40 =K
30 W
20
2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010
- 4= AYP Target 40 40 | 475 | 475 | 55 | 625 | 70 | 775
el All 75 72 | 719 | 714 | 76,6 | 75 | 66.5 | 67.4 | 73.3 | 69.3
e=pe—= Females 79 | 73.7 | 786 | 743 | 813 | 779 | 70 | 68.8 | 76.8 | 71.8
= Males 71 | 705 | 66.1 | 68.4 | 71.1 | 75 | 63.4 | 66 | 69.7 | 66.8
== Students with IEPs 40 | 289 | 347 | 382 | 40.7 | 31 | 358 | 376 | 33.7 | 39.3
—@— Free/Reduced Lunch| 40 | 35.3 | 36.7 | 30.4 | 47.4 | 373 | 29.4 | 29.3 | 33.6 | 344

Table 19
Percent Meets/Exceeds in Reading, 2001-2010
Disaggregated by Race/Ethnicity

100

90

80

70

60

50

40

30

20
2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010
= &= AYP Target 40 40 | 475 | 475 | 55 | 625 | 70 | 77.5
—— White 88 | 835|843 | 8.8 8.9 | 8 | 813 844 | 885 | 87.4
=== Black 41 | 423 | 419 | 448 | 525 | 46.1 | 30.9 | 32.2 | 41 | 37.2
=== Hispanic 67 | 59.2 | 71.5 | 65.9 | 61.8 | 75.8 | 57.2 | 453 | 64.8 | 53.1
=== Asian/Pacific Islander | 65 81 | 8.4 | 60 |8.7|619| 75 |634 | 70 | 66.7
==@==Multiracial/ethnic 82 76.9 | 71.8 | 72.6 | 76.3 | 64.4
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PSAE LONGITUDINAL ANALYSIS

Table 20
Percent Meets/Exceeds in Math, 2001-2010
Disaggregated by Gender, Accommodations, and Economic Background

90

80 —®

70 W

60 -

50 - 4~

_* -

40

30

20

10

2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010

— &= AYP Target 40 40 | 475 | 475 | 55 | 625 | 70 | 77.5
== All 67 70 69.7 69 65.8 | 71.8 | 67.7 | 68.6 68 65.7
e Females 65 | 69.3 | 71.8 | 65.6 | 67.2 | 71.1 | 67.4 | 66.5 | 70.7 | 65.5
== Males 70 | 69.8 | 67.8 | 72.4 | 643 | 72.6 | 68 | 70.5 | 65.3 | 65.9
== Students with IEPs 18 22.2 | 26.5 | 34.2 | 29.7 | 353 35 28.7 | 20.2 | 33.9
=@ Free/Reduced Lunch| 30 | 235 | 40.8 | 17.9 | 246 | 30.6 | 21.4 | 304 | 229 | 29.1

Table 21
Percent Meets/Exceeds in Math, 2001-2010
Disaggregated by Race/Ethnicity
100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010
— &= AYP Target 40 40 | 475 | 475 | 55 | 625 | 70 | 775
—f— White 83 | 823 | 84.4 | 852 | 80.4 | 853 | 84.1 | 83.9 | 85.2 | 83.2
== Black 25 | 329 | 34.1 | 385 | 27.8 | 33.2 | 299 | 31.7 | 32.8 | 335
e Hispanic 56 | 62.9 | 60.7 | 59.1 | 58.8 | 72.7 | 60.7 | 57.1 | 54.5 | 53.1
=== Asian/Pacific Islander| 64 | 90.5 | 76.5 | 68 81 | 809 | 82.2 | 90 90 | 66.7
«=@-— Multiracial/ethnic 64 | 743 | 589 | 70.6 | 60.5 | 62.2
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PSAE LONGITUDINAL ANALYSIS

Table 22
Percent Meets/Exceeds in Science, 2001-2010
Disaggregated by Gender, Accommodations, and Economic Status

80

I e e e B

60

50

40

e

20 Za >

10

2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010

== All Students 70 70.2 | 67.7 | 67.9 | 68,5 | 69.7 68 68.2 | 68.7 | 67.6
=fll—Females 66 68.7 70 64.2 | 70.1 67 689 | 679 | 69.6 | 68.1
= Males 73 | 70.2 | 65.8 | 71.5 | 66.6 | 72.3 | 67.3 | 68.4 | 67.7 | 67
=>=Students with IEPs 26 20 28.6 | 30.3 | 275 | 34.1 | 36.7 | 27.7 | 23.2 | 30.3
==Free/Reduced Lunch| 27 23.5 | 36.7 25 26.4 | 18.7 | 253 | 26.1 | 23.8 | 33.1

Table 23
Percent Meets/Exceeds in Science, 2001-2010
Disaggregated by Race/Ethnicity

90

80

70 —\\ / K\

60

s0 | \Y

40

30 M

20

2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010

=0—White 85 83 83.2 | 8.1 | 828 | 8.1 | 824 | 8.1 | 8.9 | 85.3
=—Black 30 343 | 316 | 369 | 29.7 | 275 34 29.6 | 33.3 | 34.9
=== Hispanic 55 481 | 613 | 59.1 | 58.8 | 69.7 | 643 | 476 | 54,5 | 59.3
== Asian/Pacific Islander| 72 76.2 | 64.7 56 85.7 | 66.7 | 78.6 | 86.6 75 72.2
=== Multiracial/ethnic 72 69.2 | 66.7 | 726 | 71.1 60
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