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Today, the Australian, State and Territory Education Ministers made further progress in
working together to deliver collaborative national reform of schooling in Australia.

They confirmed the successful development of the Building the Education Revolution
program and arrangements for its timely delivery. They also agreed on the further
development of important reforms in Teacher Quality, Literacy and Numeracy and
Disadvantaged Schools, based on initial implementation plans for COAG National
Partnerships in these areas.

In a major step forward for the shared national transparency agenda, Ministers also agreed on
a framework for publication of comparable information about school performance and
context: a vital collaborative reform.

For the first time parents, teachers and communities will have access to nationally consistent
information that details a school’s results, its workforce, its financial resources and the
student population it serves.

From 2009 the new Australian Curriculum, Assessment and Reporting Authority (ACARA)
will be responsible for publishing relevant, nationally comparable information on all schools.
This will include publication of the 2008 NAPLAN data and associated contextual
information.

The information available will enable comparison of each school with other schools serving
similar student populations around the nation and with the best-performing school in each
cohort of ‘like schools’.

It will also support accountability, school evaluation, collaborative policy development and
resource allocation. These same transparency and accountability requirements will apply to
both government and non-government schools.

Through better monitoring of performance at the student, school and system level,
educational outcomes can be lifted across all schools.

All governments will continue to work together to develop a set of meaningful measures to
guide school evaluation, accountability and resource allocation.

Improvements in the quality and quantity of information available on school education will
allow governments, through the National Partnerships, to target resources to schools.



Ministers agreed to release the ‘Reporting and Comparing School Performances’ report
prepared by the Australian Council for Education Research (ACER), on which the Ministers
drew in developing the school transparency agenda. [Attached]

Ministers agreed that these reforms were not about simplistic league tables which rank
schools according to raw test scores.

In important new developments for the shared reform agenda, Ministers agreed to include arts
in the second phase of the development of the National Curriculum.

In the first phase, the interim National Curriculum Board was asked to develop curriculum for
the core subjects of English, mathematics, science and history. Geography and languages
have already been confirmed as forming part of the second phase of curriculum development.

Ministers also agreed to reorganisation of Ministerial Council Governance to reflect the
shared reform agenda and associated changes in State and Territory and Commonwealth
responsibilities across education, early childhood, employment and youth affairs.
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Reporting and Comparing School Performances

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report provides advice on the collection and reporting of information about the
performances of Australian schools. The focus is on the collection of nationally
comparable data. Two purposes are envisaged: use by education authorities and
governments to monitor school performances and, in particular, to identify schools
that are performing unusually well or unusually poorly given their circumstances; and
use by parents/caregivers and the public to make informed judgements about, and
meaningful comparisons of, schools and their offerings.

Our advice is based on a review of recent Australian and international research and
experience in reporting on the performances of schools. This is an area of educational
practice in which there have been many recent developments, much debate and a
growing body of relevant research.

Our work is framed by recent agreements of the Council of Australian Governments
(COAQG), in particular, at its meeting on 29 November 2008:

COAG agreed that the new Australian Curriculum, Assessment and
Reporting Authority will be supplied with the information necessary to
enable it to publish relevant, nationally-comparable information on all
schools to support accountability, school evaluation, collaborative policy
development and resource allocation. The Authority will provide the public
with information on each school in Australia that includes data on each
school’s performance, including national testing results and school
attainment rates, the indicators relevant to the needs of the student population
and the school’s capacity including the numbers and qualifications of its
teaching staff and its resources. The publication of this information will
allow comparison of like schools (that is, schools with similar student
populations across the nation) and comparison of a school with other schools
in their local community. (COAG Meeting Outcomes)

Our work also has been framed by the recently endorsed MCEETYA Principles for
Reporting Information on Schooling (see Section 1.4).

Before summarising our specific recommendations, there are some general
conclusions that we have reached from our review of international research and
experience. The specific recommendations that follow are best understood in the
context of these general conclusions:

* Vigilance is required to ensure that nationally comparable data on individual
schools does not have the unintended consequence of focusing attention on some
aspects of the purposes of schooling at the expense of other outcomes that are as
important but not as easily measurable. Parents/caregivers and the public are
interested in a broad range of information about schools, and nationally
comparable data should be reported in the context of this broader information.

* Although it has become popular in education systems in some other parts of the
world to use statistical models to develop ‘measures’ of school performance and
to report these measures publicly in league tables, we believe that there are very
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sound technical and educational reasons why school measures of this kind should
not be used for public reporting and school comparisons.

Related to this point, we are not convinced of the value of reporting ‘adjusted’
measures of student outcomes publicly. Measures of student outcomes should be
reported without adjustment.

To enable the comparison of unadjusted student outcomes across schools, we
believe that a ‘like-schools’ methodology should be used. This methodology
would allow parents/caregivers, the public, and education systems to compare
outcomes for schools in similar circumstances.

While point-in-time measures of student outcomes often are useful, it is difficult
to establish the contributions that teachers and schools make to point-in-time
outcomes. In general, measures of student gain/growth across the years of school
provide a more useful basis for making judgements about the value that schools
are adding.

Measures of gain/growth are most appropriately based on measurement scales that
can be used to monitor student progress across the years of school. The NAPLAN
measurement scales are an example and provide educational data superior to that
available in most other countries. Consideration should be given to developing
national measurement scales for early literacy learning and in some subjects of the
national curriculum.

Initially reporting should build on the understandings that parents and the public
have already developed. For example a school’s NAPLAN results should be
reported in forms that are consistent with current NAPLAN reports for students.
Although much work needs to be done in defining the most appropriate measures,
the principle should be to build on the representations of data that are already
familiar to people.

Recommendations

Our report makes the following specific recommendations:

student outcome measures

Nationally comparable data should be collected on the literacy and numeracy
skills of students in each school, using NAPLAN (Years 3, 5, 7 and 9).

Nationally comparable data should be collected on the tertiary entrance results of
students in each senior secondary school. These data could be reported as the
percentage of students achieving tertiary entrance ranks of 60 or above, 70 or
above, 80 or above, and 90 or above (calculated as a percentage of the students
achieving tertiary entrance ranks).

Nationally comparable data should be collected on the percentage of students in
each senior secondary school completing Year 12 or equivalent; the percentage of
students applying to all forms of post-school education; and the percentage of
students completing VET studies.

vi
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Nationally comparable data should be collected on the achievements of students in
core national curriculum subjects (English, mathematics, science and history),
beginning in 2010. National assessments could be developed initially at Year 10.

Nationally comparable data should be collected on the early literacy learning of
children in each primary school. These assessments will need to be developed and
should be administered upon entry to school and used as a baseline for monitoring
progress across the first few years of school.

physical and human resources

Nationally comparable data should be collected about sources and amounts of
funding received by each school, including all income to the school from State
and Commonwealth governments, as well as details of fees payable by parents,
including those that are mandatory and any voluntary levies that parents are
expected to pay.

Nationally comparable data should be collected on the numbers and qualifications
of teaching staff in each school. Basic data would include academic
qualifications, details of pre-service teacher education, and details of any
advanced certification (eg, Advanced Skills Teacher; Level 3 Teacher).

student intake characteristics

Nationally comparable data should be collected on the socio-economic
backgrounds of students in each school. Data should be based on information
collected at the individual student level, using at least parental occupation and,
possibly, parental education levels, under the agreed MCEETY A definitions.

Nationally comparable data should be collected on the percentage of students in
each school of Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander background under the
agreed MCEETYA definition.

Nationally comparable data should be collected on the percentage of students in
each school identified as having a language background other than English
(LBOTE) under the agreed MCEETY A definition.

Nationally comparable data should be collected on the geo-location of each school
using a 3-category scale: metropolitan, provincial, and remote.

Nationally comparable data should be collected on the percentage of students in
each school with special educational needs. A nationally agreed definition of this
category will need to be developed.

like-school comparisons

In reporting student outcome data for a school, data for like-schools should be
provided as a point of comparison. Like-schools will be schools in similar
circumstances and facing similar challenges.

In determining ‘like-schools’, account should be taken of the percentage of
students with Indigenous backgrounds, the socio-economic backgrounds of the
students in the school, and the percentage of students from language backgrounds
other than English.

vil
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For each school separately, like-schools should be identified as the schools most
similar to that school on the above characteristics (rather than pre-defining a
limited number of like-school categories).

Work should commence as soon as possible on the development of an appropriate
like-schools methodology.

public reporting

For the purpose of providing public information about schools, a common national
website should be used to provide parents/caregivers and the public with access to
rich information about individual schools.

The national website should provide information about each school’s programs,
philosophies, values and purposes, provided by the school itself, as well as
nationally comparable data, provided centrally.

Nationally comparable student outcome data should, wherever possible, provide
information about current levels of attainment (ie, status), gain/growth across the
years of school, and improvement in a school over time.

The complete database for each state/territory should be made available to the
relevant state/territory departments of education and other employing authorities,
enabling them to interrogate data for their schools and to make judgments about
school performances using aggregated data and national summary statistics.

We believe that almost all nationally comparable data collected centrally could be
reported publicly. The exceptions would arise when the public reporting of data may
have negative and unintended consequences for schools. For example, we can
envisage negative consequences arising from the reporting of the socio-economic
backgrounds of students in a school, or of the financial circumstances of struggling,
small schools (both government and non-government). We also believe that data
reported publicly should be factual data about a school, and not the results of
secondary analyses and interpretations that are open to debate (eg, value-added
measures).

viil
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1. INTRODUCTION

In education, good decision making is facilitated by access to relevant, reliable and
timely information. Dependable information is required at all levels of educational
decision making to identify areas of deficiency and special need, to monitor progress
towards goals, to evaluate the effectiveness of special interventions and initiatives,
and to make decisions in the best interests of individual learners.

The focus of this paper is on the provision and use of information about individual
schools. The starting point is the observation that relevant and reliable information
about schools is required by a range of decision makers — including parents and
caregivers, school principals and school leadership teams, system managers and
governments, and the general public — all of whom require dependable information
that they can use to maximise opportunities and outcomes for students.

1.1 Audiences and Purposes

Parents and caregivers require valid and reliable information to evaluate the quality of
the education their children are receiving, to make informed decisions in the best
interests of individual students, and to become active partners in their children’s
learning. They require dependable information about the progress individuals have
made (the knowledge, skills and understandings developed through instruction), about
teachers’ plans for future learning, and about what they can do to assist. There is also
considerable evidence that parents and caregivers want information about how their
children are performing in comparison with other children of the same age. And, if
they are to make judgements about the quality of the education their children are
receiving, they require information that enables meaningful comparisons across
schools.

School leaders require reliable information on student and school performances for
effective school management. Research into factors underpinning school
effectiveness highlights the importance of the school leader’s role in establishing an
environment in which student learning is accorded a central focus, and goals for
improved performance are developed collaboratively by staff with a commitment to
achieving them. School managers require dependable pictures of how well students in
a school are performing, both with respect to school goals for improvement and with
respect to past achievements and achievements in other, comparable schools.

Governments and system managers require dependable information on the
performance and progress of individual schools if they are to exercise their
responsibilities for the delivery of quality education to all students. Effective
management depends on an ability to monitor system-wide and school performances
over time, to gauge the effectiveness of special programs and targeted resource
allocations, to monitor the impact of policies, and to evaluate the success of initiatives
aimed at traditionally disadvantaged and underachieving sections of the student
population. Accurate, reliable information allows system managers to measure
progress against past performances, to identify schools and issues requiring special
attention, to target resources appropriately, and to set goals for future improvement.
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1.2 Forms of Information

Because there are multiple audiences and purposes for information about schools, the
forms of information required for effective decision making are different for different
stakeholders.

Parents and caregivers require a wide range of information, including information
relating to their immediate needs (eg, Is the school easily accessible by public
transport? Does it have an after-school program? What fees and/or levies does it
charge?); the ethos of the school (eg, What evidence is there of bullying/harassment?
What are the espoused values of the school? Do students wear uniforms? What level
of discipline is imposed? Who is the principal?); their child’s likely educational
experience (eg, Who will be my child’s teacher next year? Will they be in a
composite class? How large will the class be? Does the school have a literacy
intervention program? What extra-curricular activities are provided?); and the
school’s educational results (eg, Does the school achieve outstanding Year 12
results?).

School leaders require other forms of information, including information relating to
staffing and resources (eg, What resources are available for music next year? How
many beginning children have special learning needs?); the effectiveness of initiatives
(eg, Is there any evidence that the extra class time allocated to literacy this year made
a difference?); and academic results (eg, How many Year 5 students did not meet the
minimum performance standard in Reading? Have our results improved since last
year? Are we still below the state average? How did last year’s Year 12 results
compare with those of the neighbouring school? ).

System managers and governments require still other forms of information, including
information to monitor system-wide trends over time, to evaluate the effectiveness of
attempts to raise standards and close gaps, and to identify schools that are performing
unusually well or unusually poorly given their circumstances. In general, the school-
level information required by system managers and governments is less fine-grained
than the information required by parents, teachers and school leaders.

Figure 1 displays schematically various forms of information that could be made
available about a school, either publicly or to specific audiences (eg, system
managers). The forms of evidence represented in Figure 1 are:

A:  student outcome measures that a school could choose to report

Most schools report a wide range of information about the achievements of their
students to their school communities. This information is reported in school
newsletters, local and community newspapers, school websites, and at school
events. The information includes details of Year 12 results, analyses of post-
school destinations, results in national mathematics and science competitions,
language certificates, awards, prizes, extra-curricular achievements, community
recognition, and so on. Most schools take every opportunity to celebrate the
achievements of their students and to announce these achievements publicly.
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physical and human
resources measures

student outcome measures

student intake measures

Figure 1. Forms of information that could be made available about a school

B:  a sub-set of student outcome measures on which it is agreed to collect nationally
comparable data
Within the set of student outcome information that might be reported for a
school, there could be a sub-set of outcomes on which it was agreed to collect
nationally comparable data. A reason for identifying such a sub-set would be to
ensure some common measures to facilitate school comparisons — within a local
geographical area, across an entire education system, nationally, or within a
group of ‘like’ schools. Inevitably, nationally comparable data would be
collected for only some of the outcomes that schools, parents and communities
value. Performances on common literacy and numeracy tests in Years 3, 5, 7
and 9 are an example of nationally comparable data currently in this category.

C. physical and human resources measures that a school could choose to report
Schools provide information in various forms and to various audiences about
their physical and human resources. Information of this kind includes details of
staff qualifications and teaching experience, staff turnover rates, school global
budgets, computers and other technology, newly constructed facilities, bequests,
results of fundraising drives, and so on. Some of this information may be
reported to the school community; some may be kept confidential to the school,
education system or government departments.

D: a sub-set of physical and human resources measures on which it is agreed to
collect nationally comparable data
Within the set of physical and human resources measures reported for a school,
there could be a sub-set of measures on which it was agreed to collect nationally
comparable data. For example, there have been recent calls for greater
consistency and transparency in the reporting of school funding arrangements
(Dowling, 2007; 2008) and for more consistent national approaches to assessing
and recognising teacher quality (Dinham, ef al, 2008).
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E.  student intake measures that a school could choose to report

Most schools have considerable information about their students. For example,
they may have information about students’ language backgrounds, Indigenous
status, socio-economic backgrounds, learning difficulties and disabilities. This
information usually 1s reported only within education systems or to governments
and is not reported publicly, although schools sometimes provide information to
their communities about the range of languages spoken by students in the
school, the countries from which they come, the percentage of Indigenous
students in the school and the school’s special Indigenous programs, or the
number of severely disabled students and the facilities and support provided for
these students.

F:  a sub-set of student intake measures on which it is agreed to collect nationally
comparable data
Within the set of student intake characteristics reported for a school, there could
be a sub-set of measures on which it was agreed to collect nationally comparable
data. Some progress has been made toward nationally consistent definitions and
nationally consistent data collections on student background characteristics.

G.  all other information that a school could choose to make available
Beyond information about student outcomes, student backgrounds and their
physical and human resources, schools provide a range of other information to
the communities they serve.

1.3 Nationally Comparable Data

Acknowledging the many purposes and audiences for information about schools, and
the various forms that this information can take, the specific focus of this paper is on
the collection and reporting of nationally comparable data for the purposes of
evaluating and comparing school performances. In other words, the focus is on
categories B, D and F in Figure 1. We envisage three broad uses of such data:

* use by parents and caregivers in judging the quality of educational provision and
in making informed decisions in the best interests of individual students;

* use by school leaders in monitoring a school’s improvement and benchmarking
the school’s performance against other, comparable schools; and

* use by education systems and governments in identifying schools that are
performing unusually well or unusually poorly given their circumstances.

As noted above, these three stakeholder groups are likely to have different needs. The
ways in which nationally comparable data are analysed, combined and reported may
be different for different purposes.

We see the process of reaching agreement on the core data that should be available
about a school as a national collaborative process, and see little value in arriving at
different conclusions about these data for different parts of the country.
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1.4 Principles for Reporting

The Principles for Reporting Information on Schooling (see pages 6-7) adopted by the
Ministerial Council for Education, Employment, Training and Youth Affairs
(MCCETYA) provide an important point of reference for any proposed collection and
use of nationally comparable data on schools. These principles recognise the multiple
audiences and purposes for information about schools, the need to collect broad
evidence about student and school performances, and the desirability of monitoring
intended and unintended consequences of reporting information on schools.
Australian governments have undertaken to ensure that data provided for the purposes
of comparing schools are reliable and fair and take into account the contexts in which
schools work. Governments also have undertaken not to develop simplistic league
tables of school performances.

1.5 Structure of Paper

This paper first considers the kinds of nationally comparable data that might be
collected about schools for the purposes outlined above. We draw on national and
international research and experience, attempt to anticipate the likely requirements of
different audiences, and take into account what measures currently exist and what
additional measures might be desirable in the future. Each of the three data categories
in Figure 1 is considered in turn:

* student outcome measures (sections 2-3)
* physical and human resources measures (section 4)
* student intake measures (section 5)

We then consider alternative ways of evaluating and comparing school performances.
Two broad methodologies are discussed:

* the direct comparison of student outcomes (section 6)
* the construction of measures of school performance (section 7)

Finally, we consider issues in reporting publicly on the performances of schools:

* audiences and purposes for reporting (section &)
* options for public reporting on schools (section 9)
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MCEETYA PRINCIPLES FOR REPORTING INFORMATION ON SCHOOLING

There is a vast amount of information on Australian schooling and individual schools. This
includes information about the educational approach of schools, their enrolment profile,
staffing, facilities and programs, and the education environment they offer, as well as
information on the performance of students, schools and systems. Different groups, including
schools and their students, parents and families, the community and governments, have
different information needs. The following principles provide guidance on requirements for
information on schooling, including the types of information that should be made readily
available to each of the groups noted above. These principles will be supported by an agreed
set of national protocols on the access to and use of information on schooling.

Good quality information on schooling is important:
FOR SCHOOLS AND THEIR STUDENTS

Principle 1: Schools need reliable, rich data on the performance of their students because
they have the primary accountability for improving student outcomes.

Good quality data supports each school to improve outcomes for all of their students. It
supports effective diagnosis of student progress and the design of quality learning programs.
It also informs schools’ approaches to provision of programs, school policies, pursuit and
allocation of resources, relationships with parents and partnerships with community and
business.

Schools should have access to:

e Comprehensive data on the performance of their own students that uses a broad set of
indicators

¢ Data that enables each school to compare its own performance against all schools and
with schools of similar characteristics

e Data demonstrating improvements of the school over time

e Data enabling the school to benchmark its own performance against that of the best-
performing schools in their jurisdiction and nationally

FOR PARENTS AND FAMILIES

Principle 2: Information about schooling, including data on the performance of individuals,
schools and systems, helps parents and families to make informed choices and to engage
with their children’s education and the school community.

Parents and families should have access to:

* Information about the philosophy and educational approach of schools, and their staffing,
facilities, programs and extra-curricular activities that enables parents and families to
compare the education environment offered by schools

* Information about a school’s enrolment profile, taking care not to use data on student
characteristics in a way that may stigmatise schools or undermine social inclusion’

* Data on student outcomes that enables them to monitor the individual performance of
their child, including what their child knows and is able to do and how this relates to what
is expected for their age group, and how they can contribute to their child’s progress

* Information that allows them to assess a school’s performance overall and in improving
student outcomes, including in relation to other schools with similar characteristics in their
jurisdiction and nationally

' Any use or publication of information relating to a school’s enrolment profile should ensure that the privacy of
individual students is protected. For example, where the small size of a school population or of a specific student
cohort may enable identification of individual students, publication of this information should be avoided.
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FOR THE COMMUNITY

Principle 3: The community should have access to information that enables an
understanding of the decisions taken by governments and the status and performance of
schooling in Australia, to ensure schools are accountable for the results they achieve with the
public funding they receive, and governments are accountable for the decisions they take.

Students are an important part of our society and take up a variety of roles within it after
leaving school. The community is therefore a direct and indirect consumer of the product of
our schools, as well as providing the means of public funding. Information about schools in
the public domain fulfils the requirement that schools be accountable for the results they
achieve with the public funding they receive, including relative to other ‘like’ schools; it should
also give the community a broad picture of school performance and a sense of confidence in
our school systems.

The community should have access to:

* Information about the philosophy and educational approach of schools, and their staffing,
facilities, programs and extra-curricular activities that enables the community to compare
the education environment offered by schools

* Information about individual schools’ enrolment profile, taking care not to use data on
student characteristics in a way that may stigmatise schools or undermine social inclusion

* National reporting on the performance of all schools with data that allows them to view a
school’s performance overall and in improving student outcomes, including in relation to
other schools with similar characteristics

RESPONSIBLE PROVISION OF SCHOOLING INFORMATION

Australian Governments will ensure that school-based information is published responsibly so

that:

* any public comparisons of schools will be fair, contain accurate and verified data,
contextual information and a range of indicators to provide a more reliable and complete
view of performance (for example, information on income, student body characteristics,
the spread of student outcomes and information on the value added by schools)

* governments will not devise simplistic league tables or rankings and will put in place
strategies to manage the risk that third parties may seek to produce such tables or
rankings, and will ensure that privacy will be protected

e reports providing information on schooling for parents and families and the community will
be developed based on research on what these groups want to know and the most
effective ways the information can be presented and communicated.

FOR GOVERNMENTS

Principle 4: Governments need sound information on school performance to support ongoing
improvement for students, schools and systems. Government also need to monitor and
evaluate the impacts (intended and unintended) of the use and release of this information to
improve its application over time.

Good quality information on schooling enables governments to:

* analyse how well schools are performing

* identify schools with particular needs

* determine where resources are most needed to lift attainment

* identify best practice and innovation in high-performing schools that can be mainstreamed
and used to support improvements in schools with poorer performance

* conduct national and international comparisons of approaches and performance

* develop a substantive evidence base on what works.

This will enable future improvements in school performance that support the achievement of
the agreed education outcomes of both the Ministerial Council for Education, Employment,
Training and Youth Affairs and the Council of Australian Governments.
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2. STUDENT OUTCOMES

Information about the outcomes of a school’s efforts is key information for parents
and caregivers if they are to judge the quality of educational provision; for school
leaders to monitor a school’s performance and improvement; and for education
systems and governments to identify schools in need of additional support.

However, schools work to promote many different kinds of outcomes for their
students. For some schools, an important objective is to improve school attendance
rates. For others, assisting students to make successful transitions into the workforce
is a high priority. Some schools are more focused than others on supporting the
social, spiritual and emotional development of students. Still others measure their
success in terms of entry rates into highly sought-after university courses.

Decisions about the outcomes to be reported publicly for schools are important
because they influence judgements about how well individual schools are performing.
This is particularly true when education systems and governments attempt to construct
‘measures’ of school performance:

Perverse incentives can arise when the [school] performance measure has both a
large impact upon actors and focuses on an aspect of schooling that does not
reflect the true or overall purpose and objectives of schools. Unfortunately, this
can be common in school performance measures if the performance measure is
too narrowly defined. (OECD, 2008, 26)

In practice, the outcomes for which nationally comparable data are collected and
reported are likely to be determined by both value-based and pragmatic
considerations.

2.1 Value-Based Considerations

Inevitably, decisions about outcomes reflect underlying values. For example, if
proficiency in basic skills such as literacy and numeracy is considered the most
important outcome of schooling because of its fundamental importance to further
learning and life beyond school, then it might be considered adequate to measure and
report levels of proficiency in these basic skills only. On the other hand, some
secondary schools might argue that their performances should be judged not in terms
of basic skills but in terms of tertiary entrance scores and successful admission to
selective university courses. And religious community schools that place a priority on
developing religious and cultural knowledge and values might argue that these
outcomes should be taken into consideration in any judgement of their ‘performance’.
Decisions about student outcome measures need to acknowledge the values that they
reflect and explicitly recognise that reported data provide information about only
some of the outcomes that schools value.

The first question to be addressed about student outcomes is: Which outcomes are so
essential that there would be interest in knowing how well every school in Australia
was contributing to their achievement? Some outcomes may be clearly of this kind.
Others may require broad national discussion — by governments, schools and the
wider community. Some possible candidates include:
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* literacy and numeracy skills

There is widespread recognition that skills in reading, writing and basic numeracy
are fundamental to success in formal learning settings and to subsequent
employment prospects and a range of post-school outcomes and experiences.
Students’ literacy levels are the best available predictor of secondary school
completion. Nationally comparable data on literacy and numeracy are already
available for all Australian students in Years 3, 5, 7 and 9 through the NAPLAN
assessments.

* achievement in core subjects

Current work to develop a national curriculum in English, mathematics, science
and history reflects consensus to give priority to these subjects and agreement on
the desirability of national curriculum consistency in these areas. Australia’s
participation in the IEA Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study
(TIMSS) and the OECD Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA)
further underscores the national priority attached to student achievement in the
core areas of English literacy, mathematics and science.

* secondary school completion

Secondary school completion has direct implications not only for the long-term
employment prospects of individuals, but also for the Australian economy.
Compared with people who complete Year 12 or equivalent, early school leavers
tend to be less likely to work and tend to earn less when they are employed (The
Productivity Commission, 2006). The Business Council of Australia (2003)
estimates that, if the percentage of young people completing Year 12 or its
equivalent were increased from 80 per cent to 90 per cent, GDP would be $1.8
billion higher in 2020 than it would otherwise have been.

* employability skills

A key function of schooling is to provide young people with skills and attributes
for work and life beyond school. MCEETY A has endorsed the eight employability
skills (communication, teamwork, problem solving, initiative and enterprise,
planning and organising, self management, learning skills and technology skills)
proposed by the Australian Chamber of Commerce and Industry and the Business
Council of Australia, and the Rudd Government’s Job Ready Certificate will
recognise the achievement of these skills by students undertaking vocational
education and training in schools and Australian Apprenticeships.

*  Year 12 results
For many students and parents, an important outcome of school education is the
achievement of a senior secondary certificate and a tertiary entrance score that
provides entry to a university course of choice. Many parents choose secondary
schools on the basis of their past Year 12 results and the proportions of their
students being admitted to competitive university courses.

There are many other outcomes that schools value and seek to achieve. In theory,
there is no reason why nationally comparable measures could not be developed
beyond those listed above, including in areas such as civics and citizenship, foreign
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language proficiency, ICT literacy, and knowledge about and attitudes toward the
protection of the environment.

Any attempt to evaluate a school’s performance on the basis of the outcomes it
delivers for its students also must address the question of the stage of schooling at
which those outcomes are assessed. For example, parents of pre-school children may
be most interested in knowing how well a school addresses the needs of children in
their first years of school. What progress do children make in the areas of oral
language development, reading and writing in their first three years? How does this
compare with typical progress in other schools? How well does the school cater for
children with developmental lags and learning difficulties? How effectively does it
support students with language backgrounds other than English? Questions of this
kind may require measures of literacy development from the time children begin
school, rather than commencing literacy assessments at Year 3.

Similarly, a school’s effectiveness in the core subjects of English, mathematics and
science could be evaluated at different stages of schooling. A K-12 school that is
highly effective in the upper primary years may be much less effective in the junior
secondary years — information that is likely to be of interest to parents, but that would
require evidence from both these stages of school.

2.2 Pragmatic Considerations

The assessment and reporting of student outcomes in a nationally comparable way
also will be influenced by pragmatic considerations, especially the question of what
measures are already available, how reliable and credible they are, and how easily and
inexpensively additional measures could be obtained.

Literacy and numeracy achievements already are assessed in a nationally comparable
way across all Australian schools through the National Assessment Program, Literacy
and Numeracy (NAPLAN) at Years 3, 5, 7 and 9.

Tertiary admissions agencies throughout Australia have devised a common measure
of overall success in the final stage of secondary schooling. In NSW and the ACT,
this measure is called the University Admissions Index (UAI); in Victoria, the
Equivalent National Tertiary Entrance Rank (ENTER); and in South Australia, the
Northern Territory, Western Australia and Tasmania, the tertiary Entrance Rank
(TER). Queensland provides data to allow students’ Overall Positions to be
transformed to a finer scale and converted to an Interstate Transfer Index. For
purposes of tertiary admissions, the UAI, ENTER, TER and the Interstate Transfer
Index are treated by the selection agencies as equivalent measures (Victorian Tertiary
Admissions Centre, 2008). These indices are already treated as a common measure
across the country by tertiary institutions, and often are seen by students with tertiary
aspirations and their parents as the single most valued outcome at the end of
secondary schooling. At the present time, these measures provide the only available
common measure of achievement at senior secondary level.

Work has been undertaken to investigate ways of achieving nationally comparable
evidence in relation to the eight employability skills (Matters & Curtis, 2008). These
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may in the future be considered for inclusion in national reporting, but at this point
could not be considered.

Other outcomes currently are assessed in ways that provide comparability only across
schools within the same state. Examples include Year 12 subject results, achievement
in core subjects (eg, through the NSW School Certificate), and secondary school
completion rates. If national comparability is an objective, then the challenge in
relation to these outcomes is to find ways of making this information comparable
across states and territories (see Masters ef al, 2006 and Matters & Masters, 2007).

Obvious requirements for the collection and reporting of nationally comparable
measures of student outcomes are political will and the resources necessary for data
collection. Education systems and schools must be convinced that the benefits of
providing nationally comparable data outweigh the costs. This decision has already
been made for literacy and numeracy outcomes at Years 3, 5, 7 and 9. Agreement to
develop national curricula in English, mathematics, science and history may provide a
first step towards nationally comparable outcome measures in these subjects. And the
high degree of curriculum consistency across jurisdictions and broad community
support for a more common approach to Year 12 certification provide a basis for
developing more comparable measures of achievement in senior secondary subjects.

Internationally, most countries provide nationally comparable student outcome data
for only a few aspects of the curriculum — usually in the core school subjects of first
language, mathematics and science.

2.3 What is Feasible?

Table 1 summarises some currently available student outcome measures. Nationally
comparable data are available in literacy and numeracy for all schools through
NAPLAN. National data also are available in the form of tertiary entrance scores and
Year 12 completion rates, although in both these cases, there are some questions about
the extent of comparability across states and territories. Some other assessment
programs provide nationally comparable data, but only for schools and students who
choose, or are sampled, to participate in them. There are no other obvious nationally
comparable outcome measures collected for all schools.

One relatively cost-effective way to provide better information about student
outcomes would be to make wider use of existing assessment instruments. For
example, information about the extent to which schools are addressing the needs of
students with inadequate literacy and numeracy levels in the final years of secondary
school could be provided by identifying students who perform at unacceptably low
levels on NAPLAN in Year 9 and administering the Year 9 NAPLAN tests to them
two years later when they are in Year 11. Assessments developed and used by one
jurisdiction could be made available to schools in other jurisdictions (eg, NSW School
Certificate examinations). And assessments developed primarily for research
purposes could be made available for broader use (eg, the Longitudinal Literacy and
Numeracy Survey (LLANS) and Indigenous LLANS materials could provide better
information about how well schools are supporting student learning in the early years
of school and Indigenous students with language backgrounds other than English).

11
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Another option is to develop, over time, other nationally comparable measures of
student outcomes. Possibilities include new assessments to track the early oracy and
literacy skills of young children. These may be especially useful for students who
currently perform well below the minimum Year 3 literacy standard (eg, children in
remote Indigenous ESL schools). Other possibilities include nationally comparable
assessments of achievement in core school subjects, both at senior secondary level
and at earlier stages of schooling. Such assessments are likely to become more
feasible with agreement on a national curriculum in these subjects.

Table 1. Current Student Outcome Measures

Student Outcomes

Current Data
Collection

Adequacy

Literacy and numeracy
skills

Nationally comparable,
annual data collection at
Years 3,5,7and 9

Adequate for making
direct comparisons across
schools at these Year
levels.

No nationally comparable
data for the early years of
school.

Inadequate for some
remote Indigenous schools
where English is not the
first language.

Provides no information
on the numbers of students
leaving school with
inadequate basic skills.

Achievement in core
subjects

Annual Year 12
assessments in these
subjects

NSW School Certificate
(Year 10 assessments)

Adequate for making
comparisons within a state
(for students who choose).
Research has shown a high
degree of curriculum
consistency across
jurisdictions (in some
subjects) and a high degree
of consistency in the
criteria used to assess
student achievement.

Adequate for making
comparisons within NSW.

12
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Student Outcomes Current Data Adequacy
Collection

Sample surveys (eg, WA | Inadequate because based
Monitoring Standards in | on sampled students only.
Education; TIMSS)

Data on secondary school | Adequate for making
completion rates comparisons across
schools within a state.
Secondary school
completion Differences in completion
requirements make
comparison across states
more problematic.

No nationally Inadequate.

comparable assessments. | Work has been undertaken
to develop and explore
Employability skills ways of assessing these
skills in a nationally
comparable way.

No nationally Inadequate.
comparable assessments
at the level of Year 11-12

subjects.

Year 12 results UAI TER, ENTER and | Adequate?
OP scores in all Although these indices are
jurisdictions. constructed to be

comparable across states,
they do not use a strictly
common measure.

Reflections

The best available nationally comparable student outcome measures at the present
time are provided by NAPLAN. These data became available for all Australian
schools for the first time in 2008. Students tested in 2008 will be retested in 2010,
meaning that it will not be possible to assess the progress those students have made
until that time. In the meantime, NAPLAN data from 2008 and 2009 could be used in
school evaluations.

It may be possible to treat school completion rates as comparable across Australia at
the present time, even though what it means to complete Year 12 or equivalent is not
currently defined consistently. Student tertiary entrance ranks also could be treated as
comparable across states (as they already are for university entrance purposes).

13
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School attendance is an interesting issue because, on the one hand, it can be seen as an
outcome of schooling, with schools working to increase student attendance rates. On
the other hand, high rates of absenteeism can be seen as part of the contextual
difficulties confronting some schools. In these contexts, schools, parents and local
communities need to collaborate to improve levels of school attendance.

For the purposes of future school evaluation, we believe it would be useful to
investigate the development of nationally comparable measures of early literacy skills,
including for students from non-English backgrounds, and the collection of better
information about literacy and numeracy outcomes post-Year 9 (especially for
students with inadequate skills at Year 9).

We also believe there is value in working towards more nationally consistent
measures of achievement in core national curriculum subjects, particularly at or near
the end of Year 10. For national reporting, such measures would provide information,
presently lacking, about the outcomes of middle schooling beyond literacy and
numeracy.
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3. MEASURING OUTCOMES

Having considered the kinds of outcomes that could be assessed and reported in a
nationally comparable way, we turn now to the question of how best to assess and
report student achievement.

3.1 Measurement Scales

An important general concept in the assessment and reporting of achievement is the
concept of a measurement scale. A measurement scale can be conceptualised as a
continuum of increasing achievement. At any given time, a student can be thought of
as being at a particular location on this continuum (eg, a particular level of reading
proficiency). The purpose of assessment is to estimate each student’s current level of
attainment from observations of their work and performances.

The assessment process assumes that every student is at some point in their learning
and so can be assessed on a continuum of increasing achievement. It is further
assumed that every student is capable of making progress beyond their current level of
attainment given appropriate learning opportunities and if engaged and motivated to
learn.

A characteristic of a measurement scale is that it usually is not limited to a particular
year of school, but extends across several years, enabling student progress to be
monitored independently of their age or year level.

Another important characteristic of a measurement scale is that it is not tied to any
particular assessment instrument, but is freed of the specifics of the instruments used.
This is achieved by (statistically) calibrating the difficulties of test questions, enabling
performances on different tests to be reported and compared on the same (numerical)
scale. If a Year 3 reading test and a Year 5 reading test are calibrated on the same
measurement scale, then a good performance on the Year 3 test may lead to exactly
the same scale score as an average performance on the Year 5 test.

Results of the National Assessment Program-Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN) are
reported on measurement scales with these properties. NAPLAN reports literacy and
numeracy achievements on five measurements scales:

* Reading
*  Writing
* Numeracy
* Spelling

¢ Grammar & Punctuation
All students in Years 3, 5, 7 and 9 are assessed on these scales, with each student
receiving a score between 0 and 1000 on each scale.

NAPLAN scores maintain their meaning over time. For example, a NAPLAN
Reading score of 345 will represent the same level of reading proficiency in 2014 as it
represented in 2011. Because of this property of NAPLAN scores, it is possible to
measure a student’s achievement and growth (or to measure average achievement or
growth for a group of students) across Years 3 to 9.
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The NAPLAN measurement scales also are accompanied by descriptions of the kinds
of performances and skills typical of students at various levels of proficiency (ten
‘bands’) along each scale. And for each year level, and for each aspect of literacy and
numeracy, a national minimum standard is defined and located on the NAPLAN
scale. For Year 3, Band 2 is the national minimum standard; for Year 5, Band 4; Year
7, Band 5; and Year 9, Band 6.

3.2 Measures of Status
A measure of status is a measure of attainment or standing at a particular time.

For an individual student, an example of a status measure would be:
* the student’s Year 7 NAPLAN Numeracy score

For a school, examples of status measures would be:

* the mean Year 5 NAPLAN Numeracy score in a given year; and

* the percentage of Year 3 students achieving the national minimum standard in
Reading.

Measures of status can take different forms, providing answers to different questions.
For example, in a given school in a given year, the Year 9 mean score, the Year 9
standard deviation, and the percentage of Year 9 students achieving the national
minimum standard are all measures of status, but they provide information about
different aspects of the performances of that school’s Year 9 students.

3.3 Measures of Gain and Growth

A measure of gain is a measure of how much progress a student has made on a
measurement scale from one occasion to another (or how much progress, on average,
a group of students has made from one occasion to another).

For an individual student, an example of a measure of ‘gain’” would be:
* the change in a student’s NAPLAN score from Year 3 to Year 5.

For a school, an example of a measure of gain would be:
* the change in a cohort’s mean NAPLAN Reading score between Year 3 (in 2010)
and Year 5 (in 2012).

Although Cronbach and Furby (1970) raised concerns about the reliability of simple
measures of gain, more recent research (Zimmerman and Williams, 1982; Rogosa and
Willett, 1983; Williams and Zimmerman, 1996) has shown that measures of gain can
be more reliable and more useful than was once believed (Haertel, 2006).

A measure of growth is based on measures of status on three or more occasions,
obtained either by averaging two or more ‘gains’ or by modelling growth (curve
fitting).

In recent years there has been growing international interest in the measurement of

how much progress students are making across the years of school, and of the
possibility of using these measures to make judgements of school effectiveness:
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A measure of the effectiveness of a school should reflect the gains in
achievement over a period of time, not just where the students finish.
(Rowley, 2006)

Growth models assume that student performance, and by extension school
performance, is not simply a matter of where the school is at any single point in
time, and a school’s ability to facilitate academic progress is a better indicator of
its performance. (Goldschmidt, ef al, 2005)

Goldschmidt, et al, (2008) argue that teachers are likely to be more willing to be held
accountable for the progress students make than for students’ current levels of
attainment which will depend on many factors outside their control (including prior
teaching).

Measures of gain and measures of growth require the collection of longitudinal data —
that 1s, the same students must be assessed on different occasions. This in turn
requires a system for tracking students as they move from year to year and, possibly,
from school to school. The issue of unique student identifiers currently is being
addressed by the Australian states and territories. Examples include the planned
Victorian Academic Number (VAN) and the planned NSW Student Administration
and Learning Management system which will use the Enrolment Registration Number
to track student progress over time and across schools. As noted by the NSW
Auditor-General (2008), this system ‘should allow parents and teachers to follow
student progress throughout their schooling and enable the Department to
systematically ‘case-manage’ students with learning difficulties’.

In the United States, the National Centre for Educational Achievement (2008) has
observed that most US states currently rely on ‘snapshot’ (status) data based on
aggregated data at a point in time. Through their Data Quality Campaign, the NCEA
advocates greater use of longitudinal data to enable schools and parents to track the
academic progress of individual students over time and to answer such questions as:
‘Which schools have been most successful in improving the success of students who
entered the school with poor reading skills’. In their view, ‘leaders at all levels of
school systems need to demand, understand and use longitudinal data to improve
instruction and management’.

Few countries have developed measurement scales along which gain and growth can
be measured for all students. Few have a system of ‘vertically equated’ tests
administered at different year levels, but calibrated on the same measurement scale.
Some countries (such as England) have assessments at multiple time points, but their
assessments are not vertically equated and so are of limited value for measuring gain
and/or growth across the years of school. The NAPLAN measurement scales enable
status, gain and growth to be measured across Years 3, 5, 7 and 9 and, in this sense,
represent world’s best practice in the measurement of student progress.

NAPLAN provides a basis for evaluating each primary school’s effectiveness in
promoting literacy and numeracy gains between Year 3 and Year 5. In those states in
which Year 7 is in the primary school years, NAPLAN also provides a basis for
evaluating each primary school’s effectiveness in promoting gains between Year 5
and Year 7. In other states, gains from Year 5 to Year 7 occur across the primary-
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secondary transition and so are more difficult to attribute to a single school (except in
K-10 or K-12 schools). In most Australian states and territories, NAPLAN provides a
basis for evaluating the effectiveness of secondary schools in promoting literacy and
numeracy gains between Year 7 and Year 9.

3.4 Measures of Improvement

A measure of improvement is a measure of how much change has occurred in a school
over time. For example, how much better or worse is the performance of this year’s
Year 3 cohort than the performance of last year’s Year 3 cohort?

Improvement can occur either in measures of status, eg,

* an increase in the Year 7 NAPLAN Numeracy mean score between 2011 and
2014

or in measures of gain/growth, eg,

* anincrease in average Year 3-7 Reading growth over a ten-year period.

Table 2, modified from Flicek (2004) summarises some of the above discussion and
makes the point that improvement can occur either in measures of status or in

measures of gain/growth.

Table 2. Measures of Status, Gain/Growth and Improvement

Single Cohort Improvement (Across Cohorts)
Status Ql Q2
Measure of cohort Improvement/decline in
achievement on a single achievement over time
occasion (eg, increase in mean Year 5
(eg, mean Year 5 Reading Reading score in the period 2010
score in 2010) to 2014)
Gain/Growth Q3 Q4
Progress a cohort makes Improvement/decline in amount of
across the years of school growth

(eg, average growth in
Reading between Year 3 and
Year 7)

(eg, improvement in average Y ear
3-7 Reading growth in the period
2010 to 2014)

As Flicek (2004) notes, Q1 measures are an instance of Campbell and Stanley’s
(1963) ‘one-shot case study’, and in the absence of any point of reference are of
‘almost no scientific value’ for evaluating a school’s performance. High achievement
levels are, of course, important, but they alone do not provide a measure of school
performance.

Measures of improvement in status (Q2) provide information about changes in a
school’s performance over time, but must be interpreted with caution because they are
based on different cohorts of students. It often will not be clear whether increases or
decreases over time are due to changes in the quality of educational provision,
changes in the cohort of students, or some combination of these:
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Experience has shown that fluctuations in student cohort from one year to the
next are large enough to swamp the effect of any improved teaching that may be
occurring. Therefore, while improved results are and should remain a key
motivation in any school, they provide an unreliable indicator of improvements in
school effectiveness. (Rowley, 2006)

Shortly after No Child Left Behind was enacted, concerns were expressed that
determining Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) by comparing snapshot [status]
data for one cohort to a different cohort of students may not be the most accurate
means of judging the performance of a school or district.

(National Centre for Educational Achievement, 2008)

Nevertheless, when long term trends show increases or declines in test scores and
demographic results suggest stability of student characteristics, the conclusion that
instruction is contributing to the test score trend becomes increasingly reasonable
(Flicek, 2004).

Measures of how much a cohort of students has progressed across the years of school
(Q3) can be simple measures of gain from one occasion to another or measures of
growth based on trajectories over three or more time points. In general, growth
trajectories are more informative and reliable than simple measures of gain. Teddlie,
et al, (2000) and Willms (1992) have concluded that measures of growth in student
achievement provide the most effective basis for measuring a school’s effectiveness
(ie, the ‘value’ the school adds).

Following concerns in the United States about the limitations of using improvement in
status (Q2) as an indicator of school performance, as at January 2008, the US
Secretary of State had approved the use of growth-based measures (Q3) in lieu of
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) calculations in eight US states.

It also is possible to track improvements over time in the amount of student growth
occurring in a school (Q4). Increases in growth suggest that a school is becoming
more effective in promoting student learning. However, once again, caution must be
exercised in drawing this inference because different student cohorts are involved.

Reflections

Measures of student gain/growth provide much more direct and useful information
about student learning — and thus about the contribution that schools are making to
student learning — than snapshot measures of status. However, reliable measures of
gain/growth depend on the availability of well-constructed measurement scales that
can be used to monitor student progress across the years of school.

The NAPLAN scales on which students’ literacy and numeracy results will be
reported, beginning in 2008, use the same general methodology as PISA and as has
been used in all Australian state and territory literacy and numeracy programs since
the introduction of the NSW Basic Skills Tests in 1989 (Masters, et al, 1990).
Evaluations of school effectiveness in promoting student progress in other areas of
learning (such as early literacy learning and progress across the years in national
curriculum subjects) would benefit from similarly well-constructed measurement
scales.
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4. PHYSICAL AND HUMAN RESOURCES

Parents, caregivers and the wider community also have an interest in the quality of the
physical and human resources of schools. School buildings and facilities, the
financial resources of the school, the quality of its teaching and support staff, and the
quality of the senior leadership team all shape judgements about a school and the kind
of educational experience it is likely to provide for students. Information of this kind
often can be found on school websites and in schools’ annual reports, but also is
gleaned from visits to the school (eg, on open days) and through discussions with
other parents.

Education systems and governments, too, have an interest in the physical and human
resources of schools for the purposes of identifying appropriate interventions (eg, to
demolish existing buildings and commence a new building program; to replace the
school principal; to upgrade technology in the school). Beyond this, information
about a school’s physical and human resources might be useful in identifying schools
that are performing unusually well or unusually poorly given their resources. In other
words, information of this kind might be useful contextual information in evaluating
school performances.

4.1 Finances

One piece of information that could be useful to parents and governments is
information about the financial resources of a school. However, as a number of
researchers have observed recently, the provision of information about the quantum of
resources available to individual schools from all sources is a radical proposal at the
present time (Angus, 2007). Not only does this information not exist uniformly, but
some states are incapable of reporting such information at the school level. In his
report Australia’s School Funding System Dowling (2007) observes:

School funding, which is the area of education that should be most amenable to
quantification and measurement, is plagued by inconsistency. Arguably, the lack
of consistency and transparency in this area has a broader impact, as all other
aspects of education are dependent on the primary issue of funding. It is
theoretically possible to measure and report school resourcing in a clear and
logical fashion, yet it remains resistant to greater comparability, transparency,
and accountability. (Dowling, 2007)

Reliable information about the financial resources of individual schools — whether
provided as contextual information for parents and caregivers, or as information that
could be used in the evaluation of schools’ performances by education systems and
governments — first would require agreement across jurisdictions and education
sectors to adopt more consistent and comparable approaches to reporting on school
finances. We believe it is feasible to provide details of fees payable by parents,
including those that are mandatory and any voluntary levies that parents are expected

to pay.
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4.2 Facilities

In general, a school’s facilities also are likely to be a determinant of its ability to
deliver high outcomes for its students. Schools able to provide ready access to
information and communication technologies throughout the school, well-equipped
science laboratories, a well-resourced library, careers centre, well-equipped
gymnasium and performing arts centre, sports grounds, and technology and vocational
training centres may find it easier to deliver high outcomes for their students than
schools lacking many of these facilities. For parents and caregivers, a school’s
facilities usually will be an important consideration in judging the quality of the
educational experience the school provides. For education systems and governments,
a question is whether the facilities available to a school should be taken into
consideration in making a judgement about the school’s ‘performance’ in delivering
outcomes for its students.

4.3 Staff

There is now overwhelming research evidence that the single most important factor
influencing student outcomes is the quality of the teaching to which students are
exposed. In their report Teaching Talent: The Best Teachers for Australia’s
Classrooms written for the Business Council of Australia, Dinham, et al/, (2008)
observe:

Until the mid-1960s it was widely believed that schools and teachers made little
difference to student achievement, which was largely determined by heredity,
family background and socioeconomic context. There is now considerable
international evidence that the major in-school influence on student achievement
is the quality of the classroom teacher. However, research evidence is also clear
on a related matter: teacher quality varies considerably within schools and across
schools. (Dinham, et al, 2008)

This is consistent with the conclusion reached a year earlier by McKinsey (2007):

The quality of an education system cannot exceed the quality of its teachers. The
top-performing school systems [internationally] attract more able people into the
teaching profession, leading to better student outcomes. (McKinsey, 2007)

Research suggests that the most important determinant of the quality of educational
provision in a school is the quality of the teaching occurring in its classrooms. This is
more important than the school’s wealth, the quality of its buildings and facilities, or
any other aspect of the school. At the present time, there is limited information
available about the quality of teaching in Australian schools. Research suggests that
years of teaching experience, levels of remuneration and formal university
qualifications have limited value as guides to the quality of teaching occurring in
classrooms. Schemes such as the Advanced Skills Teacher in South Australia and the
Level 3 teacher in Western Australia attempt to differentiate levels of teaching
competence, and national work currently underway to develop standards for
accomplished teachers also may provide better public information about the capacities
of school staff.
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4.4 Leadership

The leadership of a school is a key factor in a school’s capacity and performance.
Leithwood (2004) argues that effective school leadership is second only to classroom
teaching in its potential influence on student outcomes:

Recent research suggests that successful leadership can play a highly significant —
and frequently underestimated — role in improving student learning. Specifically,
the available evidence about the size and nature of the effects of successful
leadership on student learning justifies two important claims: that leadership is
second only to classroom instruction among all school-related factors that
contribute to what students learn at school, and secondly that leadership effects
are usually largest where and when they are needed the most. These results,
therefore, point to the value of changing, or adding to, the leadership capacities of
underperforming schools as part of their improvement efforts or as part of school
reconstitution. (Leithwood, 2004)

Highly effective school leaders set directions for a school (accounting for the greatest
proportion of a leader’s impact), including establishing a shared vision, motivating the
school community to pursue that vision, monitoring the school’s performance, and
promoting effective communication. Effective leaders also are strongly focused on
developing and mentoring staff and redesigning school structures and practices to
maximise student, staff and school performance.

Direct and comparable indicators of the quality of school leadership do not currently
exist. Judgements about the quality of a school leader or school leadership team
usually are based on observations of a school’s achievements and performance over
time. And research suggests that the kinds of behaviours required of school leaders
depend on the circumstances of the school (eg, the leadership behaviours required to
turn around a struggling school tend to be different from the leadership required to
build on to outstanding successes).

Reflections

Our view is that there would be value in having more nationally comparable
information about each of these aspects of a school’s resources/capacities: school
finances, school facilities, teaching staff, and school leadership. More transparent and
consistent data on school funding arrangements and school facilities should be useful
to the public and to governments in comparing schools and their performances. The
development of national standards for accomplished teaching and school leadership
and systems for certifying teachers and leaders who meet these standards also could
provide useful information about the human resource capacities of schools.

While information of this kind might provide a useful backdrop in understanding a
school’s current performance, we believe it would be a mistake to use a school’s
limited physical and/or human resources to justify its low outcomes (or worse, to
‘adjust’ a school’s outcomes to take account of its limited physical and human
resources). The development of high quality physical and human resources should be
seen as an objective of schools and an indicator of school success.
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5. STUDENT INTAKE CHARACTERISTICS

Other important information about a school relates to its student intake — the kinds of
students who attend the school. This may be useful information for parents and
caregivers in evaluating a school and its achievements. It also is important
information for education systems and governments in evaluating how well a school
is performing. Judgements about a school’s performance must take into consideration
challenges arising from the school’s student population: for example, the percentage
of students who live in poor social and economic circumstances, are newly arrived in
Australia, who come from language backgrounds other than English, have special
educational needs, and so on.

There are many different kinds of information that could be collected and reported
about the students in a school. Some of these characteristics are known from
Australian and international research to be more highly correlated with student
achievement than others. In making judgements about a school’s performance, it is
especially important that characteristics that are known to be correlated with student
outcomes are taken into consideration. The most significant of these are considered
below.

5.1 Indigenous Status

The MCEETYA Data Implementation Manual (2008) provides the following
definition of Indigenous Status:

A student is considered to be ‘Indigenous’ if he or she identifies as being of
Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander origin. The term 'origin' is considered to
relate to people's Australian Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander descent and for
some, but not all, their cultural identity.

Because of the relatively small percentage of Indigenous students in the Australian
student population, Indigenous status does not explain much of the variance in student
outcomes in national and international studies of student achievement. However, in a
different sense, Indigenous status has the largest effect on, and is the best predictor of,
student attainment. In the OECD Programme for International Student Assessment
(PISA), the difference between Indigenous and non-Indigenous literacy levels was
well in excess of 80 points on the PISA scale, for which the OECD standard deviation
is 100 points (Thomson & Bortoli, 2008). This suggests that Indigenous status will be
an important factor in understanding the performances of schools with significant
percentages of Indigenous students.

The most appropriate way to measure this variable will be to calculate the percentage
of students in a school identified as Aboriginal and/or Torres Strait Islander under the
agreed MCEETYA definition.

5.2 Socio-Economic Status

Research consistently shows a correlation between students’ socio-economic

backgrounds and their levels of school attainment. For this reason, the socio-
economic backgrounds of a school’s student intake also must be taken into
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consideration in any evaluation of the school’s performance. In PISA 2006, the
literacy levels of Australian students from the highest SES quartile were in excess of
80 points higher than the literacy levels of students in the lowest SES quartile. This
difference is consistent with results from a range of other studies such as those
reviewed by Sirin (2005).

The socio-economic backgrounds of students in a school can be measured either at the
level of the school (eg, using data from the ABS census collection districts for the
home addresses of the students attending the school) or by aggregating information
about the SES backgrounds of individual students in the school. Of these, the latter is
the preferred approach. However, there are difficulties in collecting nationally
comparable SES data in this way at the current time.

Although the MCEETYA Data Implementation Manual (2008) provides a basis for
collecting nationally comparable data on Parental Occupation Group, Parental School
Education and Parental Non-School Education, current definitions of, and approaches
to collecting and computing SES data vary across jurisdictions. There are also
problems with varied and incomplete response rates when attempts have been made to
collect these data from parents. Students usually are able to provide information about
parental occupation (which can be classified into occupational groups and is probably
adequate as a basis for a nationally comparable measure of SES), but are often not
able to provide data on parental education levels.

A measure of the socioeconomic context of a school could be calculated as a mean on
a scale or as a percentage of students in a group defined as the bottom fifth of the
national distribution or as a predefined group such as Group 4 specified in the
MCEETY A Data Implementation Manual (2008).

5.3 Language Background Other than English

Research also shows a correlation between students’ achievement levels and language
backgrounds other than English (LBOTE), although the correlation is much weaker
than for Indigenous Status and Socio-Economic Status. In PISA 2006, students from
English-speaking backgrounds performed, on average, 20 points higher on the PISA
scale than students from language backgrounds other than English (Thomson &
Bortoli, 2008). This suggests that the language backgrounds of students in a school
also should be taken into consideration in any evaluation of school performance.

The MCEETYA Data Implementation Manual (2008) provides guidelines for the
collection of nationally comparable data on Main Language Other than English
Spoken at Home. The guidelines provide for the collection of information about the
language spoken at home by students as well as by parents and caregivers: ‘if the
student or father/guardianl or mother/guardian2 speaks a language other than English
at home, the derived language background indicator code will be LBOTE".

The most appropriate way to measure this variable will be to calculate the percentage
of students in a school identified as LBOTE under the agreed MCEETY A definition.
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5.4 Geo-Location

In national surveys, students in metropolitan areas of Australia consistently perform at
higher levels, on average, than students in provincial towns and cities, who
consistently perform, on average, above students in rural and remote parts of the
country. In PISA 2006, students in metropolitan areas performed about 20 points
higher on the PISA scale than students in provincial areas, and about 50 points higher
than students in remote areas. For this reason, a school’s location also needs to be
taken into consideration in any evaluation of the outcomes it delivers for its students.

Geographic location could be based on the MCEETYA Geographical Location
Classification (Jones, 2004). This classification is related to the ARIA classification
developed by the Australian Bureau of Statistics. It provides a structure for
classifying locations in three zones (metropolitan, provincial, and remote) that
together encompass a more detailed structure of five categories and eight sub-
categories. The classification can be based on the permanent home address of
students and then aggregated to school level or on the location of the school. Our
recommendation is that Geo-Location be measured on a 3-category scale based on the
location of the school: Metropolitan; Provincial; and Remote. However, a more fine-
grained classification could be considered.

5.5 Special Educational Needs

The number of students with special educational needs is relatively small as a
percentage of the total student population. However, in schools with large
percentages of students with special needs, this variable may need to be taken into
account in understanding average levels of school attainment. The appropriate
measure would be the percentage of students in the school with identified Special
Educational Needs based on a nationally agreed definition.

Reflections

There are significant correlations between some student characteristics and school
attainment. Indigenous students, students from lower socio-economic backgrounds,
from language backgrounds other than English, and from rural and remote parts of
Australia perform at lower levels, on average, than other students. These factors need
to be taken into consideration when comparing the outcomes achieved by different
schools. Care also is required in comparing outcomes for schools with significant
proportions of special educational needs students.

Progress has been made in reaching national agreement on definitions and data
collection processes for some of these student characteristics. Further work is
required, especially in relation to socio-economic status and the definition of
categories of special educational need, to ensure nationally comparable measures of
school intake characteristics. There appear to be variations among jurisdiction in
definitions at present that will need to be resolved. In addition, some students with
special educational needs are exempted from participation in the National Assessment
Program and so the use of National Assessment Program data might not provide an
accurate indication of the percentage of students with special educational needs.
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6. EVALUATING OUTCOMES

So far in this paper we have considered several kinds of information about schools
(information about student outcomes, physical and human resources, and student
intake characteristics) that might be collected and reported in a nationally comparable
way, and we have reviewed some options for collecting and reporting such
information. We turn now to the matter of evaluating the outcomes being achieved by
a school. What can be done to assist stakeholders to make judgements about the
outcomes being achieved? What outcomes is it reasonable to expect? Are the
outcomes being delivered adequate?

6.1 Status, Gain and Growth

Student outcome measures — whether expressed as measures of status, gain or growth
— do not, in isolation, provide an adequate basis for evaluating the outcomes being
achieved by a school. In general, evaluation depends on an external frame of
reference.

6.2 Performance against Pre-Specified ‘Standards’

One external frame of reference is a pre-specified ‘standard’. The minimum national
proficiency standard in Reading for Year 3 students would be an example. This
specifies the level of Reading expected of all students in Year 3. When a standard of
this kind is available, the percentage of students in a school achieving the standard can
be reported and used in evaluating how well the school is performing.

performance standards

Performance standards — sometimes also called achievement standards — set
expectations (or targets) for status measures. For example, the US No Child Left
Behind legislation (2001) required the setting of minimum performance standards in
mathematics and reading. Every school in the US is expected to have 100 per cent of
its students achieving these performance standards by 2013-14. However, as the
OECD (2008) notes, while setting targets against performance standards is appealing
because it is easily understood, it does not necessarily provide an appropriate
improvement target for all students. School targets based on the achievement of
minimum standards ‘provide little incentive for schools to meet the instructional
needs of students already above [the performance standard] or those who are far
below it’ (Flicek, 2004, 8).

growth standards

Growth standards set expectations (or targets) for gain/growth. For example, if an
education system specifies the amount of progress in Reading expected of students
between Year 3 and Year 5, then the average progress made between those two grades
by students in a school can be compared with this expectation and used in evaluating
the school’s performance.
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6.3 Improvement over Time

Another frame of reference for evaluating the outcomes being achieved by a school is
the school’s past performance. Are the outcomes being achieved by the school now
better than the outcomes it was achieving five years ago? In other words, have
outcomes improved? As noted in section 3.4, improvement over time can occur in a
school’s status measures (eg, Year 5 mean; percentage of students meeting the
minimum national standard) or in measures of gain/growth in a school. In the United
States, schools are expected to demonstrate ongoing improvement in the percentage of
students achieving the minimum performance standard. Schools that do not make
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) for two years in a row are identified as ‘schools in
need of improvement’ and are subject to immediate interventions by the State
Education Agency in their state.

6.4 Simple School Comparisons

Another obvious frame of reference for evaluating the outcomes being achieved by a
school is performance in other schools. Measures of status, growth and improvement
can be compared from one school to another. For example,

* Was the Year 9 Numeracy mean score higher in School X or in School Y?

* Was the average Reading gain between Year 3 and Year 5 greater for School X or
for School Y?

*  Was improvement in the Year 7 Reading mean score between 2011 and 2015
greater for School X or for School Y?

Simple comparisons of student outcomes can be made in this way between any two
schools. The outcomes achieved in a school also can be compared with state or
national averages.

However, comparisons of this kind take no account of the different circumstances and
challenges faced by different schools. In consultations conducted as part of the
development of the Victorian Department’s Blueprint, Downes and Vindurampulle
(2007) report a widely held view among school staff that it is inappropriate to make
simple comparisons of outcomes for schools in very different circumstances.

6.5 Like-School Comparisons

like school categories

One way of addressing this concern is to facilitate the comparison of outcomes across
schools in similar circumstances (so-called ‘like’ schools). In this way, an attempt is
made to take account of differences in school circumstances by comparing ‘like with
like’.  Across °‘like’ schools, comparisons can be made of measures of status,
gain/growth or improvement over time.

Clearly, like-school comparisons require a prior decision about the contextual/
circumstantial features of schools that are to be used in identifying ‘like’ schools.
Once these have been decided, there are then different approaches to defining ‘like’
schools. One approach is to establish groupings of schools with similar characteristics
and to assign each school to one of these pre-defined groups. A second approach is to
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identify, for each school, the schools that are most similar to that school in their
characteristics. This second approach leads to a much larger number of like-school
groups but has the advantage of ensuring that each school is compared with the
schools most similar to it. A third approach would be a 2-stage process that combines
these first two approaches in some way.

Because the circumstances under which schools work vary so widely across Australia,
a challenge under any of these approaches is to ensure that outcomes in a school are
compared with outcomes in schools in similar circumstances. For example, remote
Indigenous schools with high proportions of students who do speak English as their
first language perhaps should be compared only with similarly remote schools
working in similar circumstances. The number of such schools may be relatively
small.

It is usual to define like-schools in terms of characteristics (eg, socio-economic
backgrounds of the student population; percentage of students from non-English
speaking backgrounds) that have been shown to be correlated with student outcomes.

In Victoria, for example, two student background characteristics have been used to
define like-schools:
¢ LBOTE: the proportion of students in a school for whom a language other than
English is spoken at home; and
* EMA: the proportion of students in the school who are granted the Educational
Maintenance or Youth Allowance.

Schools have then been divided into three groups on the basis of the proportion of
LOTE speakers at home. In percentage terms, this amounts to:

* Very low: 0 to 4 per cent LOTE speakers at home
* Low: 4 to 26 per cent LOTE speakers at home
* Medium to high: More than 26 per cent LOTE speakers at home.

Similarly, schools were divided into three groups on the basis of the proportion of
EMA/Y outh Allowance recipients among their students:

* Very low: 0 to 28 per cent EMA/Y outh Allowance recipients
* Low: 28 to 43 per cent EMA/Youth Allowance recipients
* Medium to high: > 43 per cent EMA/Y outh Allowance recipients.

This two-way categorisation yielded nine ‘Like School’ groups (with two selective
high schools kept separate) which are displayed graphically in Figure 2, using data on
all government secondary schools in 2001. Two particular schools are highlighted.
This like-schools definition gained a high level of acceptance in Victoria as schools
became accustomed to comparing their results to like-schools as well as to statewide
results.

Nevertheless, there are some problems with this methodology, arising from the
coarseness of the groupings. A school close to a boundary can find itself being
compared with schools that are more advantaged than it is, and therefore receive a
message of unwarranted underperformance. Equally, a school on the other side of a
boundary, being compared with schools in more difficult circumstances, can receive
flattering reports that are equally unwarranted.

28



Reporting and Comparing School Performances

£ *
2 e
g . °
§ A4 . ® Legend
g L 4
§ - " ® 7] 8 )
° L ® ® o 4] 5 6
I IS A 11 2] 3838
r ® ®»
E pN 8 [ schools
*
<
=
w
5 ©
£ *
e L 2
g *®
a
Proportion of LOTE speakers at home

Figure 2. Like-school data; Government Secondary Schools, 2001 (Source: VCE
Data Service Demonstration Reports, adapted).

The two schools represented by squares in Figure 2 illustrate this problem. Although
these schools are about as similar on both dimensions as two schools could be, one
school would be compared with schools of higher EMA/Youth Allowance (ie, lower
socioeconomic status), while the other would be compared with schools of lower
EMA/Youth Allowance (ie, higher socioeconomic status). It is likely that the
message to the first school would be that it was doing well compared to like schools,
while the message to the other school would be that it was doing poorly compared to
like schools. Neither conclusion is warranted by the data and such comparisons, if
made public, could be misleading and possibly damaging to some schools.

For these reasons, and because of doubts about the continuing availability of the EMA
measure, Victoria discontinued its like-schools reporting in 2007. Victoria now
provides reports back to schools that use the Student Family Occupation (SFO)
measure collected annually (MCEETYA, 2008). Each school is assigned a percentile
on a school SFO measure, and invited to compare achievement levels with the 20 per
cent of schools nearest to them on the SFO measure’. In effect, Victoria has replaced
the two-dimensional (LBOTE-EMA) categorization with a one-dimensional (Family
Occupation) ‘statistical neighbour’ approach.

statistical neighbour schools

The term ‘statistical neighbour’ is used by the province of Ontario, Canada, to
describe a school reporting scheme that allows schools to make comparisons with
schools that are most like them on various measures, including demographic measures

2

http://www.education.vic.gov.au/management/schoolimprovement/performancedata/performancereport
s.htm
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based on the student population and school characteristics, such as location and school
3
size.

The current Victorian reporting scheme is, in effect, a statistical measure based on a
single measure. It makes no use of LBOTE data or ATSI status, which, were it to be
applied nationally, might be seen as less credible. We believe that the potential exists
to develop a neighbour school based on multiple measures, and will outline briefly
how such a scheme might work.

Looking once more at Figure 2, an appropriate comparison group for any school
would be the group of schools that surround it on the two-way plot. This would
involve an alternative conception of ‘like-schools’ — one in which each school had its
own set of comparison schools, and, to the extent possible, would be at the centre of
each group. Such an approach could be thought of as identifying ‘neighbour’ schools,
where the schools are neighbours in their social makeup, but not necessarily
geographically. The term °‘statistical neighbour’ effectively conveys this message,
and to use it would lessen the risk that they reports would be misinterpreted as
referring to geographical neighbours.

Figure 3 illustrates how this might be achieved. In Figure 3 a different school is
highlighted, and a circle drawn around it. Depending on the radius of the circle, this
approach identifies some number of ‘near-neighbour’ schools.

Among the issues that would have to be resolved in the implementation of a like-
schools methodology are the student and school characteristics to be used in defining
like-schools. Some of the data that could be used are identified in the MCEETYA
Data Implementation Manual (2008) and are summarised in Table 3.
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Proportion of EMA/Youth Allowance recipients

Proportion of LOTE speakers at home

Figure 3. Like-school data; Alternative Approach (Source: VCE Data Service
Demonstration Reports, adapted).

3 http://www.edu.gov.on.ca/eng/literacynumeracy/osneng.pdf
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Table 3. MCEETYA Data Available for Use in Like-School Comparisons, 2008

Background Indicator Data Elements
characteristic
Sex Sex
Indigenous status Indigenous status
Socioeconomic Socioeconomic back- | Parental school
background ground — education education

Parental non-school
education

Socioeconomic back- | Parental occupation
ground — occupation

Language Language

background background Main language other

than English spoken
athome

Main language other
than English spoken
at home

Country of birth Country of birth

The data in Table 3 are individual student data. These could be used to develop
summary data for a school. Other school information (such as geo-location) also
could be used in defining like-schools.

There is a question as to whether geo-location should be used as basis for like-school
groupings. While it may be useful for parents moving into a new area to be able to
compare schools in that area, reasons for not including geo-location in like-school
definitions are that schools in geographic proximity do not necessarily represent
appropriate comparisons. Comparisons in geographic area would only be appropriate
if schools in the same area were serving the same population but clearly that is not the
case. For example, schools serving public housing estates are sometimes in close
proximity to wealthy private schools. In addition, the appropriate geographic area for
a rural school might be large when the nearest school is far away and meaningless in
terms of choice because of accessibility.

The development of a national like-schools methodology would be a substantial
project that would have to address a range of issues including:

* the most suitable combination of measures (this approach is not restricted to two
measures, so the option to include 3 or 4 or 5 would exist); and
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* the appropriate size for like-school groups (the larger the group the more stable
the estimates of group statistics, but the more heterogeneous the generated like-
school groups would be). The modelling of different sized groups would be
important in making this decision.

Reflections

It is important to recognise that changes over time in the outcomes being achieved by
a school do not necessarily reflect changes in the school’s performance; they may
simply reflect changes in the student population. And there is some evidence that
changes in the student population can be a direct consequence of publishing school
outcome data, as more affluent parents withdraw their children from schools with
poorer outcomes.

If schools are to be compared, and particularly if they are to be compared publicly,
then it is important that the different circumstances and the different challenges they
face are taken into consideration. We believe that a ‘like-schools’ methodology is the
best way to do this, and we prefer an approach that is not based entirely on pre-
defined categories of schools but that compares each school with the schools most
similar to it (ie, ‘near-neighbour’ method).

The basis for defining like-schools is a topic requiring further investigation. Western
Australia uses a near-neighbour approach based in a single complex measure of socio-
economic background. Figure 3 uses two variables (LBOTE and EMA/Youth
Allowance). In general, we believe that multiple variables need to be taken into
account in defining like-schools, including key student intake characteristics
discussed in Section 5, and possibly school wealth (Section 4). There are various
rule-based and clustering methodologies that could be used to define like-schools, and
further work could be needed to explore alternatives and their implications.
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7. MEASURING SCHOOL PERFORMANCE

In Section 6 we considered ways of comparing and evaluating the outcomes being
achieved by schools. The approaches we discussed were based on a direct
consideration of student outcomes; in other words, no attempt was made to ‘adjust’ a
school’s outcomes or to combine outcomes for some other purpose. Our focus was on
assisting stakeholders to interpret student outcome measures in the context of the
school’s student intake characteristics and other circumstances.

Over recent decades school systems in various parts of the world have investigated
methodologies for developing a ‘measure’ of each school’s performance. Under this
approach, rather than being reported directly, student outcomes usually are treated as
‘raw’ inputs to statistical processes that produce a measure for each school.

7.1 The Intention to ‘Measure’

Underpinning these efforts has been the proposition that schools differ in their levels
of performance and that these levels of performance can be measured. This
proposition is reflected in the measures that some systems now report for their
schools. In England, for example, each school’s performance is measured on a scale
centred on 1000 (Figure 4).

A
better examples
performers 5% 1068.6 Greenwood Dale School
1020 1022.2 Polesworth International
Language College
20%
1010 1011.8 Holy Family Catholic College
15%
20%
1000 998.8 The Bankfield School
15% 995.1 Norlington School for Boys
990
20%
984.6 Bilton School
980
o% 974.1 The Woodlands School
. e Woodlands Schoo
perfo\:vrggz & Sports College

Figure 4. Measures of school performance expressed numerically (England)*

* <contextualised value-added measures’, Key Stage 2 to Key Stage 4, 2007
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In Figure 4, Bilton School in Warwickshire (measured at 984.6) is estimated to be a
lower-performing school than Holy Family Catholic College (measured at 1011.8),
which in turn is estimated to be a lower-performing school than Greenwood Dale
School (measured at 1068.6). The proposition is that the performance of every school
of sufficient size to allow a meaningful measure can be measured on this scale,
enabling direct comparison with every other school. Figure 4 shows the distribution
of measures for all schools in England.

This fundamental proposition also underpins the reporting of school performances in
New York City (Figure 5). In New York City, rather than being reported as scores,
measures of performance are reported as grades. Although New York City does not
attempt to make fine-grained distinctions between schools, it too assumes that every
school’s performance can be measured on a common scale and compared directly
with the performance of every other school.

A

better examples
performers
A Clement C. Moore Elementary PS013
B Francis Lewis Elementary PS079
C Juniper Valley Elementary PS128
D Charles A. Dorsey Elementary PS067
F j Breuckelen Elementary PS260
worse
performers

0 100 200 300 400 500
Number of Schools

Figure 5. Measures of school performance expressed as grades (New York City)’

The basic intention to ‘measure’ individual schools on a scale of increasing
performance makes this problem a standard measurement problem, meaning that
standard measurement questions and considerations apply. The issues raised by the
attempt to locate schools on a continuum of increasing performance are the same
issues that must be addressed in any attempt to measure.

3 <overall’ school grade shown, 2008
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defining ‘better’ performance

Foremost among these considerations is the question of the measurement construct
itself. What is it that we are attempting to measure? In this case, what do we mean by
‘better’ performance? What could be looked for and used as evidence (indicators) of
‘better’ or ‘worse’ school performance?

At the most basic level: Is the idea that schools differ along a continuum of increasing
‘performance’ a meaningful and useful idea in the first place? Is it possible to
assemble evidence supportive of this idea? Is this idea useful in practice? These are
routine measurement questions. For example, the idea that children differ in their
levels of ‘reading proficiency’ is a proposition that must be tested in any attempt to
measure reading proficiency. Is assembled reading evidence consistent with this idea,
or does it suggest that children have different proficiencies for different kinds of texts,
making the original idea less valid and suggesting, perhaps, that separate reading
measures are required for different kinds of texts? In the case of reading, research
over many decades has shown that the attempt to treat ‘reading proficiency’ as a
single construct is well supported by empirical evidence.

Among education systems that attempt to measure school performance there appears
to be general consensus that ‘performance’ should be defined and measured in terms
of benefits for students. Higher performing schools are those that provide greater
benefits to their students in the form of improved educational outcomes. It is possible
to imagine other ways of defining school performance (eg, financial performance;
quality of management policies and processes; success in recruiting and retaining able
staff; levels of staff morale) but, rather than being incorporated into the definition of
school performance, these features generally are viewed as enablers of performance.

Consensus to define school performance in terms of benefits for students raises the
next question of the kinds of benefits that should be taken into consideration in
developing a measure of a school’s performance. As noted earlier in this paper,
schools work to promote many different outcomes for their students, including
academic achievement, but also including capabilities and skills for work and
citizenship, attitudes, values, interest and engagement in learning, school
participation, school completion, successful transitions to post-school destinations,
and so on. How broadly should ‘school performance’ be conceptualised? Is it
generally true that schools performing well in one outcome area tend to perform well
in all areas? If not, is a single measure of performance meaningful and helpful, or
would measures of separate aspects of school performance be more appropriate?

deciding on evidence

Following clarification of the construct/s to be measured (ie, ‘what’ we intend to
measure), a second consideration is the evidence to be used as the basis for
measurement (ie, ‘how’ performance will be measured). What observations will
provide valid information about the construct/s? Again, this is a routine question in
every attempt to measure, and the answer depends on what is being measured. For
example, measures of students’ attitudes or values generally require different forms of
evidence (eg, questionnaires) from measures of academic achievement (eg, tests and
examinations), which in turn require different forms of evidence from measures of
school completion/participation.
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Because the essential purpose of school education is to improve outcomes for students
(knowledge, skills, understandings, values, attitudes, readiness for life and work, etc),
measures of school performance are most valid when they are based on measures of
these outcomes. Other things being equal, a ‘higher performing’ school is one that
produces better outcomes for its students.

But this observation raises the question of how improvements in outcomes should be
measured. It is common to interpret an increase in, say, a school’s Year 5
mathematics scores from one year to the next as evidence of improved outcomes. The
problem with this interpretation is that changes in scores from one year to another
may simply reflect differences between student cohorts. A better indicator of the
contribution a school i1s making would be the increase in a single cohort’s
mathematics scores between Year 3 and Year 5 — with higher performing schools
producing greater achievement gains for their students across these years of school.

adjusting for school circumstances

With agreement on what is to be measured and how it is to be measured, a third
general consideration in the measurement of performance is the context or
circumstances under which observations are made. Unless all observations are made
in the same context, the context itself and the level of challenge it presents must be
taken into account. Once again, this is a routine consideration in all attempts to
measure. For example, standard educational measurement techniques take into
account differences in the difficulties of the tasks that individuals undertake. Year 5
students usually are administered easier reading tasks than Year 7 students, but the
performances of students in these two year levels can be measured and compared on
the same measurement scale through standard techniques that estimate and take
account of differences in task difficulty. Each student’s reading measure is based not
only on records of success or failure, but also on the estimated difficulties of the tasks
he or she undertook.

It is widely argued that measures of school performance should take into account not
only what learning gains a school achieves for its students, but also the circumstances
under which those gains were achieved. If two schools achieve identical gains, but
one school operates under more challenging circumstances, then that school is
considered the higher performer.

This raises the question of what circumstances influence a school’s ability to achieve
greater learning gains for its students. Some circumstances relate to the school itself
(see Section 4). Some schools struggle financially, have sub-standard facilities and
resources, limited access to technology, poor leadership, some minimally competent
teachers, high levels of staff turnover and low levels of staff and student morale — all
of which influence their ability to achieve high outcomes for their students.

Other circumstances relate to the student intake (see Section 5). It seems likely that
schools with higher proportions of students with learning difficulties and lower levels
of family support and social capital will face greater challenges. So will many
schools that operate in communities in which English is rarely spoken.
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Any attempt to take account of a school’s circumstances and the challenges it faces
runs a risk of lowering performance expectations and leading to conclusions such as:
“Given its socio-economic intake, high rates of student absenteeism, low levels of
community engagement and support, sub-standard facilities and low staff morale, this
school is performing quite well”. By adjusting for school circumstances, the method
underpinning school performance measures in England (see Figure 4) can have the
unintended consequence of lowering expectations of some schools (eg, schools in
lower socioeconomic areas).

measuring performances

A fourth consideration is the methodology to be used to bring together decisions about
what is to be measured, how it 1s to be measured, and whether and how differences in
context/challenge are taken into account. Decisions about methodology also are a
feature of educational measurement more generally. For example, a decision is
required about the methodology for comparing scores on different tests (eg, this year’s
Chemistry examination and last year’s Chemistry examination). One approach is to
make simple comparisons of students’ raw scores or percentage correct scores. But
this approach ignores possible differences in test difficulty: correctly answering 80%
of questions on one test will not represent the same level of achievement as correctly
answering 80% of questions on an easier test. More advanced methodologies use
statistical models to take account of the difficulties of the questions on each test.

reporting performance

A fifth and final set of considerations concern the ways in which comparisons and
measures of school performance are reported and used. Who has a legitimate interest
in a school’s performance? What levels of detail are appropriate and useful for
different audiences? @ How and to whom should school performances be
communicated? = What are the likely consequences of reporting a school’s
performance? What are possible unintended consequences? These are all standard
educational measurement considerations. For example, the Standards for Educational
and Psychological Testing developed jointly by the American Educational Research
Association, the American Psychological Association and the National Council on
Measurement in Education include:

Standard 13.1 “When educational testing programs are mandated by school,
district, state, or other authorities, the ways in which test results are intended to be
used should be clearly described. It is the responsibility of those who mandate the
use of tests to monitor their impact and to identify and minimize potential
negative consequences. Consequences resulting from the uses of the test, both
intended and unintended, should also be examined by the test user.”

Any proposal to measure, compare and report the performances of individual schools
must be clear about how such performance measures are intended to be used; what
positive consequences are anticipated from reporting and the mechanisms through
which those consequences are expected to operate; what possible negative
consequences there might be, and how those will be minimised; and what processes
are to be put in place to monitor and evaluate the impact of school performance
measures.
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7.1 ‘Contextualised Attainment’ Measures

One type of school performance measure is referred to by the OECD (2008) as a
‘contextualised attainment measure’.  Performance measures of this kind are
constructed by asking the question: ‘How much better (or worse) are this school’s
measures of status than might have been predicted?’ (eg, How much better (or worse)
is this school’s mean Year 5 Reading score than might have been predicted?):

Contextualised attainment models estimate the magnitude of contributing factors
to student performance or attainment at a particular point in time... The
adjustment to raw scores made with the inclusion of contextual characteristics
provides measures that better reflect the contribution of schools to student
learning than the use of ‘raw’ test scores to measure school performance.

(OECD, 2008)

A key question in developing contextualised attainment measures of school
performance is the question of what factors should be taken into account in
establishing the expected (‘predicted’) outcomes for a school, and so, measuring how
much better or worse the school’s outcomes are than predicted from its circumstances.

In England, the variables used to predict each school’s outcomes are drawn from the
Pupil Level Annual School Census (PLASC) through which data are collected
annually from each school. The variables that have been used to predict each school’s
outcomes in England include:

* Gender

e Age

* Language (other than English?)

* Deprivation (in receipt of free school meal?)

¢ Deprivation of student’s local area

* Special Educational Needs

* Mobility (recent enrolment?)

* Ethnic group

* In care of local authority (residential/foster/etc?)

Contextualised attainment models also sometimes include measures of students’
general ability. The use of the General Achievement Test (GAT) to predict students’
results in the Victorian Certificate Education is, under the OECD’s definition, an
example of contextualised attainment modelling.

Sophisticated statistical techniques have been developed and used to construct school
performance measures, including multi-level models of the kind used in England:

More sophisticated cross-sectional models... take into account the hierarchical
structure of school systems, with students nested within classes, classes nested
within schools and schools nested within districts/local areas. (OECD, 2008, 8)

Essentially, contextualised attainment measures are an attempt to indicate how much
better or worse a school’s outcomes are at a particular point in time than might have
been predicted from its student intake characteristics. The resulting performance
measure is a residual (observed minus expected), taking values around zero. In
England, the decision was made to add 1000 to each of these residuals to centre
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school performance measures on 1000 (see Figure 4). Each residual is assumed to
reflect the contribution of the school, although being a residual, it also contains the
influence of all other factors not taken into account in the prediction process.

While such measures can be useful for particular purposes, there are dangers
associated with their use. There is a risk that contextualised attainment measures will
encourage users to make the judgement that low achievement is acceptable if it occurs
in schools that suffer from social disadvantage. In tabular form, they encourage the
interpretation that a certain margin above (or below) expectation has the same
meaning in vastly different schools.

There are also technical problems with contextualised attainment measures that make
them unfit for use in the public comparison of schools. Contextualized attainment
measures are residuals — they are what is left over when the known and measured
influences have been adjusted for. It is tempting to attribute variance in achievement
that remains to the school, but actually it is the combined effect of the school, the
family, the culture and a myriad of other influences that cannot be quantified.

Contextualised attainment measures may be useful for schools to consider as they
strive to identify where they are doing well and where it appears that they could do
better. They may be useful for state departments of education to pore over as they
strive to identify schools that need attention and/or assistance. But they are not a
valid means of ranking schools and they are misleading if they are presented in ways
that invite the ranking of schools. Goldstein and Leckie (2008) note that they are an
inappropriate basis for comparing and choosing schools:

From the point of view of school choice it seems clear that we should not adjust
for any school level factors — those taken account of in the contextual value-
added rankings. The relevant question for a parent is whether, given the
characteristics of their child, any particular school can be expected to produce
better subsequent achievements than any other chosen school or schools. If a
school level factor is associated with achievement this is strictly part of the effect
being measured and therefore not something to be adjusted for. Thus, the DCSF
contextual value-added estimates are not appropriate for choice purposes.
(Goldstein & Leckie, 2008)

A similar point is made by Rowley (2006):

(If) the school functions in difficult circumstances, with students who are
unmotivated and difficult to teach, it will receive a higher rating, even though
the learning gains may not be great. Another school, in more favourable
circumstances, may receive a lower rating even though the learning gain is as
great. (Rowley, 2006)

In our view, the decision in England to publish contextualised attainment measures
was misguided and is not an example that Australia should follow. The use of
measures of this kind, if they are constructed at all, should be restricted to internal use
by schools and employing authorities.
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7.2 ‘Value-Added’ Measures

Another type of school performance measure is a ‘value-added measure’. School
performance measures of this kind are constructed by asking the question: ‘How
much better (or worse) are this school’s measures of gain/growth than might have
been predicted?’ (eg, By how much did the average Year 3-5 reading gain exceed
expectation?).

The distinguishing feature of value-added measures is that they are based on measures
of student gain/growth over time:

Value-added models employ data that tracks the test score trajectories of
individual students in one or more subjects over one or more years... Through
various kinds of adjustments, student growth data is transformed into indicators
of school value-added... A distinguishing feature of value-added modelling is the
inclusion of prior performance measures that allow a more accurate estimation of
the contribution of the school to student progress. (OECD, 2008)

Value-added measures have the advantage over contextualised attainment measures of
not having to ‘explain’ students’ absolute levels of attainment (Raudenbush, 2004). By
focusing on gain/growth, they in effect condition out the unknowable contributors to
students’ absolute levels of attainment and make it much more likely that what is
being observed are school effects (although measures of gain/growth also may reflect
non-school influences).

Because value-added measures report how much better (or worse) a school’s
gain/growth measures are than predicted, a school can demonstrate positive growth
but have a negative value-added measure because the observed growth was not as
great as predicted (Goldschmidt, et al, 2005). As in the case of contextualised
attainment measures, these residuals (deviations from expectation) are taken to
represent the ‘value’ that each school has added. As residuals, value-added measures
also carry the effects of all un-modelled influences on student gain/growth. However,
because they focus on gain/growth rather than status, valued-added measures provide
a more direct indication of a school’s contribution to the progress of its students.

considerations

There is a growing literature around the construction of value-added measures of
school performance.

One consideration in value-added modelling arises from the way in which the task is
conceptualised. Some approaches to value-added modelling see it as not different in
principle from contextualised attainment modelling. The task is to predict student
outcomes at a point in time (ie, status measures) on the basis of student intake
characteristics. Models of this kind incorporate available measures of ability or
attainment on some earlier occasion (referred to as ‘prior attainment’) into the mix of
student intake variables used to predict current attainment.

When available measures from some earlier occasion are not on the same

measurement scale as measures of current attainment, it becomes necessary to use the
relationship between these two different sets of measures to predict a student’s current
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attainment from their earlier performance. The difference between each student’s
predicted score and actual current score (residual gain) is then used as the basis for
estimating a school’s value-add. A problem with this approach is that value-added
measures constructed in this way can be highly correlated with students’ observed
scores, leading Gorard (2006) to the conclusion that ‘value-added is of little value’.

Value-added modelling as defined here is not focused on predicting attainment at a
point in time from students’ background characteristics and measures of prior
ability/attainment, but on predicting gains/growth over time. As discussed in section
3, measures of gain and growth require outcome measures for the same students on
the same measurement scale on different occasions.

A second consideration — as in the case of contextualised attainment measures — is the
set of variables to be used to ‘predict’ expected gain/growth in a school. Variables
such as Indigenous status and socio-economic background help to explain students’
absolute levels of attainment, but to what extent are they also predictive of the
progress that students make in a given period of time? Sanders (2000) argues that, by
taking into account students’ starting points, measures of gain/growth largely
eliminate the need to take account of student background characteristics.
Nevertheless, value-added modelling, as being discussed here, assumes that measures
of gain/growth can be usefully predicted from student intake characteristics.

A third consideration is the possibility of unintended consequences arising from the
use of value-added methods. For example, if socio-economic status is included as a
predictor of student growth, then the consequence may be lower growth expectations
for students from lower socio-economic backgrounds:

The introduction of contextual variables into the value-added model might have
undesired consequences for the incentive effects upon schools. It should be
borne in mind, however, that from the perspective of students and their families,
school value-added measures might only be of secondary interest in comparison
with measures of students’ absolute performance or individual student progress.
(OECD, 2008)

A final consideration concerns the reporting of value-added measures. Because value-
added measures (and contextualised attainment measures) are fundamentally residuals
(deviations from expectation), they can be difficult to explain meaningfully to parents
and the public. Downes and Vindurampulle (2007) refer to the ‘tension’ between the
objective of producing reliable school performance measures and the objective of
reporting in ways that are understood. The same conclusion was reached by Saunders
(1999):

The value-added task began by appearing to promise better information for public
consumption, but instead turned out to demonstrate that ‘better information’ and
‘public consumption’ are incompatible, if the latter depends on being able to
access ‘simple and straightforward’ measures of progress. (Saunders, 1999)
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Reflections

There is currently a great deal of enthusiasm in some countries for developing
measures of school performance in the form of ‘value-added’ measures. For example,
a recent OECD report claims:

Value-added models can provide accurate quantitative indicators of performance
that facilitate the identification of areas for improvement within schools and
school systems, permit performance benchmarks to be created, and facilitate
learning within and between schools. Value-added modelling can also be used to
increase the effectiveness of existing institutions such as school inspectorates and
enable more informed judgements to be made about schools. (OECD, 2008)

We do not share this enthusiasm, and believe there are good reasons why value-added
measures should not be used as a basis for the public comparison of schools and the
creation of league tables of the kind shown in Figure 4.

Our reason for not sharing this enthusiasm is partly technical. Value-added measures
are fundamentally residuals (the difference between a school’s observed outcomes
and its predicted outcomes). Although these residuals are assumed to represent the
contribution of the school, they also reflect whatever other influences there are on
student outcomes that have not been captured in the value-added model. Attempts to
treat residuals as ‘accurate quantitative indicators of performance’ and to assign them
numerical values like 1068.6 and 974.1 that can then be used to rank schools, fail to
acknowledge their inherent imprecision and the lack of certainty about what they
represent.

Another reason for not sharing this enthusiasm lies in the likely unintended
consequences of public reporting of this kind. Under a value-added approach,
expectations are lowered for certain kinds of schools (eg, schools in low socio-
economic areas, schools with significant proportions of students from non-English
language backgrounds, and/or schools with significant proportions of Indigenous
students). When schools are compared on the extent to which they live up to the
expectations set for them in a value-added analysis, low absolute achievement can be
masked — a fact acknowledged by the OECD:

The incentive to lift performance might be lowered in schools that have
substantially higher contextualised value-added scores that take account of
differences in socio-economic status. This might lower expectations and reduce
incentives even in schools where the proportion of students with low absolute
performance is worryingly high. (OECD, 2008)

Goldstein (2001) made the following observations about value-added measures:

Their use as public accountability measures, eg, in the form of performance
tables or ‘value-added league tables’ is inappropriate and would destroy their
credibility and usefulness. If they were ever used to become ‘high stakes’ pieces
of information ... they would inevitably become distorted and no longer reflect
any underlying reality of school, performance
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Goldstein and Leckie (2008) went further:

The present DCSF contextual value-added tables are inappropriate for school
choice, despite being promoted as such. Parents relying on league tables to select
a school for their children are using a tool not fit for that purpose.

Nevertheless, we believe value-added methodologies have a role to play in research
studies aimed at understanding factors that influence the performances of schools.
They may even be useful to education systems for identifying schools that perform
exceptionally well or exceptionally poorly given their circumstances. But we would
not recommend the use of value-added measures for school accountability purposes,
for the construction of public league tables of schools, or for making fine-grained
distinctions of school performance.
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8. AUDIENCES AND PURPOSES FOR REPORTING

Before we turn our attention to the details of data that could be reported about
schools, and how, we revisit the various audiences that require information about
schools and the purposes that reporting can serve.

It is easy to assume that more information is better information, but this is not
necessarily the case. In 1934, T. S. Eliot wrote in his poem 7he Rock: ‘Where is the
knowledge we have lost in information?’ Increased information does not necessarily
result in increased knowledge, unless it is provided in a form that intended recipients
can make sense of. Too much information can stand in the way of knowledge if its
sheer volume renders it inaccessible to its intended audience.

There are more than 9500 schools in Australia, and a single database with
comprehensive data about all of them would, in reality, be inaccessible to all but a few
people. Furthermore, there are issues of privacy that dictate that certain data (eg, the
achievements of individual students) be available to some persons but not to others.
Data for release must be summarised, and the challenge is to identify the kinds of data
summaries that best serve the legitimate needs of the various audiences.

For this reason, we first review the audiences for information about schools, and then,
in Section 9, consider the kinds of data that might best serve their needs and the
various formats in which nationally comparable data might be provided.

8.1 School Principals

It has been customary in all jurisdictions for central authorities to report detailed data
on students’ test performances to school principals. Principals normally are expected
to share these data with their staff, who use the data for a range of purposes.

Typically, individual student achievement data are used to identify students who are
slipping behind, and to provide extra assistance where it is deemed necessary.

When data come from standard tests, it has been common to provide summaries at the
subtest level. From these reports, a teacher may learn, for example, that her class,
while doing quite well overall in Mathematics, is particularly adept at Number, but
relatively weak in Algebra. This information can be used in planning and may lead to
a re-allocation of time between areas within a subject, or even between subjects.

Further detailed information often is provided at the level of the test item. Australian
teachers usually have access to literacy and numeracy data showing the percentage of
students answering each test question correctly in their school and in the state.
Teachers have thus been able to identify specific tasks that their students have done
well, and specific tasks that they have done less well. This has enabled teachers to
identify areas of focus for future teaching.

The purpose of this reporting is clear: to provide school principals with knowledge to

assist teachers to plan and implement more effective teaching. Reporting by central
authorities to schools must always have this as its main purpose.
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8.2  Employing Authorities

The school principal is ultimately responsible for providing the conditions under
which teachers can teach effectively and students can learn effectively. For all
schools, there is an employing authority whose responsibility is to support the school
principal in ensuring that staff and resources are available to enable this to happen.
For Government and Catholic schools, there is a single organisation with
responsibility for many schools (typically a Department of Education or a Catholic
Education Office — the titles vary from state to state.) For Independent schools there
is typically a School Council (or similar) with responsibility for one school.

The information provided to the employing authority has a specific purpose — to
enable it to be more successful in performing its role. We need to ask, therefore, what
information will help to achieve this purpose.

Certainly, achievement data will be important. Employing authorities will need to
know which schools have higher achievement levels and which have lower
achievement levels. Where the achievement level in a school is low, authorities will
want to know whether it is improving.

But information about achievement is not enough in itself. Employing authorities
need to know the context in which that achievement occurs. Relevant data might
include:

*  Physical resources: Are the physical resources available in the school adequate for
the programs that it needs to run?

*  Human resources: Are there sufficient qualified and capable staff in the school to
deliver the programs that it needs to run?

* Student backgrounds: Are there specific needs in the school that arise from
particular characteristics of the student body (eg, high proportions of students with
learning disabilities, English language deficiencies, refugee backgrounds, etc.)?

* Student aspirations: What do the students generally aspire to do, post-school, and
what programs are necessary for them to have the chance to achieve their
aspirations?

The reporting of information about individual schools to employing authorities will be
useful to the extent that it enables them to make better decisions, and so to support
schools more effectively.

8.3 School Communities

Every school has its own school community, which includes its students, their
parents, and others who have a stake in the success of the school, including potential
parents, local employers, former students and no doubt many others who have an
interest in that particular school.

Information for the school community may be provided by a variety of means,

including school Annual Reports, school websites, parent organisations and possibly a
central website for the state and/or the sector.
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This information will be used by parents to make their decisions about choice of
school, about the level of support that the school needs and their willingness to
provide that support, and about the adequacy of the school’s physical and human
resources.

For these purposes, the following kinds of information may be useful:

* Achievement data: Are the students achieving at an adequate level, and are
achievement levels in the school improving over time?

* School programs: What programs are available (eg, VET, languages, music, art,
sport, etc.)? What subjects are available and at what level? What extra-curricular
activities and excursions are available, and at what cost?

*  Human resources: Are there sufficient capable and qualified staff to run the
programs that the school is offering?

*  Physical resources: What is the quantity and quality of the physical resources
available? Are the classrooms of adequate size, well heated and ventilated? Is the
school small, friendly and intimate, or large and impersonal?

* Fees: What fees are payable by parents? (This includes fees that may be
described as voluntary, but that parents are expected to pay.) What happens if
parents are unable (or unwilling) to pay?

There will be a range of information that parents and other interested parties may seek
about their local schools. Some information may be obtained through visits to
schools; other information may be made available by the schools or central
authorities. The challenge is to identify the kinds of information that will be most
useful to school communities and the most effective means of providing these.

8.4 The General Public

The general public has an interest in the performance of the Australian schooling
system as a whole, including answers to questions such as:

* How effectively are schools operating?

* Are achievement levels satisfactory, and are they improving?

* Are adequate resources being provided?

* Are schools cost-effective?

* Are my tax dollars being spent appropriately (eg, being directed to areas of
greatest need)?

Reporting to the general public needs to provide information that answers these
questions. A challenge is to decide on the kinds of information that might be reported
publicly and the most appropriate means by which this information can be provided.

Reflections

Decisions about what to report and how to report are complex because reporting
addresses numerous and complex purposes. Reporting is not simply a matter of
gathering the maximum possible information and putting it into the public domain.
The task involves identifying the groups that will use and benefit from information
about schools, the forms in which that information is best summarised, and the means
by which it is best delivered.
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There also are levels of confidentiality that must be observed. Information about the
achievement of individual students is important to the school, but ethically and legally
could not be made available beyond the school. Information about achievement
classroom by classroom might legally be made available outside the school, but would
present an ethical and practical minefield.

We believe that there will be an ongoing task to understand the information
requirements of different stakeholders; to identify what kinds of information they
would find helpful and how they expect to be able to use that information; and to find
the most effective ways of summarising and reporting information about schools to
support informed decision making.
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9. PUBLIC REPORTING

In this final section of the paper we address issues relating to, and options for, the
public reporting of information about schools. We consider formats for reporting and
also the kinds of data that could be reported.

9.1 Reporting School Data in Tables

Initial ventures into this field used print as a vehicle for dissemination, and
consequently were compelled to set out data in the form of tables. The so-called
‘League Tables’ in the United Kingdom from 1992 provided the best-known and
probably most controversial example of this style of reporting.

The use of the tabular reporting format has a number of consequences. Notably, it
restricts the type of data that can be presented to information that can be reduced to a
single figure and presented in one column of a table.

Data reported in tables have effectively been restricted to school means (eg, average
examination scores) and the percentage of students meeting specified standards (eg, A
and B grades). Published data have not conveyed the different contexts in which
schools work or the different levels of challenge they face. And all schools have been
evaluated against the same targets, even though their students may have been on quite
different educational and vocational paths.

The print format and the large number of schools in the UK meant that, for most
outlets, it was only practicable to publish regional tables, and until the Internet,
became widely available, complete data were difficult to access.

Data reported in this form effectively invite users to rank schools, which the press
duly did — hence the immediate appellation ‘League Tables’. Rankings of schools
from highest to lowest were created and published on most of the key measures,
leading to opposition from teacher unions, education professions and academics. The
controversy associated with this led to the discontinuance of the scheme in Wales and
Northern Ireland by 2001.

Figure Al, in Appendix A, provides an example of an English ‘League Table’, as
currently published. The inclusion of Special Schools (see the last row) illustrates the
difficulty of conveying information relevant to all schools in this format.

Delivery of data via the world-wide web has relieved reporting authorities of many of
the restrictions imposed by the tabular print format. Print publication still occurs but
all information is freely available on the authorities’ websites (eg, see the Queensland,
Victorian and Western Australian secondary school achievement reports in Figures
A2, A3 and A4, in Appendix A),

The range of data provided is quite extensive, and includes some measures of school
context as well as outcomes measures, as summarised in Table 4.
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Table 4. Summary of Senior Secondary School Information Tables (Victoria,
Queensland and Western Australia)

Queensland

School Context

Gender (Coeducational, Boys only, Girls only)

Breadth of Curriculum

Number of certificates of post-compulsory school education

OP-eligible with no VET qualification

OP-eligible with one or more VET qualification

Outcomes

Total Senior certificates awarded

Number of students completing VET competencies

Number of VET qualifications awarded

Number of students completing/continuing a school-based
apprenticeship or traineeship

Percentage of OP-eligible students with OP 1-15

Percentage of students awarded Senior Certificates and awarded one
or more VET qualification

Percentage of students awarded Senior Certificates with OP-eligibility
or awarded a VET qualification

Percentage of QTAC applicants receiving a tertiary offer.

Victoria

School Context

Number of VCE studies at unit 3-4 level taken up by students for
2007

Number of VET certificates with 2007 enrolments

Availability of International Baccalaureate (Diploma)

Number of students enrolled in at least one level 3-4 VCE unit in
2007

Number of students enrolled in a VET certificate in 2007

Number of students enrolled in VCAL in 2007

Percentage of VCE Students applying for tertiary places

Outcomes

Percentage of satisfactory VCE completions in 2007

Percentage of VET units of competence completed in 2007

Percentage of VCAL units completed in 2007

Median VCE study score

Percentage of study scores of 40 and over

Western Australia

Graduation

Number of full-time students eligible to graduate.

Number of full-time students eligible to graduate who graduated.

Percentage of full-time students eligible to graduate who graduated.

TEE/WACE course
achievement

Number full-time students eligible to graduate who sat four or more
TEE subjects.

Percentage of full-time students eligible to graduate who sat four or
more TEE subjects.

Number of full-time students eligible to graduate who had at least one
scaled mark greater than 75.

Percentage of full-time students eligible to graduate who sat 4 or more
TEE/WACE course examinations and had at least one scaled mark
greater than 75.

Percentage of full-time students eligible to graduate who sat four or
more TEE/WACE course examinations and received average scaled
marks in the Low, Mid and High thirds.
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Wholly school- Number of full-time students eligible to graduate who completed
assessed achievement | three or more WSA subjects.

Percentage of full-time students eligible to graduate who completed
three or more WSA subjects.

Number of full-time students eligible to graduate who completed
three or more WSA subjects and received at least one A grade.

Percentage of full-time students eligible to graduate who completed
three or more WSA subjects and received at least one A grade.

Structured Number of full-time students eligible to graduate who participated in
workplace learning at least one structured workplace learning (SWL) subject.

Percentage of full-time students eligible to graduate who participated
in at least one SWL subject.

Number of full-time students eligible to graduate who achieved at
least one A grade in at least one SWL subject.

Percentage of full-time students eligible to graduate who achieved at
least one A grade in at least one SWL subject.

Figures A2, A3 and A4, in Appendix A, provide examples (the first page) of each
state’s 2007 tables. Queensland’s table occupies 19 pages, Victoria’s (in a more
compressed format) 11 pages, and Western Australia’s 4 pages.

All these tables, it should be noted, include a range of outcome measures designed to
reflect the range of pathways for which schools prepare students in their upper
secondary years. All three emphasise vocational training as well as tertiary
preparation. Western Australia’s report (published as a downloadable document,
includes 10 tables of school data, including listings of the top 50 schools on a range of
measures derived from school graduation rates, tertiary entrance scores, school-
assessed marks and achievement of VET qualifications. Only Victoria provides an
average achievement measure (the median study score); the rest of the measures are
couched in terms of the percent of students achieving specific targets, such as
graduation or receiving tertiary offers.

Victoria also publishes a destination survey in June of each year, known as On Track
(see Figure AS, in Appendix A,). Again, presented in a single table (over many
pages), On Track provides the percentages of students from each school who apply
for tertiary places, the number who receive tertiary offers, and the number who are
currently enrolled in university and in TAFE/VET programs, in apprenticeships, in
employment, or looking for work. Some of these data are drawn from official
records, other from an annual survey conducted specifically for On Track.

The trend, in recent years, has been to publish multiple outcome measures reflecting
the range of pathways that students pursue, some details of programs available at each
school, and student success in achieving targets such as secondary graduation,
achievement of VET qualifications, tertiary selection and employment.

But it does appear that, with the restrictions imposed by the mechanism of tabular
mode of presentation, this is about as far as we can go. A single table cannot carry all
of the information that these jurisdictions have been striving to present, leading to a
proliferation of tables, as seen also in the United Kingdom.
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A different approach has emerged in the past two years and has gained a great deal of
attention. New York City began rating schools on an ABCDF grading system in
2007, and with the release of the 2008 school grades in October, ambitious claims
have been made for the achievement gains that it has produced. A listing of ‘school
grades’, published in the New York Times, is shown in Figure A6, in Appendix A.

The New York City table differs from the UK and Australian tables reviewed
previously in two major respects:
1. it publishes ratings of schools, in addition to factual data, and
2. the ratings have explicitly-stated consequences, which can extend, in extreme
circumstances, to school closures.

The school ratings, and their translation into ABCDF grades, have predictably
grabbed the headlines. The ratings are derived by weighting and aggregating a range
of data, as shown in Table 5. It is worth noting that the ratings depend on both school
achievement data and data obtained in surveys of parents, students and teachers.

Table 5. Mechanism for generating school grades: New York City, 2008

* School Environment constitutes 15% of a school's overall score. This category
consists of attendance and the results of parent, student, and teacher surveys.

*  Student Performance constitutes 25% of a school's overall score. For elementary
and middle schools, student performance is measured by students’ scores each
year on the New York State tests in English Language Arts and Mathematics. For
high schools, student performance is measured by diplomas and graduation rates.

» Student Progress constitutes 60% of a school's overall score. For elementary and
middle schools, student progress measures average student improvement from last
year to this year on the New York State tests in English Language Arts and
Mathematics. For high schools, student progress is measured by credit
accumulation and Regents completion and pass rates.

Source: http://schools.nyc.gov/Accountability/SchoolReports/ProgressReports/default.htm

The weightings were changed between 2007 and 2008, so the grades have, so far,
constituted a shifting measure, and the fact that many schools have increased their
grades in this time has numerous possible explanations.

Claims that the reports have led to significant increases in student achievement are, at
this stage, premature. The system was introduced in 2007, so if it was to have had an
effect it could only have occurred in 2008 measures of achievement. National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) reports for inner city schools 2002-07
show that progress in New York City from 2002 in reading has essentially mirrored
that of other cities and the nation as a whole. Figure A7, in Appendix A, provides a
brief summary, and more detail can be found by going to the original sources at
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/pdf/dst2007/2008455.pdf for Reading, and
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/pdf/dst2007/2008452 1.pdf for Mathematics.
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In spite of the claims made in the media, we have yet to see any solid evidence that
the reporting scheme has led to increased achievement. Evidence to date is
insufficient to recommend a change in this direction.

9.2 Providing School Profiles

While publicity around the New York City initiative has focused largely on the school
grading system, it has largely overlooked the second, perhaps, less newsworthy,
aspect of the New York ‘experiment’. Each school has access to its own Report Card,
which contains a range of information in addition to the school ‘grade’ (See Figure
A8, in Appendix A, for an example of a New York School Report Card).

The New York City School Report Cards have much in common with the school
profiles that are already in use in many countries and several Australian states.

As noted above, the tabular format imposes limitations on the type of data that can be
provided. It requires that exactly the same measures be provided for every school,
even though the schools may perform very different roles (the inclusion of a Special
School in the last row of Figure Al illustrates how inappropriate this can sometimes
be). Descriptions of school environment, staffing and facilities, school philosophies
and the particular pathways that schools might focus most heavily on, simply cannot
be fitted into this format. For this and other reasons, there has been a move towards
the provision of school profiles via a central website. Two good examples are
provided by Western Australia and Tasmania.

Western Australia’s Schools Online site provides an opening screen (Figure A9, in
Appendix A), from which a user may choose any Government school in Western
Australia. Choosing a school leads the user to a School Overview page (Figure A10,
in Appendix A) with a passage of descriptive information (picture and text) about the
school. From the School Overview, the user goes to a School Data page (Figure All,
in Appendix A), containing summary data on attendance rates and selected measures
of school outcomes. For secondary schools, this includes year 12 participation rates,
and the percentage of eligible students achieving particular achievement targets —
secondary graduation, scaled scores of 75 or more and ‘A’ grades in wholly school-
assessed subjects.

Tasmania’s School Improvement Report is structured similarly, although it is visually
quite different. It, too, provides an opening screen (Figure A12, in Appendix A), from
which a user may choose any Government school in Tasmania. Choosing a school
leads the user to a School Overview page (Figure A13, in Appendix A) containing
descriptive information (picture and text) about the school. From the School
Overview, the user goes to a School Data page (Figure Al4, in Appendix A),
containing more extensive summary data on what might be thought of as school
environment measures, but are described on the website as ‘school improvement’.

For secondary schools, the data provided includes measures of:

* Achievement gains (indexed gains on literacy and numeracy tests, years 7-9)
* Student attendance

* Year 10-11 retention rates),

* Staff attendance rate
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» Staff satisfaction measure, from staff surveys

* Student satisfaction measure, from student surveys

* Parent satisfaction measure, from parent surveys

* Indigenous equity (the difference between achievement outcome rates between
indigenous and non- indigenous students).

Both Tasmania and Western Australia have facilitated the presentation of narrative
portraits of schools via their state websites, and we consider it important that schools
present this information in their own way — it is, in a sense, their window to the world.

If left to the discretion of the school, there will be great variation in the quality and
range of information that schools provide. For example, in Tasmania’s School
Improvement Reports, one high school provided information as follows:

Huonville High School has 40 teaching staff and caters for 435 students from
Year 7 to Year 10. The school's address is 82 Wilmot Road HUONVILLE 7109.
Phone (03) 6264 8800

A P-10 school of somewhat smaller size is much more forthcoming:

Sorell School was established on its current site in 1821 and has proudly served
Sorell and surrounding districts for all of its 187 years. We believe that it is the
oldest continuously operating school in Australia. Sorell School enrols students
from kindergarten to grade 10 and also runs vocational and training programs for
grades 11 and 12. We have separate primary and secondary campuses and a
standalone kindergarten at nearby Midway Point. Grade 6 and 7 students learn
together in our Middle School which is designed to support the development of
young adolescents and to smooth the transition from primary to secondary
schooling. Sorell runs a number of programs that are unique to the school. For
example, on our primary campus we have built a replica pioneer village that
includes a working blacksmith’s shop, schoolroom and settler’s hut as well as a
range of other buildings. In this village our primary students participate in role
play activities as they study such historical topics as the settlement of Tasmania,
the gold rush and the convict system. Our unique secondary programs include a
restaurant experience for our senior citizens called Eating with Friends;
horticulture which is based on our school farm and; a Men’s Shed program
which is based at the old Sorell railway yards and involves our students learning
practical skills from senior men in our community. Our photograph shows a
session of cross-age tutoring in which our secondary students support the
learning of our primary students.

Similar websites exist in many countries. Most focus heavily on achievement
measures, and others are quite encyclopaedic in the information that they provide.
Five Canadian provinces use a website established by the Fraser institute to present
school-by-school data on provincial test results (see Figure A15, primary, and Figure
A16, secondary, in Appendix A, for examples).

The data provided are largely statistical summaries, although some manipulation is
done to provide a measure of gender gap and value-added (where suitable data are
available). It also includes an overall rating out of 10, analogous to the New York
City school grades.
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The explanation provided for the value-added scores and the rating is scant indeed,
and one can only wonder how school staff in particular, and school communities in
general, can interpret them meaningfully:

* 3-year value-added. These are estimates of the school’s contribution to its
students’ results on the grade-6 reading and mathematics tests. Schools that have a
strong positive impact on their students receive an A for this indicator. Those that
receive a B or a C may have some positive impact on their students. Schools that
have little positive impact receive a D.

*  Overall rating. The Overall rating out of 10 takes into account the nine indicators
described in E through M above to answer the question, ‘In general, how is the
school doing academically compared to other schools in the province?’

Source: http://www.fraserinstitute.org/reportcards/schoolperformance/howtoread/one.htm

Like the New York City grades, the Overall rating combines a number of indicators
together with arbitrary weights to provide a global measure of something, intended to
represent the ‘merit’ of the school’s performance. The arbitrariness of the weighting
means that it will value highly the areas of strength of some schools, and value less
highly the strengths of other schools. The apparent objectivity of the measure can
easily conceal the subjectivity of the decisions that determine the rating awarded to
any particular school.

One of the most comprehensive School Report Cards is that provided by the state of
California. For a single school, the full report can extend to 10 pages, and includes
data on:
* Student enrolment
- by grade level

by racial/ethnic subgroup

by level of socioeconomic disadvantage

by English learners

by Disability category

* School facilities (repair and maintenance details)

® Teacher credentials

* Teacher mis-assignments and vacant teacher positions

* Core academic courses taught by “highly-qualified” teachers (definition
provided)

* Academic counsellors and other support staff

* Quality, Currency, and Availability of Textbooks and Instructional
Materials

e List of Textbooks and Instructional Materials Used in Core Subject Areas

¢ Expenditures per Pupil and School Site Teacher Salaries

* Types of Services Funded

* Teacher and Administrative Salaries

e Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR)

e California Standards Test (CST): Percentage of students achieving the
Proficient or Advanced levels in English, Mathematics, Life Science and
History/Social Science

- compared to District and State
- broken down by gender, English language background,
socioeconomic disadvantage and racial/ethnic background
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e California Achievement Tests (Norm-Referenced): Percent of students
achieving at or above the 50th percentile in Reading and Mathematics
- compared to District and State
- broken down by gender, English language background,
socioeconomic disadvantage and racial/ethnic background
e California Physical Fitness Test Results Percent of students meeting state
fitness standards
* Academic Performance Index (API) - an annual measure of the academic
performance and progress of schools in California.
- API Ranks—Three-Year Comparison
- API Changes by Student Group—Three-Year Comparison
* Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP): Overall and by Criteria (2007)
* Federal Intervention Program
* School completion and postsecondary preparation (secondary schools)

For users not requiring the full details, the website provides a ‘Short Form’ of two
pages, which includes a selection of the information provided in the full report, judged
to be of most interest to users of the website. A sample Short Report is provided in
Figure A17 in Appendix A.

Reflection

Delivery of data to the public in tabular form is no longer necessary, and has several

disadvantages:

* it restricts the range of information that can be provided;

* it does not allow the presentation of ‘rich’ information of the kind that parents
seek when making decisions about their children’s schooling;

* it encourages the ‘rank order’ interpretations that have been damaging in the past;
and

* for the whole of Australia, and even for the larger states, such tables would be
extremely large and cumbersome.

The provision of information to the public in the form of school profiles is

increasingly common, and has many advantages:

* it allows an almost limitless range of information to be presented;

* it facilitates the presentation of ‘rich’ information, provided by the school or by
central data collection;

* it encourages users to focus on the schools that have a community of interest, eg,
geographically, by sector or by religious affiliation.

* profiles for the whole of Australia, could be accessed from a single website, by
making successive choices, e.g., state, region, suburb, etc..

We consider it important that schools be given some guidelines about the character of
the reports that they provide in their ‘windows to the world’. While it is beyond the
scope of this report to spell out exactly what these guidelines should be, we think it
would be appropriate to suggest an approximate word length, and to provide a list of
suggested content, such as:

* Location (including any distinguishing characteristics of the neighbourhood),

* History of the school

* Physical facilities — buildings, land, special function rooms or buildings (eg,

libraries, art or drama centres), sports facilities,
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* School mission, values, philosophy

* Special programs available that make the school distinctive

* One photograph that, in the opinion of the school principal, effectively
conveys what the school is like to an outsider

Some websites provide a wealth of detail that we judged to be far too detailed for
consideration in this project. — for example the long reports in the California School
Accountability reports (see Figure A17) include detailed reports on school onsite
inspections, all repairs recommended and those carried out. We see it as important, as
far as possible, to confine school reporting to data that are readily available, and do
not require high levels of bureaucratic intervention to set up.

For this reason, we are not recommending, at this point, that surveys of student, parent
and teacher satisfaction, such as those conducted in several states and reported on the
Tasmanian School Improvement website, be reported nationally. The level of
bureaucratic intervention required to collect such data from representative sample
across Australia would be too great to contemplate.

Despite our reservations about the use of tabular reporting for public purposes, we
believe tables of data would be useful for state departments of education and other
employing authorities. Whatever the form of presentation, underlying all such tables
is a spreadsheet, which enables sorting by any measure, easy calculation of composite
scores, and identification of schools that are outliers on any measure.

The examples used in this paper have been developed by state education departments
and have presented data from government sources only. Where independent schools
have been included (eg, in the Canadian provinces), it appears to have been at their
discretion.

9.3 What Data should be Reported?

The examples discussed in Section 9.2 demonstrate the wide range of information that
school systems around the world have decided to report. In this section we consider
in more detail the kinds of nationally consistent data that could be collected and
reported in Australia.

For reasons outlined in Sections 6.5, 7.2 and 7.3, we believe that the comparisons
most useful for schools and for public release are those with like-schools as defined
using a ‘near neighbour’ methodology. As noted in Section 6.5, such a methodology
does not yet exist at the national level, but needs to be developed. The term ‘like-
schools’ in Tables 6 through 9 refers to comparisons based on this methodology.

student outcome data: NAPLAN

NAPLAN tests provide nationally comparable student outcome data in literacy and
numeracy. They also provide test results that can be compared from year to year,
enabling reporting on the following timeline:
e from 2008 measures of current status
e from 2009 measures of improvement, and
e from 2010 measures of individual growth, aggregated over schools and
groups of schools (regions, school types, etc.).
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For public reporting, we consider it important to build on the understanding that
parents and the public have built up from reading NAPLAN student reports. These
reports locate each student’s achievement within a band, and in relation to Australian
students in general. If school reports are to build upon this understanding, then they
should enable a reader to locate the level of achievement in a school in much the same
way.

Tables 6, 7, 8 and 9 illustrate possible ways of reporting NAPLAN data.

Table 6. Suggested Reporting Plan for Year 3 NAPLAN Data

NAPLAN: Year 3 Percentage achieving National Standard — Current status

Reading: School Like Schools Australia
Writing: School Like Schools Australia
Conventions: School Like Schools Australia
Numeracy: School Like Schools Australia

NAPLAN: Year 3 Percentage achieving National Standard — Improvement Over Time®

Reading: Two years Previously One year Previously Current year

Writing: Two years Previously One year Previously Current year

Conventions:  Two years Previously One year Previously Current year

Numeracy: Two years Previously One year Previously Current year
*

as national data become available

Table 7. Suggested Reporting Plan for Year S NAPLAN Data

NAPLAN: Year 5 Percentage achieving National Standard — Current status

Reading: School Like Schools Australia
Writing: School Like Schools Australia
Conventions: School Like Schools Australia
Numeracy: School Like Schools Australia

NAPLAN: Year 5 Percentage achieving National Standard — Improvement Over time ™

Reading: Two years Previously One year Previously Current year
Writing: Two years Previously One year Previously Current year
Conventions:  Two years Previously One year Previously Current year
Numeracy: Two years Previously One year Previously Current year

NAPLAN: Current Year 5 Students Compared to their Year 3 Results - Gain™

Reading: School: Current Mean Previous Mean Mean Gain
Like Schools: Current Mean Previous Mean Mean Gain
Australia: Current Mean Previous Mean Mean Gain
Writing: School: Current Mean Previous Mean Mean Gain
Like Schools: Current Mean Previous Mean Mean Gain
Australia: Current Mean Previous Mean Mean Gain
Conventions:  School: Current Mean Previous Mean Mean Gain

57




Reporting and Comparing School Performances

Like Schools: Current Mean Previous Mean Mean Gain
Australia: Current Mean Previous Mean Mean Gain
Numeracy: School: Current Mean Previous Mean Mean Gain
Like Schools: Current Mean Previous Mean Mean Gain
Australia: Current Mean Previous Mean Mean Gain
%

as national data become available

Table 8. Suggested Reporting Plan for Year 7 NAPLAN Data

NAPLAN: Year 7 Percentage achieving National Standard —Current status

Like Schools
Like Schools
Like Schools
Like Schools

Australia
Australia
Australia
Australia

Reading: School
Writing: School
Conventions: School
Numeracy: School

NAPLAN: Year 7 Percentage achieving National Standard — Improvement Over time ™

Reading:
Writing:
Conventions:
Numeracy:

Two years Previously
Two years Previously
Two years Previously
Two years Previously

One year Previously
One year Previously
One year Previously
One year Previously

Current year
Current year
Current year
Current year

NAPLAN: Current Year 7 Students Compared to their Year 5 Results - Gain *

Reading: School: Current Mean Previous Mean Mean Gain
Like Schools: Current Mean Previous Mean Mean Gain
Australia: Current Mean Previous Mean Mean Gain
Writing: School: Current Mean Previous Mean Mean Gain
Like Schools: Current Mean Previous Mean Mean Gain
Australia: Current Mean Previous Mean Mean Gain
Conventions:  School: Current Mean Previous Mean Mean Gain
Like Schools: Current Mean Previous Mean Mean Gain
Australia: Current Mean Previous Mean Mean Gain
Numeracy: School: Current Mean Previous Mean Mean Gain
Like Schools: Current Mean Previous Mean Mean Gain
Australia: Current Mean Previous Mean Mean Gain
%

as national data become available
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Table 9. Suggested Reporting Plan for Year 9 NAPLAN Data

NAPLAN: Year 9 Percentage achieving National Standard — Current status

Reading: School Like Schools Australia
Writing: School Like Schools Australia
Conventions: School Like Schools Australia
Numeracy: School Like Schools Australia

NAPLAN: Year 9 Percentage achieving National Standard — Improvement Over time ™

Reading: Two years Previously One year Previously Current year
Writing: Two years Previously One year Previously Current year
Conventions:  Two years Previously One year Previously Current year
Numeracy: Two years Previously One year Previously Current year

NAPLAN: Current Year 9 Students Compared to their Year 7 Results - Gain™

Reading: School: Current Mean Previous Mean Mean Gain
Like Schools: Current Mean Previous Mean Mean Gain
Australia: Current Mean Previous Mean Mean Gain
Writing: School: Current Mean Previous Mean Mean Gain
Like Schools: Current Mean Previous Mean Mean Gain
Australia: Current Mean Previous Mean Mean Gain
Conventions:  School: Current Mean Previous Mean Mean Gain
Like Schools: Current Mean Previous Mean Mean Gain
Australia: Current Mean Previous Mean Mean Gain
Numeracy: School: Current Mean Previous Mean Mean Gain
Like Schools: Current Mean Previous Mean Mean Gain
Australia: Current Mean Previous Mean Mean Gain
%

as national data become available

The suggested tables present percentages of students meeting the National Standard
(ie, in Band 2 or above for Year 3; Band 4 or above for Year 5, Band 5 or above for
Year; Band 6 or above for Year 9).

Percentages in other bands could also be used, and it might be argued that the
presentation of data related to the lowest band only (like the National Benchmarks in
previous years) focuses too much attention on low achievement at the expense of high
achievement. This could be addressed by the reporting of another indicator, such as
the percent of students in the top 20 percent nationally. But we think it is important
not to make the reports any more complex than necessary.

To maintain consistency, we suggest that the tables be accompanied by graphical
representation in similar style and visual impact to the NAPLAN parent reports. This
will enable parents in particular to more quickly become comfortable with the
reporting format.

Figure 6 provides an illustration of the types of graphical presentations that we have
in mind.
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Figure 6. Sample Graphic Format Recommended for School Comparisons

student outcome data: senior secondary

There is no common reporting of senior secondary school achievement across
jurisdictions. As noted previously, for students seeking to proceed to tertiary
education, the most valued measure is captured by the tertiary admissions agencies in
each jurisdiction — namely the UAI, ENTER, TER and the Interstate Transfer Index.
Its value for students depends on the achievement of specific targets — for example, a
score of 90 will gain admission to certain programs in high-prestige institutions and
most in lower-prestige institutions. A score of 80 gains entrance to a narrower range
of programs, and so on.

In the absence of nationally comparable measures of subject achievement in the senior
secondary school, we believe that tertiary entrance ranks could be useful indicators of
achievement for those students who have them. Table 10 provides an example of a
possible table to report tertiary entrance data.

Table 10. Suggested Reporting Plan for Tertiary Entrance Rank Data

Tertiary Entrance Ranks: Percentage of Ranks Awarded

90 and above: School Like Schools Australia
80 and above: School Like Schools Australia
70 and above: School Like Schools Australia
60 and above: School Like Schools Australia

It would be necessary to vary the terminology from jurisdiction to jurisdiction, but the
format of the table need not change. As for NAPLAN results, the table should be
accompanied by charts in the format of NAPLAN student reports.

Because tertiary entrance ranks are constructed for tertiary entrance purposes, there

may be privacy concerns that prevent the release of individual-level data without
student permission (applying for tertiary admission in effect constitutes permission to
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release the data to the institutions applied for). It may not be possible for all tertiary
entrance ranks to be released to a national agency.

However, since 2002, Victoria has been able to report the percentage of students
applying for tertiary entrance school by school as a result of negotiations between the
Victorian Curriculum and Assessment Authority (VCAA) and the Victorian Tertiary
Admissions Centre (VTAC). Each year a formal request goes from VCAA to VTAC
requesting, not the original data, but the breakdowns by school. The resulting file is
then integrated into the data generated by the VCAA, which has responsibility for
publishing this information (shown in Figure A3, Appendix A).

We believe that similar arrangements could be made, where necessary, for tertiary
entrance rank, tertiary applications and offers, and similar data to be reported
nationally.

There are no other comparable achievement data, but there are other targets that
senior secondary students pursue in all jurisdictions. Looking at the tables for
Victoria and Western Australia, and the school websites provided by Western
Australia and Tasmania, it would appear that the following data would be acceptable

and desirable.

Table 11. Suggested Reporting Plan for Other Senior Secondary Data

Measure Definition

Per cent The percentage of students completing Year 10 two years

senior previously who are enrolled as Year 12 students in the current

secondary year.

retention

Per cent The number of students achieving the award in their state that

successfully | marks successful completion of secondary school (HSC, SACE,

completing | WACE, etc.) taken as a percentage of the number whose

senior enrolment, if completed successfully, would have gained them the

secondary award. Where there are two awards at senior secondary level (as

qualification | in Victoria), the number of successful completions and the
number eligible could be aggregated over the two programs, or
reported separately.

Per cent The number of students applying for tertiary selection, taken as a

tertiary percentage of the number whose enrolment, if completed

applicants successfully, would have made them eligible for tertiary selection.

Per cent The number of students offered selection in a tertiary institution,

offered taken as a percentage of the number who applied for tertiary

tertiary selection.

places

Per cent The number of VET studies completed, taken as a percentage of

completion | all enrolments in VET studies.

of VET

studies
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Table 11 contains both outcomes (secondary graduation, tertiary offers, VET
completion) and measures of school context (percent tertiary applicants, percent VET
enrolment). But because of their interconnections, we think it appropriate that they be
reported together.

student outcome data: middle-school

As noted previously, there is no nationally-comparable measure of achievement
between the Year 9 NAPLAN tests (administered early in Year 9, and therefore
reflecting achievement barely beyond year 8), and the end of secondary schooling.
Even at Year 9, NAPLAN assesses only Literacy and Numeracy, which by this stage
occupy a much smaller proportion of the total program in secondary schools.

We believe that, as a National Curriculum is implemented, it should be possible to
introduce a set of tests to be administered late in year 10, and covering the skills and
essential knowledge in core subjects that students are expected to acquire by the
completion of Year 10.

Two purposes would be achieved by subject-focused tests at this stage of schooling:

¢ they would provide data to enable schools and their employing authorities to
assess the success of programs in the crucial middle-secondary years; and

¢ they would provide a measure of what students bring to their senior secondary
studies, and so would provide baseline measures for evaluating senior secondary
programs.

Late in year 10 would be an ideal time for such a testing program, since it
(approximately) marks the end of compulsory schooling, and in most schools it is the
last year in which there is a common curriculum. From Year 11, nationally
comparable subject assessments, if available, would apply only to students choosing
those subjects.

A decision would be required about the format to be used to report Year 10 subject
assessments. One possibility would be to construct achievement ‘bands’. For
example, in the first year (say 2010), each band could be defined to contain ten per
cent of all Year 10 students nationally, but the percentages in the bands would vary
from school to school and state or territory to state or territory. With suitable equating
from year to year, the Year 10 reports could not only detect improvement in a
particular school, but in the nation, were it to occur.

Band 10: 10" decile on 2010 test score
Band 9: 9th decile on 2010 test score
Band &: 8™ decile on 2010 test score
Band: 7 7™ decile on 2010 test score
Band: 6 6" decile on 2010 test score
Band: 5 5" decile on 2010 test score
Band : 4 4™ decile on 2010 test score
Band: 3 3" decile on 2010 test score
Band: 2 2" decile on 2010 test score
Band : 1 1*" decile on 2010 test score

62



Reporting and Comparing School Performances

student outcome data: the early years

As noted previously, there are no nationally comparable measures of early literacy
skills, but a range of measures is used in the states and territories. We believe there
would be value in the development, in consultation with states and territories, of
measures that could be used at school commencement to assist teachers with
diagnosis and planning. If data were compiled nationally, both schools and
employing authorities would have a better picture of schools and regions that were
facing greater-than-usual challenges and might be able to direct resources to problem
areas earlier and more effectively.

financial resources data

We recognise that the reporting of schools’ financial resources is likely to be
controversial. We also recognise that the Commonwealth-State financial
arrangements are so complex that some portions of state expenditure cannot be fully
attributed to individual schools. The current system was described by Dowling (2008)
as ‘unhelpfully complex and exceedingly opaque’. Dowling went on to observe:

The system encourages blame shifting between governments and high level
claims that the Commonwealth under-funds government schools and counter-
claims that most public funding goes to government schools anyway, rather than
informed debate. The end result is that members of the education community,
much less the general public, have no clear idea what individual schools actually
receive from both levels of government, nor if their income is appropriate to their
needs. (Dowling, 2008, p..147)

Until a simpler and more transparent system of funding is implemented, there appears
to be little prospect that a comprehensive method of reporting schools’ sources of
funding can be devised.

Nevertheless, we consider that there is important information that could be compiled
without waiting for Australia-wide funding reform. Parents are entitled to know what
costs are associated with attending different schools. Taxpayers are entitled to know
(within the present limits of possibility) what they are contributing directly to these
schools. They also are entitled to information that enables them to make a judgment
about the extent to which the funds they contribute are directed to areas of high need.
This necessarily involves a consideration of financial resources available to schools
that are in receipt of taxpayer funds.

Information about revenue that we believe could be compiled at the present time, and
reported at the school level includes:

* Compulsory fees and levies (by year level)
»  Voluntary fees® (average, by year level)

¢ Commonwealth government direct grants
* State/Territory government direct grants

% Voluntary fees are those that parents are expected to pay, but are not legally enforceable, and, in most
cases, are not pursued by the school if not paid. Because they often vary according to the program
undertaken by students, no single figure can suffice. Probably the mot appropriate figure to provide
would be the average voluntary fee, calculated by dividing the total fees levied at each year level (even
if not paid) by the number of students at the year level.
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e All other income

Collection and compilation of this information for all schools in Australia would be
no small task, and we recognise that aspects of this information would be
controversial. Complete disclosure would indicate the total revenue received per
student from State Government, from Commonwealth Government, from Fees/levies,
and from all other sources (eg, fundraising).

human resources data

Schools differ greatly in their capacity to attract and retain qualified staff. Full
disclosure of these differences would have advantages and disadvantages. Certainly
the exposure of these differences might cause some distress to the employing
authorities that have been unable to meet schools’ staffing requirements, and to
schools that are disadvantaged by this failure. The advantage is that full disclosure
increases the pressure on employing authorities to remedy shortages where they
occur. On balance, we consider that the advantages of disclosure outweigh the
disadvantages.

A possible format for publication is shown in Tables 7 and 8.
It would be necessary to include both tables for schools that have both Primary and
Secondary schools. The year levels in the Primary School table would vary slightly,

as Year 7 students are in primary school in some states/territories and in secondary
school in others.
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Table 7. Suggested Reporting Format for Staffing Resources Data
(Primary Schools)

Number of
staff
(EFT")

Number of
students

Average
class size

Maximum
class size

Minimum
class size

Preparatory

Year 1

Year 2

Year 3

Year 4

Year 5

Year 6

Year 7 (where present)

Composite classes

Specialist teachers

Total Teaching staff

Senior Administrators (eg,
Principal, Deputy
Principal)

Teaching support staff (e.g.
teacher aides, librarians)

Administrative staff (e.g.
secretaries, bursars,
maintenance

Total non-teaching staff

Total students

"EFT: Equivalent full-time

65




Reporting and Comparing School Performances

Table 8. Suggested Reporting Format for Staffing Resources Data

(Secondary Schools)
Number of qualified Average Maximum Minimum
staff (EFT®) class size class size class size
English
Mathematics
Science

History/Social Sciences

Art/Drama

Other subjects

Total Teaching staff

Senior Administrators
(e.g. Principal, Deputy
Principal)

Teaching support staff
(eg, teacher aides,
librarians, lab assistants)

Administrative staff (e.g.
secretaries, bursars,
maintenance)

Total non-teaching staff

Total students

student intake data

Student intake data that could be collected in a nationally comparable way (using the
MCEETY A Data Implementation Manual, 2008) include:

* the percentages of female and male students;

* the percentage of students who identify themselves as being of Aboriginal and/or

Torres Strait Islander origin;

* the percentage of students with language backgrounds other than English;
* the percentages of students with socio-economic backgrounds defined by the main

parental occupation groupings.

For reasons of privacy, serious consideration needs to be given to the numerical limits
below which data of this kind should not be reported. We are not proposing a
criterion for reporting at this stage, but note it as an issue that will need to be resolved.

S EFT: Equivalent full-time
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APPENDIX. SCHOOL REPORTING — EXAMPLES FROM AUSTRALIA AND OVERSEAS

GCSE and equivalent o~ S0 0008 3to 4 CVA |Year on year compatisons | Absence | Background
Cohort Information Results of Key Stage 4 students
Number of | % of students with SEN, with with SEN, % of students achieving Average
students at at the end of statements or supported at Sch total point
the end of Key Stage 4 supported at Sch Action score per
Key Stage 4 Action Plus student
aged | aged | Number % Number % 5 or more Level 2in Level 1in | Level2(5 |Level 1(5| 2gradesA'-C at least one
1401 15 grades A'-C | functional functional | ormore | ormore | which coverthe | qualification
less including English and | English and grades grades Key Stage 4
En h and maths maths A'-C) A'-G) science
maths GCSEs programime of
study
LA Average
England Average
Avonbourne 207 0% 99% 4 1.9% 25 12.1% 56% 57% 99% 65% 93% 32% 99% 358.6
School
The Bishop of 119 0% 97% 14 11.8% 9 7.6% 18% 18% 82% 30% 82% 28% 95% 2589
Winchester
School
Bournemaouth 168 0% 100% 3 1.8% 1) 0.0% 99% 99% 100% 100% 100% 98% 100% 529.5
School for Girls
Bournemouth 146 1% 99% 3 21% 5 3.4% 99% 99% 99% 99% 99% 99% 99% 562.6
School
Glenmaoor School 171 1% 99% 13 7.6% 39 22.8% 37% 39% 97% 54% 94% 42% 99% 367.9
Kings High School 103 0% 100% g 7.8% al 30.1% 15% 15% 85% 26% 79% 29% 93% 2705
Oakmead College 237 0% | 100% 15 6.3% 32 13.5% 29% 30% 88% 48% 83% 32% 95% 3122
of Technology
Portchester 194 0% 100% 1" 5.7% 6 3.1% 27% 29% 97% 45% 89% 39% 100% 316.2
School
St Peter’s Catholic 236 0% 99% g 3.4% 11 4.7% 57% 60% 98% 68% 96% 55% 100% 3818
Comprehensive
School
Talbot Heath 63 INEA INFA, o 0.0% 5 7.9% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 97% 100% 4735
School
Wentworth 33 INiA INiA 12 36.4% 12 36.4% 79% 79% 100% 91% 100% 88% 100% 4196
College
Winton Arts and 171 1% 98% 7 41% 8 4.7% 43% 44% 96% 56% 93% 54% 99% 3122
Media College

Special Schools

The Bicknell 12 0% | 100% 0% 0% 25% 0% 0% 0% B67% 38.0
School

Source: http://www.dcsf.gov.uk/cgi-bin/performancetables/group_07pl?Mode=Z&Type=LA&No=837&Base=b&F=1&L=50&Year=07&Phase=1

Figure A1. Example of a British School Comparison Table 2007
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Year 12 school outcomes 2007 — all schools

Col1 Ca2 Col3 Cold Cals Cols Col7 Cols Col9 Col 10 Col 11 Coi12 Cai13 Cod Col s Col 16 Cal 17
Number of Senior Certificates Awarded
- =
& 3 o 2 3E 2 2
c : | B % |z |%5.2 HHEEHE
R S £ H r 3 g Boh s 8L%| 2
53 £ = = g S E8g| 2o (223|253 3
52 |w |5 |9 |8 | 28|58 |2 |sBE| 82(:2:8]335| 5¢
5 3 e 2 5 3 2 2 238 £2[E5R3|E69| o
= |3 g & £ 2 @ s| 2 |E%%| &[22 s 2@
e |55 | € | |5 [%8| s |22| 2 |383| 8% |sse|ufe| o¢
3 192 | 35| 3s| 85| 82| 5 | 22| Y |%:% 3% |36c[5ga| 32
S |Sgs| 23 | 23 | B | ©n 2 8| % P8 ¥5 | Bs2| BEE| ¥o
e € |33%| 52| 58| 52 | 52| & | ¥5| ¥3|Eiz| zE|ESs|ges| 5f
] 3 |Eus| v3 | 23| 73 | 72 a E- | E5|ExE| B3 |BEs 5?% 3§
School Locality 8 | & |228| 8% | 88|83 |88 | 2 | 38| 235|288 24 |258| 85| 2
Currumbin Community Special School | Curumbkin Wisters c 0 12 0 0 g 0 ] 0 0 0 0 0
Daksion State Hgh School Dakskn c 12 0 83 4 5 76 183 137 258 13 70 54 a7 a2
Daley Cheistian School Daley c 8 0 7 5 2 2 16 8 7 1 50 24 88 100
Daley State Hgh School Daley C 13 1 48 1 2% 5 83 26 6 2 65 7 85 95
Daring Downs Cheistian School Toowoomba (= 8 0 3 1 0 0 7 1 1 0 22 14 100 100
Darling Font Special Manly C 0 12 0 0 0 4 4 4 7 2 100 100
Decepton Say Flexible Leamna
Certre Deczgtion Eay (= 4 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 3 0 100 100
Deceprion Bay Siate High School Deczpion Eay C 10 8 21 29 ] 48 107 91 175 B 42 72 @2 100
Djarragun College Gordonvale Cc 6 0 0 0 17 28 43 43 38 1 62 62
Downlards Sacred Hzat Colege Toowoomhka (o 4 0 7% & 3 25 131 80 "1 13 83 45 =) 5
Dysart State High School Dysart c 9 0 7 2 2 14 25 18 435 3 = [ @ 100
Earrchaw State Colege Bamyo C 1 0 23 0 20 1 &4 7 1 0 43 2 85 &
Eidsvold State School Sidsvold c 5 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 100 100
Elanora State High School Elanora c 12 0 25 45 13 &0 164 123 173 15 52 3 @ 2]
Emerald State High School Emerald c ] 1 22 23 5 3N -] 7 1 42 (23 o &9
Emmanuel College, Carrara Carrara [ 13 0 77 0 7 3 113 3 a9 9 & 8 76 %
Emmaus Colege North Rockhampion C 13 0 113 20 43 ] 192 T 3 1 “ @ 75 25
Everion Park State Hgh Schoo! Everon Park c 1" 2 9 0 20 1@ 43 3 0 0 6 k<] 53 82
Farhoime Colege Toowoomka F 3 0 81 23 1 3 €3 4 =) 7 81 3 %9 %
Farh Lutheran College FPanard c 12 0 2 2 3 0 25 9 4 0 59 g 1 100
Fath Lutheran College - Redlands Victoria Point c 1 0 13 12 0 0 18 15 13 0 a3 7 100 83

Source: http://www.gsa.qld.edu.au/downloads/about/qsa_stats_yr12 outcomes 07.pdf

Figure A2. Queensland: Senior Secondary School Comparison Table 2007
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Post Compulsory Completion and Achievement Information, 2007

SCHOOL IDENTIFICATION SCHOOL PROGRAMS STUDENT COHORT STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

School small [Locality Humbsr of VCE [Number of VET| Avallabliity of Numbar of Numbar of Number of [Parcentof VCE| Percentof | Percantof VET| Percentof Madian | Parcent of

school studies at unit 3-4( certiicstse International  |students enrolisd | studsnts enroliad |  studsnte Studsnte  |eatisfactory VCE units of VCAL unite | VCE study| etudy scorss

level taxen up by | with 2007 Baccalaursats | Inatleastone |inaVET certificate| snrolledin | appiying for p in P p n | ecore of 40 and
students for 2007 [ snroiments (Diploma) VCE unlt at leval In 2007 VCAL In 2007| tertiary places 2007 compieted In 2007 over
3-4In 2007 2007

[ACADEMY OF MARY IMMACULATE FITZRCY 24 10 27 - 24 o3| 83 = 30 7
[ADASS ISRAEL SCHCOL ¥ 1 e 26 47 - - &3 96 = 3
[AITKEN COLLEGE 51 22 151 55 19 a0 50 ad 31
[ALBURY WODONGA COMMUNITY COLLEGE WODONGA € 22 - 48 £5 0 a4 74 - -
JALEXANDRA SECONDARY COLLEGE [ALEXANDRA 31 11 74 35 15 34 91 92 5
ALIA COLLEGE < HAWTHORN EAST 13 = 57| s - 9
[ALPHINGTON GRAMMAR SCHOOL JALPHINGTON 22 - 38 83 = <
[AL-TAQWA COLLE HOFPERS CRCSSING 20 - 7| 100 - 7
[ANTCNINE COLLEGE SRUNSWICK 14 1 79) 2 2
[APOLLO BAY P-12 COLLEGE JAPOLLO BAY 21 7 2 20 24 102 3
[AQUINAS COLLEGE RINGWCOD 53 15 30 o 5
[ARARAT COMMUNITY COLLEGE [ARARAT 30 14 30 4 61 2
[ASHWOOD SECONDARY COLLEGE [ASHWOOD 35 19 19 75 &2 3
[ASSUMFTION COLLEGE KILMORE 48 28 161 27 37| 83 100 <
[AUSTRALIAN INTERNATIONAL ACADEMY [COBURG 15 - Y = - 95| - - 0
JAUSTRALIAN TECHNICAL COLLEGE s SENDIGO 11 12 56 33 0| 98 0
[AUSTRALAN TECHNICAL COLLEGE " |EAST GEELONG 2 4 57 57, i o1 0
[AUSTRALIAN TECHNICAL COLLEGE s SAIRNSDALE € 17 22 43 ] 95 9
IAVE MARIA COLLEGE [ABERFELDIZ 36 g 25 91 7
AVILA COLLEGE MOUNT WAVERLEY 41 & 4 2| 22 7 2
SACCHUS MARSH COLLEGE SACCHUS MARSH 30 25 7 43 55| 63 0
SACCHUS MARSH GRAMMAR SACCHUS MARSH 3¢ 20 42 0 24 100 7
SAIMBRIDGE COLLEGE HAMILTON & 1€ 70 3 54 96 S
SAIRNSDALE SECCNCARY COLLEGE SAIRNSDALE 54 28 197 102 70 N/A 5
SALLARAT AND CLARENDON COLLEGE SALLARAT 3¢ 12 4 - ac a9 82 < 28
SALLARAT CHRISTIAN COLLEGE s SESASTCPOL 13 S 11 33 & 100 = 14
SALLARAT GRAMMAR SCHCOL WENDOUREZ 21 8 &S = 96| 99| a - 19
SALLARAT HIGH SCHOOL SALLARAT g 28 157 5 & s 78 4
SALLARAT SECCNDARY COLLEGE SALLARAT 58 26 136 39 56 93 73 2
SALMORAL HIGH SCHOOL - SALMORAL 14 S S < 38 100 100 9
SALWYN FIGH SCHCOL SALWYN NORTH 4 7 24 - 90| 100 - 18
SANKSIA SECONDARY COLLEGE HEIDELBERG WEST 28 15 33 7 56 &7 o1 g4 S
SAYSIDE CHRISTIAN COLLEGE LANGWARRIN SOUTH 27 8 £9 13 - 73 &7, 100 - 5
BAYSIDE COLLEGE NEWPORT 58 26 302 210 29 61 87 82 &1 1
SAYSWATER SECONDARY COLLEGE SAYSWATER 31 s a0 32 10/ 58 74 82 2
SAYVIEW COLLEGE PCRTLAND 20 1 55 24 5 75 97 3
SEACONHILLS COLLEGE PAKENHAM S 4 235 10 =) 95| = 7
SEAUFCRT SECONDARY COLLEGE . SEAUFCRT 11 7 16 & El 71 100 73 Q
SEECHWORTH SECONDARY COLI SEECHWORTH 20 € 74 58 35 78| 100 o1 5
SELLARINE SECONDARY COLLEGE DRYSDALE &7 40 132 175 £3 74 e 83 3
SELMONT HIGH SCHCOL SELMONT 50 & 17€ 19/ 58 95 &4 £
SENALLA COLLEGE - FAITHFULL CAMFUS SENALLA 40 28 134 40 83 85| &5 10
SENDIGO SENIOR SECONDARY COLLEGE SENDIG 32 50 1087 568 123 5 96 92 2
SENTLEIGH SECONDARY COLLEGE SENTLEIGH ZAST 32 3 26 34 - 75) 97| 50 3

Source: http://www.vcaa.vic.edu.au/vce/statistics/schoolstats/postcompcompletiondata-2007.pdf

Figure A3. Victoria: Senior Secondary School Comparison Table 2007
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Table 1: Participation and achievement - TEE/WACE courses/WSA/VET

Graduation TEE/WACE exam achievement WSA achievement Struc workplace learning
School FE |[FEGrad| 3% |4ScMark] % |ScMark75] % | Low | Med | High |[3WSA] % [WSA1A] % | SWL [ % [SWL1A[ %
StateTotal 19116 18352 | 96 | 10638 | 55.65 | 2509 | 23.59 | 33.32 | 33.34 | 33.34 | 7116 | 37.23 | 2577 | 36.21 | 4179 | 2186 | 2181 | 5219
Albany Senior Righ School 176 154 |e3ig| a3 52.84 21 2258 | 2473 [4400 [ 3118 [ &8 | 375 20 [4545 | 28 [1a77 5 30.77
All Saints' College 145 144 | o862 | 128 | s7.er 32 25 | 2422|3203 [42375| 12 | 822 5 |4ate7| 17 12 | 70.50
Applecross Senior High School 253 | 256 | @606 | 213 | 8088 52 2011 | 26.76 | 32.36 | 40.85 | 43 | 16.35 | 15 | 3488 | 18 9 0
Aquinas Collage 176 157 | 6488 | 128 | 7102 22 176 | 28 | 208 | 312 | 46 | 26.44| 27 | 587 | 1@ 11 B1.11
Aranmore Catholic Collegs 52 77 S 51 62.2 [F] 0353 | 3022 | 2745 | 33.32 | 26 | 3040 6 24 0 7 70
Armadale Christian College 21 21 100 NAT NAT NAT NG EEEEE 5 [284e| 7 3 42.86
Armadale Senior High School 72 72 100 NA® NAT NAT NAT | NAT [ naT [ naT | ss [777s| 28 [4saa| ze 18 50
Australizn Islamic Collage 50 50 |27 | s0 84.75 1 22 ag ap 32 3 | 1386 1 125 | Na’ NA”
Australind Senior High School 185 175 | c456 | 108 | 68.28 23 213 | 36.11 | 2056 | 3233 | 52 | 2811 | 18 |2282| 10 | 541 4
|Ealcatts Senior High School 72 B8 |6244 | 31 23.08 3 068 | 2104 | 3548 | 2058 | 38 | 5447 | 22 |&641 | 15 | 2083 | 11
Salga Senior High School 27 21 7778 | Na® NAZ Nal nNA? | Na® | ne? | na? | 22 | 8148 2 coe | 27 100 15
jura C ity College 240 | 240 100 80 24.1 a 4323 [2867 | 20 [ 168 | 6747 | @0 |41.07| &5 | 2641 30

Selmont City Collzge 40 42 |e7oe| Na® NAZ S nNa® | Na® [ na? | 41 [s3e7| 10 [243e| 41 |s3s7 12
Selridge Senior High School 01 88 6.7 20 | 2108 1 g5 10 5 65 | 7143 | 25 [3848| 12 | 1318 B
Sroome Sanior High School 35 35 |or22| 20 §5.56 2 €0 25 15 12 50 3 1867 | 10 [ 27.78 4
Bunbury Cathadral Grammar Scheol 134 134 100 112 [ 8358 45 13.30 | 2282 [ 5172 [ 12 [14.18 o [4rar| e [1a18] 15
Sunbury Cathalic College 153 152 100 89 58.17 23 3146 [ 28.00 [4045 | 61 [30.87| 20 [227e| & | 523 5
Bunbury Senior High School 124 112 |e032 | 50 | 4022 14 ag 28 34 84 |51.61| 18 |2813| e | 484 2
Busselton Senior High School 156 158 100 EEE 12 3824 (3676 | 25 | 67 |4205| 23 |[4028| 57 [3e54| 27
Canning Vale College 70 77 |e747 | 22 | 2785 2 5455 | 0727 | 18.18 | 44 | 567 10 2273 | 24 |3035| 14
Caray Baptist College 7E 77 | @872 | 56 7178 B 3020 | 33.02 | 26.78 | 20 | 2584 | 10 50 10 | 12.82 7
Carina Senior High Schoal 203 102 | ©458 | 122 | 6020 20 3333 | 3415 | 3252 | 71 | 34.08 | 25 | 23521 | 24 |[1182| 13
Carmel Advantist College 35 34 0244 | 26 | 7222 2 20 | 4231 760 | @ 25 0 0 7 | 1244 )
Carmel School 52 52 100 52 100 14 21.15 | 40.38 | 38.47 [ na® [ nA® | na® | na® [ na® | mat NA*
Carnarvon Sanior High School 20 25 28.21 NA® NAT Na® na® | na? [ na? 12 | 8552 4 2105 | 2 X 1
CBC Fremantie 87 57 100 80 §5.07 13 a5 30 35 | 27 |3103| 16 |gez2e| 4 45 1
Cacil Andrews Senior High School 45 45 100 NA® NAZ Na? na® | na® [ na? | 32 [711 10 |3125| 41 [9111 27
Central Midiands Senior High School 20 20 100 NAZ NAZ Na? na® | na® | na® | 20 | sser 7 35 27 | 931 15
Chisholm Catholic College 230 | 230 | @623 | 153 | e4.02 38 24.84 | 2222 | 3856 | 3022 | 82 | 3431 42 |5122| 28 |1172] 20
Christ Church Grammar Scheol 195 13¢ |eso2 | 158 | 8184 74 4664 | 5.03 [28.03 [@8.04 | 34 [1744| 11 [2238]| 22 [117e[ 10
Churchlands Senior High School 251 240 | o562 | 158 | 83.35 53 33.33 | 253 [ 26842 | 4528 | 84 | 3347 | 41 4881 | 40 [15.84| 21
Clarkson Community High School 68 66 | o7.08 15 | 22.08 0 0 | 8667|2667 | 666 | 48 |67.65| 12 |26.00| 14 | 2050 B
Clontarf Aboriginal Collage 24 12 75 NaZ NAZ Na? nNA? | na® | na? | Na? | 23 | osas 1 435 | Na® | mA* NA®
Collie Senier High School 52 40 |ea22 14 26.02 3 2143 | 4286 [ 2857 | 2857 | 31 | 5082 13 [4104 | 25 [4808]| 18
Como Secondary Collzge 137 134 | e7.31 50 55.20 [ 1375 | 40 [3875[2125| 51 [3723]| 12 [a72s| & | 584 2
Corpus Christi Collegs 165 ENEEEE 5687 3% 37.23 | 1064 | 4042 | 48.02 | 60 |41.82 | 44 |earr| 16 |1152| 12
Duncraig Senior High School 176 171 | 67.8 | 118 | 67.05 21 17.8 | 37.20 | 23.05 | 2066 | 51 | 2888 | 21 |41.18| 26 | 142 15
Eastern Goldfelds College 117 106 |e3.i6 | 35 2081 1 286 | 6420 | 40 | 671 | 62 |5385| 18 |20.16 | 11 o4 3

stern Hills Senior High School 128 126 | 67.67 50 | 45.74 0 1605 | 35.08 | 40.15 | 11.87 | 67 | 5184 | 26 |2881| 38 | 2713 | 30

nbrook Christian College 24 22 | 6167 15 52.5 1 667 | 7333 | 20 | €67 | 7 | 2947 0 0 2 | 833 0

manuel Catholic Collega 105 108 | G808 | 471 35.68 4 076 | 26.83 | 6366 | 16.51 | 62 | 5043 | 17 |26.08 | 35 | 3202 | 22
Esperance Senior High School 105 100 | ©524 | 43 | 4065 5 11.63 | 27.01 | 4851 | 2558 | 32 | 3048 8 25 38 | 3420 8

Source: http://www.curriculum.wa.edu.au/internet/Communications/Reports Statistics/School Comparison Statistics

Figure A4. Western Australia: Senior Secondary School Participation and Achievement Data 2007
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Final2008 On Track Pubiication Data

VTAC DATA 2007:08 {Sse Nate) ON TRACK SURVEY DATA 2002
nclading Inkernational Stedenta

TERTARY APPLICATIONS AND OFFERS
Tolal Completed Tertiory
NAME LOCALITY Yoar 12 oppicants  Uniersity TAFENET Anylsciry | Unieesty  TAFENVET  Appreniice! Emplojed  Locking
iAcwal Humbse)  (fctualnumbser)  offerz (%) cffers (%) offer 99 crvolled (%) srvolled (%) Tranee (¥) (%) focwork (%) Deferrsd (%)
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Source: http:// www.eduweb.vic.gov.au/edulibrary/public/voced/ontrack/destinationdata08.pdf

Figure AS. Victoria: Senior Secondary School Destination Data 2008
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A Report Card for City Schools

The New York City Education Department released report cards for each school in the city, grading themn on a scale of A through F. The letter
grades were based on three factors: the school environment, student performance and student progress.

Enter part of a school's name to search for a school: GD!I | S

OVERALL ENYIRONMENT PERFORMANCE PROGRESS ADDITIONAL

SEHOOL BOROUGHT GLEVEL SRADE SCORE SCORE SCORE SCORE SCORE
P.S. 210 21st Century Academy Manhattan K-8 c 422 1.03 035 028 0.00
51st Avenue Academy Queens ES c 497 053 044 048 225
P.S. 108 Sal Abbracciamento School Brooklyn ES C 46.9 063 076 024 1.50
P.S. 108 Philip J. Abinarti School Bronx ES c 474 048 055 0.40 1.50
M.S. 256 Academic and Athletic Excellence Manhattan MS A 87.2 054 069 1.00 375
Academy for Public Relations Bronx MS A 636 063 048 074 375
Academy for Scholarship and Ertreneurship Bronx MS c 409 062 0.49 0.28 1.50
Academy of American Studies High School Queens HS B 62.4 059 030 054 0.00
Academy of Applied Mathematics and Technology Bronx MS A 7841 083 063 074 6.00
Academy of Urban Planning Brooklyn HS Under Review

Accion Academy Bronx MS B 633 043 068 061 3.00
Acorn Community High School Brooklyn HS Under Review

Acorn High School for Social Justice Brooklyn HS F 251 -0.04 033 028 0.00
P.S.131 Abigail Adams School Queens ES A 68.0 058 086 058 075
John Adams High School Queens HS Under Review

P.S. 64 Joseph P. Addabbo School Queens ES C 407 061 068 0.20 0.00
Jane Addams High School for Academic Careers Bronx HS c 406 0.28 044 042 0.00
P.S.127 Aerospace Science Magnet School Queens K-8 B 569 055 073 042 375
P.S.91 Albany Avenue School Brooklyn ES B 56.5 068 073 0.34 6.00
JH.S. 51 William Alexander School Brooklyn MS B 545 051 07 04 3.00
All City Leadership Secondary School Brooklyn MS C 475 0.81 052 0.36 0.00
All City Leadership Secondary School Brooklyn HS B B65.2 0.8s 089 042 3.00
P.S. 306 Ethan Allen School Brooklyn K-8 (o 460 027 042 051 1.50

Source: http://www.nytimes.com/ref/education/20071105 SCHOOLS_GRAPHIC.html

Figure A6. New York City: School Report Table 2008
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Changes in NAEP reading scores Changes in NAEP mathematics scores

., Ecmo

e ! T Atlanta 1
Austin — FZN = o s - = i =
i - S g b S S
Charlotte © o T “
i ! = & =2 Chicago T V2N 0 PEN
Cleveland — & _— 0
District of Columbia ) 1 o 2 Cleveland & d PN 0
Houston o J o 2 District of Columbia T T 0 0
Los Angeles © Y2 0 o Houston T PN 0 P
New York City i o % o Los Angeles T o 1~ 0
San Diego _— & — o New York City T T o o
1 Indicates the score was higher in 2007. San Diego T © T ©
Y ckstep o ves v 2007 T Indicates the score was higher in 2007,
' Indicss thers wss o sgnificant changs in the scors in 2007. 4 Indicates the score was lower in 2007.
— Mot avallable. District did not partiipate In 2002. € |Indicates there was no significant change in the scorein 2007,

I Reporting standards not met. Sample size was insufficient to permit a reliable
estimate for New York City in 2002.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National
Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
2007 Trial Urban District Reading Assessment.

— District did not participate in 2003,

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, Mational
Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (MAEP),
2007 Trial Urban District Mathematics Assessment.

Figure A7. US Inner-City NAEP Results in Reading and Mathematics 2002-2007
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Department of

Progress Report

HIGH SCHOOL
This Progress Report is for:
'SCHOOL ACORN Community High School
(13K499)
PRINCIPAL Andrea Lewis

ENROLLMENT 749
SCHOOL TYPE
PEER INDEX 216

HIGH SCHOOL.

Education 2007-08

Progress.

Repornt What does this grade mean? How did this school perform?

Grage
Schools are assigned letter grades based on » This school's overall score for 2007-08 is 64.4
their overall Progress Report score. Schools o This score places the School in the 62 percentile of
that get As and Bs are eligible for rewards. all high schools Citywide—i.e., 62 percent of
Schools that get Ds and Fs, or 3 Cs in a row, those schools scored lower than this school
face consequences, including change in school ® This school met 100% of its improvement target from
leadership or school closure. last year

Category Calculated Score Category Grade

School

Environment 6.5 out of 15 B How scores translate to grades:

# Schools receive letter grades

based on their overall score

Student .:[ B P — School Environment
ools overall score uses parent, teacher and secondary student surveys and
Performance 15.1 outof 25 ., mzﬁkﬂsﬁ receive a other data to measure necessary condiions for leaming:
— «39% of high schools eamed an A engagement and safety and respect.
s luates a high school's in graduating students.
High School Table — Overall Grades G
- Student Progress
Additional Grade _Score range City summary evaluates annual student advancement toward gracuation
= A 64.2-106.5 39% of schools through credit accumulaton and passed Regents. In the
Credit 7.0 (16 max) B 435641 44% of schools weighted Regents pass rate measures, schools receive
c 34‘ 343' 4 129% of s more points f they are able to help high need students
g g pass the exams.
Overall D 29.7-342 3% of schools
F 26-29.6 2% of schools Closing the Achievement Gap
Score seaouorioo [ R [ A Ghes stnoo asionl e o g hih-nee
o 100 students toward graduation.

Each school's Progress Report (1) measures student year-
to-year progress, (2) compares the school to peer schools
and (3) rewards success in moving all children forward,
especially children with the greatest needs. The Progress
Report measures four areas:

Quality Review Score
This school's 2007-08 Quality Review score is:

Well Developed
To see this school's Quality Review report, find the
school's Web site at http://schools.nyc.gov/, click
‘Statistics’ and scroll down to Quality Review Report.

Additional Information

State Accountability Status
Based on its 2006-07 performance, this school is:
In Good Standing

This status is determined by the New York State Department

of Education under the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act.
separate from the school's Progress Report Grade.

Itis

The back page provides specific information about how the
school performed in sach of these areas.

Closing the Achievement Gap

Schools earn additional credit when their high-need students make
exemplary gains. These gains are based on the percentage of high-need
students earning 11 or more credits in their first, second, or third years of

Each school's is

Peer Schools

tothe

high school. These measures of progress are highly predictive of high

school graduation.

Schools can also earn additional credit based on their percentage of
students in the lowest third Citywide earning a 75 or higher for the first time

of schools in its peer group.

Peer schools are those New York City public schools with a student population most like this
school's population. Each school has up to 40 peer schools.

For High Schools, peer schools are determined based on three factors: 1) the average ELA
and Math proficiency levels of the school's students before they entered High School, 2) the

on an ELA or Math Regents or graduating with a Regents Diploma.

Schools earn additional credit if the percentage of students, in any of
these categories, is in the top 40% of all schools Citywide. This

percentage of special education students, and 3) the percentage of students who enter high
school 2 or more years overage. A lower peer index indicates a higher need population.

The peer schools for ACORN Community High School, ranked in order from highest to lowest peer

index, are:

component can only improve a school's Progress Report grade. It cannot

lower a school's grade.

DBN School Name

DBN  School Name

Exemplary 32K551 New York Harbor School 15K530 Metropoitan Corporate Academy High School
Proficiency 28Q470 Jamaica High School 13K412 Brooklyn Community High School of Communication, Arts ar
Credit Gains Additional Credit Category 12K510 World Academy for Total Community Health High S 12K605 George Westinghouse Career and Technical Education High
- - 02M543 New Design High School 02MB15 Chelsea Career and Technical Education High School
Credit Accumulation 19K507 Performing Arts and Technology High School 11X209  Astor Collegiate Academy
) 87.0% English Language Leamers 240455 Newtown High School 12X627  Bronx Leadership Academy Il High School
11X545 Bronx Aerospace High School 06M463 High School for Media and Communications
+1 47.9% Special Education Students 07X221  South Bronx Preparatory: A Colege Board School  17K539  High School for Service & Learning at Erasmus
3 10X213 Bronx Engineering and Technology Academy 03M415 Wadleigh Secondary School for the Performing & Visual Arts
+2 60.0% Hispanic Students in the Lowest Third Citywide 21K348 High School of Sports Management 02M820 Norman Thomas High School
o 53.2% Black Students in the Lowest Third Citywide 12X270  Academy for Scholarship and Entrepreneurship: AC  11X200 Bronx Academy of Health Careers
17K524 International High School at Prospect Heights 04M495 Park East High School
- Other Students in the Lowest Third Citywide 08X405 Herbert H. Lehman High School 28Q157 JH.S. 157 Stephen A Halsey
Ey— 18K568 Brooklyn Generation School 06M468  High School for Health Careers and Sciences
Lowest Third Citywide Regents 17K831  School for Human Rights, The 06M462 High School for Interational Business and Finance
75% ELA 19K504 High School for Civi Rights. 08X278 Peace and Diversity Academy
05M283 Manhattan Theatre Lab High School 02M440 Bayard Rustin Educational Complex
0.8% Math 11X253 Bronx High School for Writing and Communication #  15K448 Brooklyn Secondary School for Collaborative Studies
22K495 Sheepshead Bay High School 09X263  Validus Preparatory Academy: An Expeditionary Learning S¢
+1 16.7% Regents Diploma 200496 Business, Computer Appications and Entrepreneurs  02M308 Lower Manhattan Arts Academy

(-) indicates less than 15 students in this category

The Progress Report is a key component of Mayor Michael R. Bloomberg's and Chancellor Joel I. Klein's Children First reforms. The Progress Report is designed to assist
administrators, principals and teachers in accelerating the leaming of all students. The Progress Report also enables students, parents and the public to hold the NYC Department
of Education and its schools for student achi and i and for ensuring a high quality education for every student in NYC's public schools. If you have
any questions or comments about the Progress Report, please visit hitp:/schools.nyc.gov/A il P gl ol or send us an email at
pr_support@schools.nyc.gov.

Source: http://schools.nyc.gov/OA/SchoolReports/2007-08/ProgressReport HS K499.pdf
Figure A8. New York City: Example of a School Report Card 2007
(continued on next page)
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SCHOOL ACORN Community High School

Results by Category

HOW TO INTERPRET THIS CHART
A school is evaluated by asking how far its score in each categroy has
moved along the range of scores for all schools. These charts show that

In this example, the school's attendance is 95%. This is
75% of the way from the lowest attendance at any school

movement as a percentage. In the example to the right, the school’s score Attendance | (80%) to the highest attendance (100%).
is 75% of the way from the lowest to the highest score in the City. 95% 76.0%

Below, the green charts on the left compare the school to
If a school performs at the top end of the range, the bar will be fully its peer group. The blue charts on the right compare the
shaded. If a school performs at the low end of the range, the bar will not school to schools Citywide. Peer scores count three times.
be shaded. If a school performs in the middle of the range, half the bar as much as City scores. Peer and City ranges are based on
vill be shaded the outcomes of schools from 2005-08.

H Yi o 2% so% 7% 100 s s Number
School Environment . .

of
Comprises 15% of the Overall Score Score  Your Scpool Relative to Peer Horizon: | Your Sc!\ool Relative to City Horizon: students
This Year's Score Survey Scores (10 points)
0.432 x 15 = 6.5
Academic Expectations 69 47.8% 46.2%
B = = & 5
Communication 6.0 45.8% 46.2%
43 73 < 7a
Engagement 6.1 48.0% 48.3%
43 73 =3 76
Safety and Respect 65 46.2% 41.9%
53 79 5.2 83

Attendance (5 points) 80.9% 37.4% 33.5%

726% B

Student Performance = ce [P el Be PR e

Comprises 25% of the Overall Score Score  Your School Relative to Peer Horizon: | Your School Relative to City Horizon:
This Year's Score: Four Year
0.605 x 25 = 151
Graduation Rate 70.1% 66.0% 58.1% "7
B O
Weighted Diploma Rate 127.4% 67.1% 51.6% "7
166.4%| [21.5% 226.9%]
Six Year
Graduation Rate 65.9% 61.2% 46.8% 138
82.1%] “ 100.0%]
Weighted Diploma Rate 109.1% 62.3% 423% 138
B 25 5% Zie5y|

Y e 253 0% 75% 100 s . =
Student Progress sorour S [ R Ee [ [

Comprises 60% of the Overall Score Score  Your School Relative to Peer Horizon: | Your School Relative to City Horizon:
This Year's Score Credit Accumulation
0.596 x 60 = 35.8
Percentage of Students Earning 722% 57.8% 57.4% 231
A 10+ Credits in 1st Year
Percentage of Students in School's Lowest 59.7% 58.1% 55.0% 72
Third Eaming 10+ Credits in 1st Year
Percentage of Students Earning 76.5% 71.5% 63.9% 197
10+ Credits in 2nd Year
Percentage of Students in School's Lowest 67.7% 72.5% 65.6% 62
Third Eaming 10+ Credits in 2nd Year
Percentage of Students Eamning 66.2% 53.8% 47.4% 202
10+ Credits in 2rd Year
Percentage of Students in School's Lowest 50.0% 50.1% 45.3% 60
Third Eaming 10+ Credits in 3rd Year
Average Completion Rate 29.7% 59.4% 45.5% 531
for Remaining Regents
Weighted Regents Pass Rates
English 1.05 58.3% 59.5% 167
Mathematics 127 86.3% 80.3% 298
Science 1.20 62.0% 61.3% 236
United States History 0.82 48.2% 43.3% 195
Global History 0.77 51.3% 49.2% 138

Source: http://schools.nyc.gov/OA/SchoolReports/2007-08/ProgressReport HS K499.pdf
Figure A8. New York City: Example of a School Report Card 2007
(continued from previous page)
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Depariment of
Education and Training

775 records found

Adam Road Primary School
Albany Primary School
Albany Secondary Ed Sup Ctre
a Albany Senior High School
Flnd a SChOOl Alinjarra Primary School
Allanson Primary School
I Allendale Primary School
Amaroo Primary School
ﬂ] Advanced Search Anzac Terrace Primary School
Applecross Primary School
Applecross Senior High School
Arbor Grove Primary School
Ardross Primary School
Armadale Ed Sup Ctre
Armadale Primary School
Other Services Armadale Senior High School
Ashburton Drive Primary School

(Enter part of the school name. )

Find out d studen
Ashdale Primary School

Ashfield Primary School
Attadale Primary School
LonipIog bieist Atwell College
ur children at n : Atwell Primary School
Augusta Primary School
Australind Primary School
Australind Senior High School
Avonvale Ed Sup Ctre
Avonvale Primary School
Babakin Primary School
Badgingarra Primary School
Bakers Hill Primary School
Balcatta Primary School
Balcatta Senior High School
Baldivis Primary School
Baler Primary School
Balga Primary School
Balga Senior High School
Balingup Primary School
Ballajura Community College
Ballajura Primary School
Ballidu Primary School

ern Australia.

Source: http://www2.eddept.wa.edu.au/schoolprofile’home.do

Figure A9. Schools Online, Western Australia: Site Overview

Schools Online m

oVt

Perth Modern School (4042)

(@ School Overview

[ .'m‘( =
v

Perth Modern School is the oldest public senior secondary school in the State. It opened as a schalarship school in 1911 with a charter to offer a ‘modern’ education to students of
strong academic ability, Selection was by scholarship and both male and female students studied science and modern languages as part of their courses,

The School developed a strong reputation based on the achievernent of high educational standards and the successes of past students who include a Governor General, Governors,
Prime Minister, 15 Rhodes Scholars and many other high profile, valued members of the community.

In 2007 the School will return to academically selective schooling after a break of nearly S0 years. The first intake of up to 160 Year 8 students will be followed in successive years
by other students. By 2011, the School's centenary, all students will be academically selected.

Perth Modern will retain its highly regarded music and classical ballet programs which have both been significant in producing artists of national and international acclaim,

MNew classrooms and facilities specifically designed for the education of talented students will be built in 2007 in a $17 million redevelopment that enhances the heritage listed
original buildings, The following year temporary accommaodation will be replaced with an $8 million onsite residential facility for students from regional Western Australia.

Perth Modern School has a strong tradition of community participation, with an active parent body and established alumni associations who value the school's reputation as one of
the State's most notable educational institutions.

The School Council consists of community members, teachers and students and overviews school planning processes, priorities, budgets and advises the Principal. Parents also
participate in the Parents and Citizens' Association and in a range of committees - such as the canteen, music parents and dance parents,

Student Council includes representation from students of each of the school year groups and these students consult with their peers to provide advice to the school staff and
Council,

Situated at the city end of the suburb of Subiaco, the local environment includes a major teaching hospital, the public parks associated with the Subiaco Football {Australian Rules)
Ground, residential development and low rise office and commercial development. The school is well serviced by rail and bus services.

Source: http://www2.eddept.wa.edu.au/schoolprofile/main_page.do
Figure A10. Schools Online, Western Australia: Sample School Overview
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i@ Student Outcomes - Attendance

Secondary Attendance Rates

Attendance Rate

School

2006

2007

2008 91.7%

Attendance % - Secondary Year Levels

Attendance Rate

Y08 Y09 ¥i1 Y12
94% 94% 91%
96% 91% 91%

90% 90% 89%

Caution:

Care must be exercised when interpreting the data as it may refer to small student numbers and therefore the attendance rates may be volatile

Cells in the table containing M/4 refer to schools or year levels with less than 10 students enrolled

i@ Student Outcomes - Senior Secondary

Year 12 Participation
Eligible Year 12 Number studying 4 or Number studying 3 or Number studying 1 or
Students more TEE subjects more WSA subjects more YET units
2005 170 118 69% 43 28% 55 32%

2006

S

-

2007 146

i
@

~
e}

Secondary Graduation

Percentage achieving

Eligible Year 12 Secondary

Students Graduation
170
157
146

Percentage of Students Studying 4 or More TEE Subjects Achieving One or More Scaled Scores of 75 or More

Number studying 4 or Number achieving Percentage achieving
iorG e subjcen | ‘ausor mare sl | ane ox rors gsslot

Percentage of Students Studying 3 or More WSA Subjects Achieving One or More A Grades

Number studying 3 or Number achieving Percentage achieving
more WSA subjects one or more A grade one or more & grade

2005 4§

@
[
o

2006 56 20 36%

2007 33 15 45%

Mote:

Wsa: Wholly School Assessed

TEE: Tertiary Entrance Examination

Information is only available for schools with 20 or more full time eligible students in Year 12 in the year.

Source: http://www2.eddept.wa.edu.au/schoolprofile/main_page.do

Figure A11. Schools Online, Western Australia: Sample School Data
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N Vs
W)
—~— School Improvement Report 2007
Tasmania 2 c + 4
Exrione e rassiities | D EPARTMENT of EDUCATION

www.tas.gov.au |

Welcome

Welcome to the home page for Tasmanian government schools' improvement reports.

I'm committed to the Government being open, accountable and transparent and this
extends to our government schools. Earlier this year | made a commitment to release the
most comprehensive educational performance data in Australia. This is phase two of that
commitment. School Improvement Reports are focussing on improvement rather than
simplistic league tables that only stigmatise or label schools.

By identifying areas where we can do more for our schools, we can improve our focus and
direct resources to areas where there is most need.

The information provided is for individual school improvement during 2007 using the same
priority areas described in the department's Education Performance Report 2007, These
areas are the early years, literacy and numeracy, student retention, school improvement
and equity.

http:fiwewaw.education.tas gov.au/deptireports/edureport2007

The information on this site reflects the progress of each school in the Government's
priority areas. ¥Where schools have provided additional information you will have a more
comprehensive picture of the school's priorities and goals. In future reports | intend to
add to this information by including the latest national literacy and numeracy test results,
which are only available from the 2008 year of testing.

Schools fulfil many functions in the d of young T: ians and these reports
will allow the community to see the great achievements and efforts being made to
continually improve Tasmanian government schools.

For further information on the Department of Education please visit the website at
http: v, education.tas gov.au.

o Py

David Bartlett MP
Premier
Minister for Education and Skills

Source: http://schoolimprovement.education.tas.gov.au/

Other Links...
About this data
Department of Education Home

Select a School...
Abbotsfield Primary School
Acton School

Albuera Street Primary School
Avoca Primary School

Bagdad Primary School
Beaconsfield Primary School
Bellerive Primary School
Bicheno Primary School
Blackmans Bay Primary School
Boat Harbour Primary School
Bothwell District High School
Bowen Road Primary School
Bracknell Primary School
Branxholm Primary School
Brent Street Primary School
Bridgewater High School
Bridgewater Primary School
Bridport Primary School
Brighton Primary School
Brookiyn Primary School
Brooks High School

Bruny Island District School
Burnie High School

Burnie Primary School
Cambridge Primary School
Campania District High School
Campbell Street Primary School

Campbell Town District High School

Cape Barren Island School
Claremont High School
Claremont Primary School
Clarence High School
Clarendon Vale Primary School
Collinsvale Primary School
Cooee Primary School
Cosgrove High School

Cressy District High School
Cygnet Primary School

Figure A12. School Improvement Report, Tasmania: Site Overview
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School Improvement Report 2007

padsmania | DEPARTMENT of EDUCATION

Latrobe High School Choose another School

(%

Latrobe High School currently has a student population of 415 students in Grades 7-10, and is steadily growing. Most students live in areas such as Spreyton, Railton,
Latrobe, Sassafras, Moriarty, ¥Y¥esley Vale, East Devonport Port Sorell, Hawley and Shearwater. The school offers a diverse learning program for students. Grade 7 and 8
students participate in a middle school curriculum with integrated learning central to this curriculum. Grade 9 and |10 students enjoy a wide range of choices in both the
basics curriculum and in their personal interests. The school gives high priority to retention of students post-Grade |0, literacy and pedagogies. Emphasis is placed on
transitions of students from primary school, on developing connectedness of students with school, and on a strong relationship with the local community.

View School Results

Tasmania Online | Senvice Tasmania | Top | Home @

This page has heen produced by the Department of Education. foamania

Questions concerning its content may be directed by email to educational performance services@education tas .gov.au or telephone (03) 6233 7066.
This page was last modified on 14 Oct 2008. The URL for this page is: hitp: fischoolimprovement education tas.gov. auSchoolinfo aspx?School=6506

You are directed to the disclaimer and copyright notice and a Personal Information Protection statement governing the information provided.

Source: http://schoolimprovement.education.tas.gov.au/Schoollnfo.aspx?School=6506
Figure A13. School Improvement Report, Tasmania: School Overview
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Tasmania
Extlore the possioliies

Sechool Improvement Report 2007
DEPARTMENT of EDUCATION

Latrobe High School

Choose another School
$chool Information

Prigrity Area Measure Category Measurement
Literacy testin Index of gain for Years 3-5, 5-7, 7-9 - Literac
Literacy and Numeracy Y= =0
Numeracy testing Index of gain for Years 3-5, 57, 7-9 - Numeracy
o Student attendance Rate of student attendance (%)
Student Participation > 2 -
Student retention Rate of students retained Year |0 to Year || (direct
Staff attendance Rate of staff attendance
Staff satisfaction Index of staff general satisfaction
School Improvement ? Percentage of parents generally satisfied
Parent satisfaction A
Index of parent satisfaction with reporting
Student satisfaction Index of student general satisfaction
Equity of Outcomes Indigenous equity Percentage gap in students achieving expected outcomes

Overall Evaluation Categories

Overall Progress categories have been determined by looking at the achievement and the
recent progress of the school in the areas measured. YWhile every school has its own
particular set of circumstances, it is our common goal to work on continuous

improvement. Improvement
NC = Reliable conclusions cannot be made due to the small numbers involved Trend Up Stable Trend Down
NR = Not reorted where fewer than 5 individuals were involved due to privacy High Good Acceptable
considerations Achi it [ di Good Acceptable Issue
NA = No available data Low Acceptable Issue
Latrobe High School
Literacy and Numeracy - Literacy testing

Measure Category Measurement Current Year Intermediate Range Previous 3 Years Achievement | Improvement | Overall Progress
Literacy testing Index of gain for Years 3-5, 5-7, 7-9 - Literacy 135 18023 180 Low Trend Down

This measure is the average improvement of individual students' test scares in reading over a two-year interval: from Year 3 to Year 5, from Year S to Year 7, and from Year 7 to Year 9, as appropriate to the schoal.

Latrobe High School
Literacy and Numeracy - Numeracy testing

| Measure Category | Measurement | Current Year | Intermediate Range | Previous 3 Years IA(himment I Improvement | Overall Progress

| Numeracy testing

| Index of gain for Years 3-5, 5-7, 7-9 - Numeracy | 316 | 18t023 | 157 | High | Trendup

[ This measure is the average improvement of individual students' test scares in numeracy overa two-year interval: from Year 3 to Year 5, from Year 5 to Year 7, and from Year 7 to Year 3, as appropriate to the schaol

Back to Top

Latrobe High School

Student Participation - Student attendance

Intermediate Range | Previous 3 Years | Achievement. | Improvement

891091 [ FIN | Low |

| Measure Category | | Current Year |
[ Rate of. dance (%) | 886 |

Measurement. Overall Progress

| dance Trend Down

|

[7his rate is the proportion of Prep to Year 10 students attending school each day, averaged over the course of the school year.

Back to Top

Latrobe High School

Student Participation - Student retention

| Current Year I Intermediate Range | Previous 3 Years | Achievement | Improvement |annijr!ngn’:rs;
| 479 | 70t080 | 469 | Low | smble | Issue

| ‘Measure Category |
| Rate of students remined Year 10 to Year I I (direct) (%)

Measurement

| student retention

This measure is direct retention, based on tracing a student in Year 10 and determining if they are still attending a Tasmanian government schoolicollege in the state in Year || one year later. Therefore, students who go on to Catholic
and independent schools, TAFE, the Australian Technical College, apprenticeshipsftraineeships, employment, or those who register with a private Registered Training Organisation, are not included. Also, it does not take into account
students who leave for overseas or interstate

Source: http://schoolimprovement.education.tas.gov.au/SchoolResults.aspx?School=6506
Figure A14. School Improvement Report, Tasmania: Sample School Data
(continued on next page)
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Latrobe High School
School Improvement - Staff attendance

Current Year l Intermediate Range l Previous 3 Years | Achi | Pl N | O gre

| Measure Category I Measurement
9.3 | 95 t0 97 | %6 [ intermediate | Stable | Acceptable |

| smffattendance [ Rate of smfattendance (%)

This measure is the proportion of Department of Education staff attending work each day, averaged over the course of the school year. Data are only available for 2006 and 2007. It does not include leave without pay, long service

leave, maternity leave, recreation leave, workers' compensation, or State Service accumulated leave,

Back to Top

Latrobe High School
School Improvement - Staff satisfaction

| Measure Category | Measurement Current Year I Intermediate Range I Previous 3 Years | Achievement I Improvement Overall Progress

| smf satisfaction | Index of staff general satisfaction 76 | 601065 | 72 | High | Trendup

This index combines responses from multiple questions in the staff survey. The survey is designed to gain Staff opinion school culture, colleagues, leadership, learning and students. From 2007, all Department of Education staffare
invited to complete the survey each year; prior to 2007, the surveys were conducted on a three-year cycle.

Back to Top

Latrobe High School
School Improvement - Parent satisfaction

| Measure Category | Measurement. I Current Year I Intermediate Range l Previous 3 Years | Achievement | Improvement Overall Progress.

| Parent satisfaction | Percentage of parents generally satisfied | 92.3 | 831089 | 862 | High | Trendup

This measure is the proportion of parents who reported general satisfaction in the parent survey. From 2007, random samples of parents from all schools are invited to complete the survey each year: prior to 2007, the surveys were
conducted on a three-year cycle.

Latrobe High School
School Improvement - Parent satisfaction

| Measure Category | Measurement | Current Year | Intermediate Range l Previous 3 Years | Achievement | Improvement | Overall Progress

| Parent satisfaction [ Index of parent satisfaction with reporting | 100 | 72082 | 845 | High | Trendup

This index is the proportion of parents who reported general satisfaction in response to survey questions about reporting student progress. From 2007, random samples of parents from all schools are invited to complete the survey
each year; prior to 2007, the surveys were conducted on a three-year cycle.

Back to Top

Latrobe High School
School Improvement - Student satisfaction

| Measure Category | Measurement | Current Year I Intermediate Range | Previous 3 Years I Achievement | Improvement |Ouehllvrogress

| student satisfaction [ Index of student general satisfaction | 66 [ 601065 [ 68 | High | Stble | Good

This index combines responses from multiple questions in the student survey. The survey is designed to gain student opinion about motivation, learning behaviour, environment, connection to school and teaching. From 2007, randorm
samples of students, Year 5 or above, in all schools are invited to complete the survey each year.

Back to Top

Latrobe High School
Equity of Outcomes - Indigenous equity

| Measure Categary | Measurement l Current Year | Intermediate Range | Previous 3 Years | Ahievement | Improvement IOvznllPrngrzss ]

[indigenous equity [ Percentage gap in students achieving expected outcomes [ 142 i 161026 | 107 | NC [ NC | NC ]

[This measure is the average percentage point gap between non-Indigenous and Indigenous studens in achievement of reading and numeracy benchmarks in Years 3, 5 and 7. A smaller value denotes greater equity. |

Back to Top.
Glossary
[Term [Definition |
| Intermediate Range | Defines an achievement that is satisfactory accarding to research findings and national camparisans |

Source: http://schoolimprovement.education.tas.gov.au/SchoolResults.aspx?School=6506
Figure A14. School Improvement Report, Tasmania: Sample School Data
(continued from previous page)
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ets and responsibility

FRASER JIE

INSTITUTE

#bout Us Research & Publications Students & Leaming  News & Events | Report Cards| Programs & Initiatives Support Us

s PRINT THIS PAGE

71 EMAIL THIS PAGE
HOME > REPORT CARDS > SCHOOL PERFORMANCE =1

REPORT CA

School Paxformance
Overview

El school Performance

Alberta
British Columbia Report on Danforth (Public)
Ontario Special needs (96): 45.1 ESL (96): nfa 2006-07 Last5 yrs
Québec Parents' avg education (yrs): 145 Rank: 693/725  658/675
Aboriginal Education b AL 2007
Avg. level Gr 3 Math (Acad) 207 203 153 208 1% —
Weston Awards
Avg. level Gr 9 Math (&pld) 09 118 082 097 093
Frequently Asked
Daestons OSSLT passed (3)-FTE 483 526 653 657 724
ospltal Parforancs OSSLT passed (96)-PE 276 408 431 347 41—
Fail Rate - &ll Courses Combined 65.0 59.3 576 59.3 535 =
Gender gap (level)-Math nfa M027 F0.09 FO006 M047 nja
Gender gap (9% passed)-OSSLT F08 F95 M104 M12 F73 —
Gr 9 tests not written (%) 20 407 233 241 318 nfa
Overall rating out of 10 20 20 13 21 23

How to read this report card
For help in understanding this report card, click here.
Source: http://www.fraserinstitute.org/reportcards/schoolperformance/
Figure A15. School Performance Report Card, Ontario, Canada: Sample
Primary School Data

A free and prosperous world through
choice, markets and responsibiliry
INSTITUTE fbout Us Research & Publications Students & Leaming News & Everts | Report Cards | Programs & Initiatives Support Us
.]7 PRINT THIS PAGE
LY EMAIL THIS PAGE
" N HOME REPORT CARDS SCHOOL PERFORMANCE =2l
REPORT CARDS
School Performance
Overview

E school Performance

Alberta
British Columbia Report on Terry Fox (Public)
Mew Brunswick
Ontario Parents' avg education (yrs): 15.3 2006-07 Last 5 yrs
Québec Gr 6 enrollment: 34 Rank: 12472786 11472374
Aboriginal Education
Gr 3 avg, level: Reading 25 28 27 30 27 —
Weston Awards
Wiriting 30 34 29 31 28 —
Frequently Asked
Guastians Math 28 31 32 31 29 —
E O — Gr 6 avg, level: Reading 23 32 30 31 31 —
Wiriting 28 31 29 30 33
Math 31 34 32 33 34
Gender gap (level): Reading MO01 MO02 FO6 E nfa nfa
Math E M02 FO05 MO0l nfa nfa
Tests below standard (9) 23 17 73 107 180 —
Tests nat written (36) 80 66 38 93 86 V
3-year value added: Reading B a A A A nfa
Math B a A A A nfa
Overall rating out of 10 77 88 74 91 88 —

How to read this report card

Far help in understanding this report card, click here.

Source: http://www.fraserinstitute.org/reportcards/schoolperformance/
Figure A16. School Performance Report Card, Ontario, Canada: Sample
Secondary School Data
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SCHOOL ACCOUNTABILITY REPORT CARD
Short Version, Issued Spring 2008 for Academic Year 200607

Dr. Temy Grier, Superintendent

4100 Normal Street San Diego, CA 92103 www.sandLnet

4576 Ingraham SL
San Diego, CA 321093120

lEezega]
g

Business and Communi
Partners —

University of Calfomia, San Diego
(UCSD) Omice of University
Pacific Beach Recreation Center
Pacific Beach Kiwanis Ciub
Pacific Beach Town Councl

Our school grateflly acknowiedges the
fremendous support we receive fom owr
pariners, parsnts, and communtly’

Pacific Beach Middle School

Principal’s Statement

At Pacific Beach Middle School, we are committed to providing a safe and secure leaming environ-
ment where we can develop each child's full potential for a strong, productive life. We believe that all
stadents can become lifelong learners and literate, participating, and productive members of a global sodi-
ety. Our instructional program meets the umique sodal, emotional, intellecmal, and physical needs of a
diverse population of adolescents and is accountable to state and district standards through collaborative
deciston making.

We take pride in our positive and challenzing leaming environment, which inchades:

» Knowing our stadents as leamners.

= Teaching to the needs of our studants.

* Teaching strategically in all subject areas.

* Ensuring standards-based instraction for all shadents.

= Implementing the Intermational Baccalaureate Middle Years Programme.

Please stop by and wisit us at your earliest convenience. You are always welcome at Pacific Beach
Middle School.

Instruction and Curriculum

The San Diego Unified School District Board of Education has formally adopted California State
Board of Education-approved academic standards and curnicutum frameworks for all subject areas. District
cumiculum materials, mstractional strategies and supports, professional development, and student assess-
ments are alizned with state standards and focused on ensuring that every student has access to a high-
quality, rigorous, and engaging instractional program. A range of support opportunities is available for

The staff works collaboratively to plan an instructional program that meets our smdents’ needs.
Mmmmhmﬁmmmmhmﬁm
achievement through cumicular innovation, effective teaching strategies, and positive reinforcement.

Opportunities for Parent Involvement

Parents have many opportumities to be involved at their children’s school site (for example, govern-
ance comumsttees, special events, fimdraising events, parent organizations, and in classrooms) and at the
district level (for example, district coundls/committees, Parent University, and special events). We also
encourage parents to support their children at home by making their expectations about school dlear and
Creating a positive homework and leaming environment.

We at Pacific Beach Middle School are committed to obtaning commmunity resources for our school
and imvite all constituencies to assist us in the education of our students.

We encourage parents and conumumity members to volunteer in classrooms, become mentors, and join
school committees that make important decisions regarding the school. Committees in which parents are
participating include the Friends of Pacific Beach Secondary Schools, Site Governance Team, School Site

If you want to get involved, please contact Manilyn Zanchesta at (858) 273-9070.

Source: http://studata.sandi.net/research/sarcs/2007-08/SARC320short.pdf

Figure A17. School Accountability Report, California: Sample School Data

(continued on next page)
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Teacher Credentials

Thzs sable displays the oumber of taachers assizned to the school who ars fully credertialed. who are workg without a fill credersial. and who
ara cradennaled but taaching ousside of thair subjact area of competence. Dismict totals do wot iacluda charter schools.

Schodl District

Numbar of Teachars —
FUlcraderca ang =aching In sutjecl aea = b [ e
Ful cradentia but taaching oulside supject area 13 14 1 1€
Virhouw: full credential 1 7 3 825
Total 40 24 50 5,432

Academic Performance Index (API)

The APT is an anamal measurs of the academic parformarce and progress of schools i Californta APT scores rangs Som 200 w0 1,000, witha
statewide AP performance target of 800. Detailed informatior about the API can be found at the CDE Web site at www.cde.ca govimaaciap

This wble displays the school's starewide and szlar-schools API ranks. The starzwide APT rank ranzes from [ w0 10 A statewide rank of 1
maans that the school kas an AP] score i the lowast 10 percent of 2ll schools in the stare. wlzle a statewide rank of 10 means that the school has an
APT score m the highest 10 parcers of all schools in the state. The smclar-schools API rak raflects how a school compares o 100 statisucally
marched “similar schools.” A sitlar-schools rank of 1 means that the school's acadentc performance 13 i the lowest 10 percant of the 100 similar
schools, while 2 sumzar-schools razk of 10 means that the school’s acadenuic performance is i the highest 10 percers of the 100 sinular schools.

p— — — —
AP Rank 2005 2008 2007

Staeaide 4 4 4

Similar Schools € 3 S

Standardized Testing and Reporting (STAR) Program

Through the Califormia STAR Program stadents in Grades 2-11 are tested anmually in various subjects. The Califorzza Standands Tasts (CST)
inchude English lanzuaze arts and mathemancs (Grades 2-11), grade-level science (Grades 5. €, and 10), end-of-courss science (Grades 9, 10, and
11), and ‘m‘soo:y—aocu. sczence (Grades 8, 10, and 11). Prior to 2003, the nonu-referenced test (NRT) testad reading language arts and mathematics
(Grades 2-11), spelling (Grades 2-8), and science (Grades 2-11). Begineing in 2005, the NRT st readmz Language as, spelling. and mathemas-
i in Grades 3 20d 7 o:d\ 2nd no lorger test scence m any Zade To protact stadent privacy, "= 15 usad m the following tables instead of the
percerzaze when the number of students tested is 10 or Jess in .hm catsgory.

California Standards Tests (CST): English Language Arts and Mathematics
Parcenragza of students achieving at the proficient or advanced levels (meetmg or exceading siate stndards):

— B —
ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS MATHEMATICS
LES Scnoo! GG Siats
Gr_J2005 2005 2007 2005 200€ 2007 |2005 200€ 2007 | Gr | 2005 2006 2007 J 2005 2005 2007 | 2005 2005 2007
€ 213 B0 334327 309 437 ] B ) 4] € 248 204 28 ) 320 418 432 3B 40 41
7 JAT IS HIJBE 49 456 ]| B 43 43 7 J 227 219 238 324 B3 431 3B 7 41
g §353 300 292336 402 414 ] 33 39 41 g 239 300 3361 131 22 2862) 29 31 35
— — — e —
Norm-Referenced Test (NRT): Reading and Mathematics
Parcerzagze of sudants scormg 2t or above the 50ch percensle (the natonal averaze):
— e
READING MATHEMATICS
School District State Schoo! —Deiret Siats
Gr_|2005 2008 2007 2005 200€ 2007 J2005 200€ 2007 | Gr | 2005 2006 2007 ] 2005 2005 2007 | 2005 2005 2007
7 J3229 431 409 22 445 433 | 25 45 451 7 343 509 3538] 453 7.2 500 ) &7 48 <0
— — — — — — —

The complere SCEOOL ACCOUNTABILITY REPORT CARD (SARC) may be cboaived Somm e school or fom e Inxn-nl
(snedase sandi.netresvarcivsarcs’) ThcmanSAM is soughly 12 pamlaqr_dpzw'ldu oo eeroll parsot and
school safsey amd climass for loarming, class sizs, toacly and saffing, hr and ion, and sckool E=ance In 2d&zen, SARCS
fnruccuduy:d:mhmhbdmpom&nmdpon—n.m‘ paration =f jon (36, suroll m couzses that mest Univarsity of Califormia or Califorzis
Seare U s wsll 2z Advanced Fi o« 1 Baccal peog SAT scores; collogs test-praparanon courses, and
£ dagres to wiach studsuts 315 prepesed to sner the works:

PACIFIC BEACH NIDDLE (320)

Source: http://schoolimprovement.education.tas.gov.au/SchoolResults.aspx?School=6506
Figure A17. School Accountability Report, California: Sample School Data
(continued from previous page)
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